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ABSTRACT 

 

 

The present study was an attempt to further the research on love and relationships. 

More specifically, this study focused on the relationships between love styles, adult 

attachment, integration of partner information, perfectionism, self-esteem, and 

relationship satisfaction. Participants in the study were 106 students from a small liberal 

arts college in Florida, comprised of 77 females and 19 males and ranging from 18 to 36 

years of age. The participants completed an online survey including measures of each of 

the variables, as well as demographic information including relationship status and 

current love status. Only one gender difference was found, with females reporting more 

of the storge love style than males. Many correlations were found between the measures, 

including replications of other studies as well as some original results. Perhaps most 

notably, relationship satisfaction was positively related to erotic and storgic love styles, 

integration of partner information, self-esteem, secure attachment, and being in love; 

interestingly, these concepts were also almost all related to one another. These results 

should inspire further inquiry as to the way all of these variables interact in relationships. 

        

               ______________________ 

Dr. Steven Graham 

 

Division of Social Sciences 
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Gaining a Better Understanding of Love and Relationships 

Love and close relationships are relevant topics to nearly all people and 

throughout life. This is very much reflected in novels, movies, music, and other forms of 

media, but until recently had not been reflected in research. Though in the past it was 

argued that love could not be or should not be studied scientifically, recent decades have 

seen an emergence of empirical research on love and relationships. Several theories and 

conceptualizations of love have been proposed in this time. Walster and Walster (1978) 

divided loving relationships into two separate types, compassionate and passionate, with 

compassionate love being basically an expansion of liking, and passionate love associated 

with higher sexual and emotional intensity. Clark and Mills (1979) also split up love 

relationships into two different types, communal or exchange. Exchange relationships are 

based on the idea that an individual will benefit the other with the expectation of eventual 

payback; in communal relationships, this expectation does not exist and benefits are 

given in response to need or out of concern for the welfare of another. Sternberg (1986) 

conceptualized love in a triangular aspect, with the three points on the triangle being 

intimacy, compassion, and commitment. According to this theory, the kind of love one 

experiences depends on the amount of each of these components in relation to one 

another. 

The typology set forth by Lee (1973) and furthered by Hendrick and Hendrick 

(1986) is perhaps the most complex and encompassing of the current love theories 

proposed; as noted in previous research, other less extensive theories of love can easily fit 

into the love styles proposed by Lee (Davies, 2001; Hahn & Blass, 1997; Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1986). The current study is an attempt to further the current research on love 
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and relationships by finding correlations between conceptualizations of love, 

relationships, and personality aspects, including love styles, attachment styles, partner 

information organization, perfectionism, self-esteem, and relationship satisfaction. 

Love Styles 

 Lee's (1973) typology distinguishes six types of love: the primary types including 

eros, ludus, and storge, and the secondary including mania, pragma, and agape. Eros is 

described as passionate love, ludus as game-playing love, storge as friendship love, mania 

as obsessive love, pragma as practical, shopping list love, and agape as selfless love. The 

secondary types of love are made up of combinations of the primary types of love; 

therefore mania is a compound of eros and ludus, pragma a compound of ludus and 

storge, and agape a compound of eros and storge. However, it should be noted that each 

of these secondary love types are considered to be separate entities from the primary 

types. The following is a more extensive explanation of each of the love styles, as 

informed by prototypical definitions supplied by Hahn and Blass (1997) as well as 

studies from other researchers. 

 Eros.  Eros is generally described as romantic or passionate love. This type of 

love is also characterized by physical attraction and “love at first sight” feelings. Erotic 

lovers are intimate, communicative, committed, and emotionally intense, but without 

obsessiveness and jealousy. Though they may believe in love at first sight, they are not 

blindly in love and are aware of the faults or shortcomings of partners. Sample statements 

from Hendrick’s and Hendrick's (1986) love styles measure for eros is “My lover and I 

were attracted to each other immediately after we first met,” and “I feel that my lover and 

I were meant for each other.” In past research, eros has been correlated with lower 
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depression (Arnold & Thompson, 1996), higher self-esteem (Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986) higher social desirability in men (Davies, 2001), conscientiousness (Heaven, Da 

Silva, Carey, & Holen, 2004), and currently being in love (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; 

Neto, 1994). 

 Ludus.  Ludus is described as game-playing love. Ludic lovers enjoy variety in 

partners and do not have a problem with dating multiple partners at one time. They avoid 

commitment and do not get seriously involved in romantic relationships. Ludic lovers 

may not have a problem telling a partner about other lovers, but may hide it to avoid 

situations of jealousy. Sample statements from the Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1986) include “I believe what my lover doesn't know about me won't hurt 

him/her,” and “My lover would get upset if he/she knew of some of the things I've done 

with other people.”  Previous studies have shown correlations between ludus and being 

male (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986), having higher self-esteem (Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986), more avoidant attachment (Feeney & Noller, 1990), psychological dysfunction 

(Arnold & Thompson, 1996), and social desirability in men (Davies, 2001). Negative 

correlations have been found between ludus and affection (Kanemasa, Taniguchi, Daibo, 

& Ishimori, 2004), agreeableness (Heaven et al., 2004), currently being in love (Neto, 

1994), and social desirability in women (Davies, 2001) Because of its nature, it has been 

questioned as being a true form of love (Kanemasa et al., 2004). 

 Storge.  Storge is commonly referred to as friendship love, or a love that evolves 

from friendship to a romantic relationship. Because of this slow evolution from friends to 

lovers, storgic lovers tend to have common activities and interests, valuing these over 

physical attraction or passion. Comfort is therefore more valued in the relationship than 
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intense emotion. Samples of storge from the Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986) are “The best kind of love grows out of a long friendship,” and “Love is really a 

deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion.” Research has shown correlations 

between storge and being female (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986), being in love (Hendrick 

& Hendrick, 1986), secure and avoidant attachment styles (Feeney & Noller, 1990), 

agreeableness (Heaven et al., 2004), less depression (Arnold & Thompson, 1996), social 

endorsement (Davies, 2001), being the youngest child (McGuirk & Pettijohn, 2008), and 

partner engagement sexual style (Frey & Hojjat, 1998).  

 Mania.  Like eros, mania is a love style characterized by intense emotions; 

however, unlike eros, mania also includes substantial amounts of jealousy and 

obsessiveness. Manic lovers do not feel secure in their relationships, often dating people 

they are not compatible with because they want to be in a relationship so badly. They can 

be described as being “in love with love.” Items on the LAS (Love Attitudes Scale) 

pertaining to mania include “When my lover doesn't pay attention to me, I feel sick all 

over,” and “When I am in love, I have trouble concentrating on anything else.” Prior 

research has found positive correlations between mania and anxious attachment (Feeney 

& Noller, 1990), psychological dysfunction (Arnold & Thompson, 1996), partner 

engagement sexual style (Frey & Hojjat, 1998), and being an only child (McGuirk & 

Pettijohn, 2008), and a negative relation to conscientiousness (Heaven et al., 2004) 

 Pragma.  Pragma is a practical or “shopping list” kind of love. Pragmatic lovers 

have certain criteria for romantic relationships and emphasize the importance of specific 

background characteristics, such as religion or family background. Therefore, this is not 

an emotionally-based type of love. Pragmatic lovers go into relationships cautiously, and 
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may be similar to storgic lovers by allowing friendships to grow into romantic 

relationships. Sample items from the LAS measuring pragma include “I try to plan my 

life carefully before choosing a lover,” and “Before getting very involved with anyone, I 

try to figure out how compatible his/her hereditary background is with mine in case we 

ever have children.” Previous studies have found correlations between pragma and being 

female (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) and being the youngest child (McGuirk & Pettijohn, 

2008). Research has also shown people high in pragma are lower in openness (Heaven et 

al., 2004), and affection (Kanemasa et al., 2004). 

 Agape.  Agape is an altruistic or selfless type of love, which is possibly more of 

an ideal than reality. Agapic lovers believe everyone is worthy of love and therefore love 

a partner truly, but do not expect anything in return. They are conceptualized as being 

non-demanding, patient, and forgiving. This is not a highly emotional type of love. Items 

on the LAS pertaining to agape include “I would rather suffer than let my partner suffer,” 

and “I cannot be happy unless I place my lover's happiness before my own.” Agape has 

been positively correlated with being in love (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; Neto, 1994), 

partner engagement sexual style (Frey & Hojjat, 1998), social desirability in women 

(Davies, 2001), and being the youngest child (McGuirk & Pettijohn, 2008). 

 Measuring love styles.  Though Lee first created his typologies in 1973, it 

remained only a thought-provoking theory that was not commonly worked with 

empirically until the development of the Love Attitudes Scale by Hendrick and Hendrick 

(1986). Hendrick and Hendrick built this scale based upon a pre-existing scale by 

Lasswell and Lasswell (1976) that tested for each of the love styles, but did so by using 

true or false statements and determining love styles through the number of true answers 
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rather than using a Likert scale. Hendrick and Hendrick thus created a scale of 42 items, 

with each of the six love styles measured by seven items. Though there were a few 

questionable items that loaded on several love styles, overall a factor analysis and 

reliability check showed that this scale clearly measured each of the six love styles and 

that it could lend itself into further study on relationships.  

 Since its creation, the Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) has 

been widely used, both to retest the reliability of it and to correlate the love styles with 

other factors. In response to a previous study in which agape and mania collapsed into 

one factor, Borrello and Thompson (2001) retested items from Hendrick and Hendrick's 

(1986) scale to determine if the items could then be held up. In the original study, only 

three items for each of the six love styles were used; for this study, two items were added 

to both agape and mania in hopes that this would establish the two as separate entities. 

The results of this study strongly supported the validity of measure. Items were generally 

only correlated as expected, with the only outlier being one storge item which correlated 

with pragma. The authors of this study concluded, as Hendrick and Hendrick (1986), that 

the LAS was a useful tool to further explore the love style typologies. 

 Waller and Shaver (1994) explored whether love could be partially hereditary by 

looking at love styles in twins, both monozygotic and dizygotic, and their spouses. As 

expected, the love styles were not correlated with one another. Results also indicated that 

monozygotic and dizygotic twins were similarly correlated on love styles, suggesting that 

the shared environment plays more of a role in the development of these styles than 

genetics. There were, however, higher correlations between twins and their spouses on 

four of the six love styles: eros, storge, pragma, and agape. Similar to these findings, 
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Hahn and Blass (1997) investigated the similarity of love styles in partner preferences, 

going from the idea that people are more attracted to those similar to them. Results of this 

study found that participants did prefer others with similar love styles, especially agape 

and storge. The researchers suggest that this may mean that love style has an impact on 

partner selection. 

Attachment Styles 

 Attachment theory, originally developed to describe infant relationships with 

primary caregivers, has since been applied to adult romantic relationships. Hazan and 

Shaver (1987) originally created a measure for attachment in adults, as the “strange 

situation” used to evaluate attachment in infants – which entails a caregiver leaving the 

infant in a room alone and with a stranger to observe infant reactions – would not easily 

translate into a measure appropriate for adults. The measure created was a self-report type 

of measure in which participants were provided with three descriptions and asked to 

identify which one most accurately described them. These three paragraphs represented 

the three attachment styles identified in infants: secure, anxious-ambivalent, and 

avoidant. Secure attachment is described as being comfortable with closeness with and 

dependence on others, without worry of either being too close or being abandoned. 

Anxious-ambivalent attachment is described as worrying about relationship partners not 

wanting to be as close as the individual would like. More anxiously attached individuals 

may also worry that partners do not love them or that partners will abandon them. 

Avoidant attachment is in a way the antithesis of anxious-ambivalent attachment, 

described as discomfort with others becoming close and with wanting less intimacy than 

wanted by relationship partners. More avoidant individuals may have trouble trusting 
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others and feel nervous with others get too close. 

 Attachment style measures.  Though the original measure put forth by Hazan 

and Shaver (1987) may have accurately described each of the attachment styles as 

manifested in adults, there were obvious problems and limitations with it. Self-report 

measures in general have weaknesses, and the fact that this was a single-item measure 

increased the weakness of it. Therefore, other researchers have since developed new ways 

to measure attachment styles. Collins and Read (1990) broke down the original 

paragraphs into a questionnaire with 5 items for each of the attachment styles, resulting in 

a 15 item questionnaire. Factor loadings resulted in three different dimensions that were 

not the same as the original attachment styles, but underlie these styles; they were labeled 

Depend, Anxiety, and Close by the researchers. As indicated by the names of these 

dimensions, Depend included items focusing on depending on and trusting others, 

Anxiety included the items centered on being abandoned and not being loved, and Close 

included the items about levels of closeness to others.  

 Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) reimagined adult attachment into four 

attachment types dependent on positive and negative valences for the dimensions of 

attachment; therefore, secure attachment would be (+,+), avoidant-dismissing would be 

(+,-), preoccupied would be (-,+), and avoidant-fearful would be (-,-). Though these 

different types do not completely correspond to the attachment types in infant attachment 

theory, they are quite probably better descriptors for adults as it allows for adults to lie 

somewhere on a continuum of secure to insecurely attached. Though some adults may fit 

easily into one category as in the conceptualization and measure created by Hazan and 

Shaver (1987), this newer extension to the adult attachment theory allows for both 
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avoidant and anxious tendencies to be measured and reported. With this new way of 

conceptualizing attachment styles, Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) created the 

Relationship Scales Questionnaire (RSQ). This scale, however, identifies two 

dimensions, secure to insecure and close to independent. These dimensions obviously do 

not quite transfer to identifying the two types of insecure attachment, though they do 

allow for a more complex description of attachment than the simple 3 paragraph measure.  

 Perhaps the most widely accepted measure of attachment style currently is the 

Experiences in Close Relationship Scale (ECR) and the short form of this scale (Brennan, 

Clark, & Shaver, 1998; Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Vogel, 2007). Similar to the RSQ, 

this scale measures two different dimensions; however, the ECR uses the more widely 

accepted dimensions of insecure attachment, anxiety and avoidance. Another positive 

aspect of this scale is its focus on attachment styles generally, not to a specific 

relationship partner. Not only does this help to identify the general attachment style of a 

participant, but it also allows attachment to be measured even if one is not currently 

involved in a romantic relationship. The original measure was found to be highly reliable 

and valid based on a number of studies using it; however, this measure consisted of 36 

total items, which was considered to possibly be too long, especially for college 

populations widely used in research (Wei et al., 2007). This led to the creation of the 

short form of the scale, a 12-item total scale, with 6 items for each subscale measuring 

the constructs of Anxiety and Avoidance.  

     Attachment styles and love research. Though adult attachment has been studied 

in connection with a variety of other personal aspects, such work approaches (Hazan & 

Shaver, 1990) and birth order (McGuirk & Pettijohn, 2008), it seems a common method 
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of studying adult attachment has been to measure it in conjunction with other romantic 

relationship factors (Feeney & Noller, 1990; Collins & Read, 1990; Heaven et al., 2004; 

Madey & Rodgers, 2009). Though difficult to compare to other attachment style research 

because of their different dimensions of attachment, Collins and Read (1990) looked at 

their attachment concept and correlations with many factors including self-esteem, trust 

in others, love styles, and relationship quality. This study found that those who scored 

higher in the Close dimension were more likely to have the agape love style and less 

likely to have higher scores in ludus, storge, or pragma.  

Monteoliva and Garcia-Martinez (2005) looked at attachment styles in the 

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) conceptualization of secure, avoidant-dismissive, 

preoccupied, and avoidant-fearful and their associations with factors such as relationship 

satisfaction, commitment, and length in Spanish students. They found that secure 

attachment was correlated positively with all indicators of well-functioning relationships, 

while the avoidant attachments had the opposite correlations and positive correlations 

with breaking up; preoccupied had generally low correlations with the tested factors. 

These results were expected as they were consistent with the Anglo-Saxon samples cited 

by the researchers.  

 Feeney and Noller (1990) looked at attachment style as a predictor of romantic 

relationships in adults, including styles of love. Though they failed to find some of the 

hypothesized results, such as secure attachment being related to erotic love style, 

attachment styles were related to many other relational aspects, such as currently being in 

love and the intensity of love. In a somewhat similar study, attachment styles and 

personality dimensions were studied as predictors of love styles (Heaven et al., 2004). It 
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was found that anxious attachment was a mediator for neuroticism predicting ludus and 

mania. McGuirk and Pettijohn (2008) looked at both attachment styles and love styles in 

relation to birth order. Middle children had the highest percentage of insecurely attached 

individuals and had the highest mean for ludus; youngest children were the most secure 

and had the highest means for pragma, storge, and agape. Though this study did not 

directly compare attachment styles and love styles, certain associations may be somewhat 

implied through these results. 

Partner Information Organization 

 Previous research has focused on organization of self-knowledge as an important 

part of self-concept (Showers, 1992; Zeigler-Hill & Showers, 2007) but little research has 

been done to study the organization of information about others. In regard to self-

knowledge, Showers (1992) suggested that it is not merely positive or negative content 

that matters, but how those positive and negative aspects are organized in relation to one 

another. Compartmentalization is the term given to the organization pattern with 

information arranged into primarily positive or negative categories. Mixed organization 

or integration describes the type of organization incorporating both positive and negative 

characteristics into each category. Compartmentalization has been associated with more 

unstable self-esteem. Though compartmentalization was associated with high self-esteem 

when categories of positive information were most important (Showers, 1992), even 

compartmentalizing individuals with high self-esteem were more negatively impacted by 

social rejection than those with a more integrated self-concept (Zeigler-Hill & Showers, 

2007). 

 Graham and Clark (2006) investigated similar patterns but of relationship partner 
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information rather than self-knowledge. The researchers theorized that people with high 

self-esteem tie positive and negative information about partners together, resulting in an 

integrated view of the partner. In contrast, they also theorized that people with low self-

esteem would more likely see partners as perfect sometimes and in a very negative light 

other times, therefore having a more segregated, or compartmentalized, view of the 

partner. Results of the seven studies conducted using different methods to explore these 

theories were in support of the hypotheses. This study also generated a measure of partner 

information organization, a scale named the Integration of Thoughts About Partners Scale 

(I-TAPS). The final study in this research also incorporated adult attachment styles and 

found that more anxiously attached individuals were more variable in their ratings of 

their relationship with their spouse over a 5-day period. 

Perfectionism 

 Though there is considerable research on perfectionism, little work has been done 

on the associations between perfectionism and romantic relationships or love. The 

research that has been done on perfectionism in relationships has had some perhaps 

counter-intuitive results. Flett, Hewitt, Shapiro, and Rayman (2001) examined links 

between different dimensions of perfectionism and relationship beliefs and behaviors. 

Perfectionism was not associated with less loving, and self-oriented perfectionism was 

actually positively correlated with loving. Socially prescribed perfectionism was the only 

perfectionism dimension with negative associations with love and relationship behaviors, 

correlating with anxiety, obsessiveness, and dependence in relationships. Similarly, 

Ashby, Rice, and Kutchins (2008) researched maladaptive and adaptive forms of 

perfectionism in romantic relationships. This study found that at least one member of the 
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couple being an adaptive perfectionist may increase relationship function and 

satisfaction. However, even one person being a maladaptive perfectionist was associated 

with poor relationship quality and satisfaction. 

Present Study 

 The present study incorporates these previous studies and expands on them by 

looking at each of the already established measures in relation to one another. Though 

many studies have found correlations between certain measures used in this study, no 

previous research has incorporated each of these measures. For instance, quite a few 

studies have looked at both love styles and attachment styles, but not necessarily in 

relation to one another. Furthermore, certain particular constructs have not been 

thoroughly researched at all. The I-TAPS, the measure of integration of partner 

information, is relatively new. While it has been researched somewhat in its relation to 

self-esteem and attachment style, no previous research has related it to love styles. 

Similarly, the function of perfectionism in relationships has been researched very 

minimally and has not been studied at all in conjunction with the other constructs of 

interest in this study, namely love styles, attachment styles, and compartmentalization. 

Therefore, the current study gives a more comprehensive look at each of these previously 

studied conceptions as it investigates the relationships between them. 

    Some general predictions were made based both on prior research and some 

logical inference. Relationship satisfaction was predicted to be positively related to eros 

and integration, and negatively related to both forms of perfectionism and both insecure 

attachment styles. Ludus and mania were predicted to be related to attachment, with 

ludus connected to avoidant attachment and mania to anxious attachment. Eros and ludus 
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were both predicted to be related to higher self-esteem. Integration was expected to be 

related to higher self-esteem and lower anxious attachment. Some gender differences 

were expected, particularly that men would be more ludic than women. Though it was 

expected that more connections would be found between the items measured, more 

specific predictions were not made because of the lack of prior research on which to base 

such predictions. 

Method 

Participants 

 All participants were undergraduate students at a small liberal arts college in 

southwest Florida. Participants were contacted through an email sent out to a student 

listserv. All participants who completed at least one of the measures were included in 

applicable statistical analysis. Consent to take the survey was obtained from 168 students, 

however, only 106 participants continued on to complete enough of the survey to be 

included in any analysis. Of these, 96 participants answered demographic questions, of 

which 77 were female and 19 were male. Ages of participants ranged from 18 to 36, with 

a mean of 20.44. Participants were asked whether they were currently in love and 

whether they were currently in a relationship. A total of 94 participants answered the 

question about being in love, with 60 answering that they were currently in love and 34 

answering that they were not. Similarly, 96 answered whether they were currently in a 

relationship, with 64 reporting being in a relationship and 32 reporting that they were not. 

Measures 

 All of the items from the scales that were used in this study can be found in the 

Appendix. Love styles were measured using the Love Attitudes Scale, short form 
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(Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998). The short form was used for this and other scales 

to increase the likelihood that participants would complete the measures. A 5-point Likert 

scale was used for this measure, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The 

alpha coefficients for this study were 0.656 for eros, 0.613 for ludus, 0.893 for storge, 

0.804 for pragma, 0.689 for mania, and 0.861 for agape. Attachment styles were 

measured using the Experiences in Close Relationships Scale, short form (Wei, Russell, 

Mallinckrodt, & Vogel, 2007). For this measure, a 7-point Likert scale was used. The 

alpha coefficient for avoidant attachment was 0.859, and 0.766 for anxious attachment. 

Organization of partner information was measured by the Integration of Thoughts About 

Partners Scale (I-TAPS) (Graham & Clark, 2006) using a 7-point Likert scale. The alpha 

coefficient in this study was 0.851.  

 Perfectionism was measured using five items each from the Self-oriented and 

Other-oriented subscales of the Multidimensional Perfectionism Inventory (Hewitt & 

Flett, 1991). A 5-point Likert scale was used for both of these subscales. The self-oriented 

scale had an alpha coefficient of 0.610; the other-oriented had an alpha of 0.723. Self-

esteem was measured using the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) on a 4-

point Likert scale and had an alpha coefficient of 0.906 in this study. Relationship 

Satisfaction was measured using the Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988). 

One item, “How much do you love your partner?” was removed in order to be more 

applicable for participants who were not currently in a romantic relationship and were 

instead answering these questions about a best friend. This measure had the logic of a 5-

point Likert scale, though each question required different response terms because of the 

phrasing of the questions; for example, one set of responses ranged from “poor” to 
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“excellent”, while another ranged from “unsatisfied” to “extremely satisfied.” This 

slightly altered measure had an alpha of 0.894 in the present study. 

 The end of the survey consisted of demographic and other questions of interest to 

the researcher, including gender, age, current relationship and love status, and how many 

times the participant had been in love. To answer how many times they had been in love, 

participants were given the option of 0, 1, 2, 3-5, or more than 5, as these were the 

options given by Hendrick and Hendrick (1986). 

Procedure 

 An email was sent to the student listserv with a link provided to an online survey 

consisting of the measures listed above. The email informed students that the general 

topic of the survey was love and relationships. The first page of this survey provided the 

participant with information about the survey and research generally, including the rights 

of participants. To move onto the actual survey, participants had to click a circle 

indicating that they agreed to participate in the research. All data were collected online 

and later analyzed using a statistical analysis program (SPSS). 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Means and standard deviations for each of the tested variable are presented in 

Table 1. As this table shows, for love styles the highest means were for eros (M = 3.84) 

and storge (M = 3.19), with the lowest for ludus (M = 1.98) and pragma (M = 1.78). The 

mean for anxious attachment (M = 3.80) was over a point higher than the mean for 

avoidant attachment (M = 2.54), though this mean was not higher than expected. Self-

oriented perfectionism (M = 3.56) had a mean only slightly higher than that of other-
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oriented perfectionism (M = 3.13). Means for the I-TAPS (M = 4.86), self-esteem (M = 

2.92), and relationship satisfaction (M = 3.79) all followed general expectations. 

Gender, Relationship Status, and Love Status 

 Independent sample t-tests were run in order to determine whether there were any 

significant gender differences on each of the measures used in this study. The storge 

subscale of the LAS was the only measure in which males and females differed 

significantly. Females (M = 3.342) were significantly higher than males (M = 2.671) in 

the storge love style, t(94) = -2.178, p = .032. Independent sample t-tests were also used 

to determine differences between participants who were currently in relationships and 

those who were not. People in relationships (M = 3.96) were significantly higher than 

those not in relationships (M = 3.59) in the eros love style, t(94) = 2.238, p = .028; those 

in relationships (M = 4.02) were also higher in relationship satisfaction, t(92) = 4.144, p = 

.000, than those who were not (M = 3.32). People in relationships (M = 2.27) were 

significantly lower in avoidant attachment style, t(93) = -3.224, p = .002, as compared to 

people not in relationships (M = 3.09).  

 Similar results were found when comparing people who were currently in love or 

not. Significant differences between people in love (M = 4.10) and not in love (M = 3.34) 

were found for eros, t(92) = 5.135, p = .000. Differences were also found for integration 

of partner information, t(91) = 3.014, p = .003, with those in love (M = 5.07) scoring 

higher than those not in love (M = 4.38). Relationship satisfaction was significantly 

different and higher for those in love (M = 4.05) than those not (M = 3.26), t(90) = 4.853, 

p = .000. Lastly, those in love (M = 2.15) were significantly lower in avoidant attachment 

t(91) = -4.737, p = .000, than those not in love (M = 3.28). 
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Correlations Between Measures and Times in Love 

 Correlations were used to determine the relationships between the six love styles, 

the two attachment types, integration of partner information, self and other-oriented 

perfectionism, self-esteem, relationship satisfaction, and the number of times in love. For 

ease of understanding, correlations will be reported in this order. In terms of love styles 

alone, significant correlations were found between some of the love styles. Eros was 

positively correlated with storge [r(106) = .244, p = .012] and agape [r(106) = .360, p = 

.000]. Mania was positively correlated with both pragma [r(106) = .232, p = .017] and 

agape [r(106) = .395, p = .000]. Similarly, the two perfectionism scales were found to be 

significantly correlated with one another [r(93) = .283, p = .005]. 

 Four of the six love styles were significantly correlated with the insecure 

attachment types. Those who reported having higher avoidant attachment tended to be 

significantly lower in eros [r(96) = -.488, p = .000], storge [r(96) = -.228, p = .025], and 

agape [r(96) = -.255, p = .012]. Anxious attachment had a significantly positive 

relationship with mania [r(96) = .414, p = .000]. People who scored higher in integration 

of partner information tended to report higher eros [r(103) = .503, p = .000] and agape 

[r(103) = .224, p = .023] and lower mania [r(103) = -.283, p = .004]. Though self-

oriented perfectionism was not correlated with any love style, other-oriented 

perfectionism was correlated with ludus [r(95) = .239, p = .020], pragma [r(95) = .209, p 

= .042], and mania [r(95) = .248, p = .015]. Three love styles were correlated with self-

esteem: eros [r(94) = .325, p = .001], storge [r(94) = .208, p = .044], and pragma [r(94) = 

.226, p = .028]. Eros [r(94) = .714, p = .000] and storge [r(94) = .320, p = .002] were 

significantly correlated with relationship satisfaction. The number of times participants 
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had been in love was significantly correlated with eros [r(96) = .276, p = .006] and ludus 

[r(96) = .245, p = .016]. 

 In addition to correlates with love styles, the two insecure attachment styles were 

also correlated with other measures. Having higher avoidant attachment was associated 

with lower integration of partner information [r(96) = -.464, p = .000] and relationship 

satisfaction [r(94) = -.495, p = .000]. Similarly, anxious attachment was negatively 

correlated with integration of partner information [r(96) = -.232, p = .023], self-esteem 

[r(94) = -.361, p = .000], and relationship satisfaction [r(94) = -.278, p = .007]. 

 As previously stated, integration of partner information was significantly 

correlated with eros, agape, mania, and both insecure attachment styles. Higher scores in 

partner information integration were also related to higher relationship satisfaction [r(94) 

= .558, p = .000] and the number of times in love [r(95) = .220, p = .032]. Other-oriented 

perfectionism was correlated with certain love styles, self-oriented perfectionism, and 

self-esteem [r(94) = .220, p = .033]. Relationship satisfaction and self-esteem were 

positively correlated [r(94) = .311, p = .002]. 

Discussion 

Love Styles 

 Many correlations were found within love styles and between love styles and 

other measures. Some of these results replicated previous research, some opposed 

previous research, and some had not yet been studied before. Of all the love styles and in 

fact all studied variables, eros had the highest number of significant associations with 

other study variables. As implied from most previous research and descriptions of the 

erotic love style, most of these correlates would be considered positive in terms of both 
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personal and relational factors, with positive correlates including self-esteem, partner 

information integration, and relationship satisfaction. Also unsurprising was the 

correlation between higher erotic love and a higher number of times in love, a 

relationship also found by Neto (1994).  

 In terms of other love styles, eros was positively correlated with both storge and 

agape. While the storge correlation was somewhat unexpected, it does follow logically 

then that eros would be correlated with agape as well, as agape is considered a secondary 

love style composed of the primary eros and storge (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). 

Further, previous research has also found a correlation between eros and agape (Neto, 

1994). Eros was also found to be negatively correlated with avoidant attachment and was 

not significantly correlated in any direction with anxious attachment. One previous study 

hypothesized that eros would be correlated with secure attachment but was not able to 

find this (Feeney & Noller, 1990). The present study used a scale that does not have an 

explicit measure of secure attachment, but the negative correlation with avoidant 

attachment and lack of correlation with anxious attachment obtained here may imply that 

eros is indeed related to secure attachment and therefore a topic in need of further study.  

 The ludic love style had perhaps the most surprising and perplexing results not 

only in the love style measure but of any measure in the present study. Unlike previous 

research ( e.g. Feeney & Noller, 1990; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986), the present study did 

not show a positive correlation between the ludic love style and being male, having 

higher self-esteem, or higher avoidant attachment. A closer look at the means reveals that 

ludus had a mean of 1.98 out of a possible 5, so perhaps it is unsurprising that males and 

females hardly differed as there may have been a floor effect for this measure. There are a 



LOVE AND RELATIONSHIPS  21   21 

few possible explanations for such low means and the failure to replicate previous 

findings. One reason may be social desirability, as the ludus items in the Love Attitudes 

Scale may not seem to be socially accepted qualities. However, participants were 

informed that their answers could not and would not be tracked back to them, so it seems 

unlikely that this is the only reason for such results. Another probable explanation could 

be the sample. The sample was taken form a small liberal arts college with a reputation of 

sometimes anomalous results, especially in terms of gender differences. On top of this, 

the relatively small male sample in the present study may have reduced statistical power 

such that this difference was not only undetectable, but also slightly in the reverse 

direction. 

 Ludus was significantly correlated with relatively few study variables; in fact, 

ludus only correlated with other-oriented perfectionism and number of times in love. 

Though a new finding, the other-oriented perfectionism does make some sense in regards 

to the description of the ludic love style; perhaps ludic lovers have a lack of commitment 

to partners because of a wish for the other to be more perfect or that another lover may 

exist that would be more perfect. It is reasonable to consider that ludic lovers may have 

higher expectations for others, especially others they are interested in romantically.  

The correlation between ludus and the number of times in love is much less clear. 

Some research has questioned the fact that ludus is even a form of love at all (Kanemasa 

et al., 2004), so based on that idea, it does not seem to follow that ludic lovers would fall 

in love more times than those with other types of love styles. However, this result was 

somewhat predicted by Hendrick and Hendrick (1986). In this previous study, 

participants were more ludic if they had either never been in love or been in love five or 
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more times. One possibility is that perhaps ludic participants move from one romantic 

relationship to another more rapidly or have multiple partners at a time, therefore having 

more opportunity to fall in love a higher number of times. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) 

explain this by positing that ludic lovers may consider each relationship that others may 

consider to be casual affair as a “time in love.” 

 The remaining love styles were not as significantly correlated with other study 

variables in as interesting ways, but some are noteworthy. Storge was found to be 

negatively correlated with avoidant attachment. Since storge is considered a friendship-

oriented type of love, this result would not necessarily be considered strange except that 

it does not follow previous research, actually being in the reverse direction (Feeney & 

Noller, 1990). Like eros, storge was also positively correlated with self-esteem and 

relationship satisfaction, both of which make sense with the definition of storge.   

Mania was found to be positively correlated with both pragma and agape. The 

correlation with pragma was also found by Neto (1994) so was expected. Previous 

research has not identified a relationship between mania and agape, but there are possible 

explanations for this correlation. Agape or selfless love may be healthy in some amount, 

but if it comes to an extreme amount in which a person cannot be happy if his or her 

lover is unhappy, it seems a manic relationship would also exist. Also, both of these types 

of love are secondary types made up partly of the primary eros, so this may be related to 

their correlation. Mania followed one of the patterns predicted, with a positive correlation 

existing between mania and anxious attachment. This was expected both because of 

findings from various researchers (Feeney & Noller, 1990; Heaven et al., 2004; 

Kanemasa et al., 2004) and because these concepts are quite similar. 
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Attachment Styles 

 Unsurprisingly, the insecure types of attachment both were mostly related to more 

negative concepts. Avoidant attachment was related to a larger number of other measures 

and generally with strong correlations, as found in previous research (Monteoliva & 

Garcia-Martinez, 2005), but anxious attachment was quite similar. Avoidant attachment, 

but not anxious attachment, was negatively associated with eros, storge, and agape, all 

considered generally healthy forms of love; however, avoidant attachment was not 

associated with the manic love style as anxious attachment was. Of course, these 

relationships make sense when taking into consideration the description of avoidant 

versus anxious attachment. Those who are avoidantly attached have trouble allowing 

others to become close to them, and therefore the likelihood of these people experiencing 

a love style such as eros does not seem likely, as this love style somewhat implies 

closeness to a lover. Those who are anxiously attached, on the other hand, are much more 

inclined to be open to love, so while anxious attachment is not positively correlated with 

most of the love styles, it is also not negatively correlated. However, anxious attachment 

is also characterized by worrying that others do not want to become as close, therefore 

explaining the correlation with manic love style which is described somewhat similarly. 

Anxious attachment was also negatively correlated with self-esteem, whereas avoidant 

attachment was not. However, both were negatively correlated with relationship 

satisfaction, an expected result as well as a replication of previous findings (e.g. Madey 

& Rodgers, 2009). 

 Both forms of insecure attachment were negatively correlated with integration of 

partner information. Previous study using the I-TAPS implied the negative correlation 
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between integration and anxious attachment, but not necessarily with avoidant 

attachment. Though this does imply that more research needs to be done to understand 

the relationships between attachment styles and partner information organization, the 

results do make sense. Both avoidant and anxious attachment styles are referred to as the 

“insecure” types and associated with trouble with closeness in relationships, so it follows 

that both types may experience difficulties in relationship aspects including organization 

of partner information. However, further research is needed to help explain if there is 

directionality to this relationship, or whether compartmentalization of information is 

possibly in part a result of these insecure attachment styles. 

Integration of Partner Information 

 At this time, no existing research has examined possible connections between the 

organization of partner information and love styles. Therefore, the present study is quite 

possibly the first to find correlations between the I-TAPS and the LAS. These two 

measures produced three interesting correlations. The strongest correlation was the 

positive correlation between integration and eros. Taken together, this correlation makes 

good intuitive sense. Erotic lovers are described as being passionate but also staying 

realistic about both the strengths and shortcomings of partners. This “realistic” view of 

partners may therefore also be explained as being an integrated view of the partner. This 

idea also lends itself to the negative correlation between the I-TAPS and manic love style. 

Contrary to erotic lovers, manic lovers are described as obsessive and insecure in their 

relationships. These behaviors may be due to a more compartmentalized view of partners; 

manic lovers may be obsessively in love when they see partners as good and perfect, but 

become insecure when partners are viewed in a more negative light. Integration of partner 
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information is also correlated with agape. Agapic lovers are characterized as being 

altruistic and forgiving; obviously, viewing a partner as an integrated whole lends itself 

well to these characteristics. Of course, as this is currently the only study known to have 

incorporated love styles and integration of partner information, it is important that future 

research replicate such findings before these correlations can be more highly confirmed 

and understood in more depth. 

 Perhaps the most surprising result concerning the integration of partner 

information is the lack of a significant correlation between the I-TAPS and self-esteem. 

In previous research, Showers (1992) found correlation between self-esteem and the 

organization of information about the self. More importantly, Graham and Clark (2006) 

created the I-TAPS in research that emphasized the relationship between self-esteem and 

the organization of information of others, including roommates, best friends, and 

romantic partners. This previous study found that self-esteem was related to integration 

and compartmentalization using various different study techniques, so it seems likely that 

the present study's failure to find such a correlation was an anomaly. However, this lack 

of correlation should be taken into consideration in future studies in the possibility that 

this result is indicative of something more important.   

 In addition to correlations with love styles and attachment styles, the integration 

of partner information scale was also found to be correlated with both relationship 

satisfaction and the number of times in love. The correlation with relationship satisfaction 

supports the idea that seeing partners as an integrated whole leads to a more satisfying 

relationship than seeing a partner as primarily good or bad depending on a situation. The 

correlation with the number of times in love is not quite as easy to explain. It seems 
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possible that those with more integrated views of others have healthier relationships and 

therefore fall in love more often than those who do not. On a related note, those with 

more compartmentalized views of others may find it harder to fall in love, as a partner 

may seem like Mr. or Mrs. Perfect one moment but completely the opposite soon after. 

Therefore, falling in love and quite possibly staying in love may be easier for those with 

more integrated views of relationship partners. This has implications not only for future 

research but perhaps also for couples in therapy, as one or both members of the couple 

may be experiencing problems or dissatisfaction due to compartmentalization. 

Perfectionism 

 The present study looked at both self-oriented and other-oriented forms of 

perfectionism, as it was thought that either or both could have implications for 

relationships. Supporting Hewitt and Flett's (1991) separation of these two as separate 

subscales of perfectionism, the two types were differentially correlated with the other 

measures in this study. Self-oriented perfectionism was correlated with other-oriented 

perfectionism, but nothing else. Possible and perhaps interacting explanations for this are 

the items for the self-oriented subscale and the sample in the present study. The items in 

this subscale are not necessarily maladaptive, and as shown in a previous study, some 

perfectionism can be adaptive in relationships (Ashby et al., 2008). In addition, the 

sample comes from an honors liberal arts college. Therefore, it is possible that most of 

these students subscribe to at least a small amount of perfectionism, but focus it mainly 

on academic pursuits in a way that does not have a negative impact on close 

relationships. 

 As may be expected, other-oriented perfectionism was much more correlated with 
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the other measures in this study, and mostly with less adaptive qualities. As previously 

discussed, this form of perfectionism was positively correlated with ludus. It was also 

positively correlated with both pragma and mania. Reasonable explanations can be made 

for both of these results. Pragmatic lovers are concerned with specific criteria for 

potential mates, so it is then understandable that these criteria may be a bit unrealistic. 

Manic lovers are characterized as being jealous and obsessive, so it is possible that those 

jealous and obsessive thoughts may stem from high expectations from a lover. 

Interestingly, other-oriented perfectionism was also positively correlated with self-

esteem. This could mean that people have high expectations of others because of their 

own perceived worth; on the other side of things, it could also mean that those who do 

not think highly of themselves do not expect much of others, which seems equally 

plausible.  

General Discussion 

 Now that all measures have been discussed individually, it is important to look at 

certain aspects of them together. All participants were asked if they were currently in love 

and if they were currently in a relationship, as these are somewhat related topics but not 

necessarily mutually inclusive. Apparently, this was an important distinction to make. 

While they were related to similar and mostly positive aspects, people in love differed 

more from those not in love than people in relationships differed from those not in 

relationships. More specifically, people in relationships were more erotic, had higher 

relationship satisfaction, and less avoidant attachment; people in love had all three of 

those aspects, but also scored higher on the I-TAPS than those not in love. This seems to 

imply that being in love is more indicative of certain outcomes than simply being in a 
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relationship. 

 One related issue that needs to be addressed is the difference in relationship 

satisfaction based on both being in a relationship and being in love. Does this truly mean 

that romantic relationships are more satisfying than friendships? This does seem 

plausible. However, it is also quite possible that the relationship satisfaction scale did 

work quite as well in terms of rating friendships. The items on this particular scale do 

seem to be more aimed at romantic relationships than friendships. Therefore, it would be 

important to use either a different scale altogether or at least an even more revised scale 

for people rating friendships in order to find if these results truly mean what they seem to 

imply.  

 The almost complete lack of gender difference in this study clearly stands out. 

Admittedly, some of the measures were not expected to show gender differences, such as 

the I-TAPS. However, many gender differences have been found in past research in 

regards to love styles. The one gender difference was found in love styles, but it was not a 

love style in which gender differences are usually emphasized. Ludus, almost always 

associated with being male, was actually slightly higher in females than males in this 

study, though not significantly. These results could possibly be explained by the relatively 

small number of males in the study. However, this is not unusual in psychological studies, 

many of which still manage to find gender differences such as the difference in the ludus 

love style. Therefore, this may speak to a larger meaning; perhaps males and females are 

not so different when it comes to love and relationships after all. Of course, this is an 

issue that would be necessary to explore much more deeply and with larger, more diverse 

samples.  
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 When taking all the data together, certain connections between concepts become 

apparent that are notable. The concepts correlated with relationship satisfaction 

particularly stand out, especially when one considers the importance of relationship 

satisfaction to individuals. In this study, relationship satisfaction was found to be related 

to eros, storge, integration, self-esteem, secure attachment, and being in love. Of course, 

this result in itself is of interest, but the connections of each of these to one another are 

also notable. These concepts seem to be very interrelated. Eros, for instance, is correlated 

with all of the same constructs as relationship satisfaction. Therefore, someone with a 

more erotic love style is more likely to also be more storgic, integrated, secure, have 

higher self-esteem, and have a satisfying relationship. Clearly, these connections need to 

be studied in future research to further the understanding of what makes a truly satisfying 

relationship. 

Limitations 

 Though this study produced a number of significant and interesting results, it is 

acknowledged that some limitations apply. One major limitation was the number of 

participants. Though over 160 participants were recruited, fewer than 100 completed the 

survey in its entirety. In addition, of these participants, the majority were female. As 

stated in the previous section, this may have limited the gender differences that may truly 

exist but not in such a small sample. Another issue with this sample is the fact that all 

participants were undergraduate students, mostly in upper teens and lower twenties, 

attending the same small liberal arts school in Florida. Because of the school's 

atmosphere, it is possible that the results of this study would not be generalizable to even 

other college students, much less the population as a whole. 
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 Another limitation deals with the method and procedure of the present study. In 

order to obtain as many participants as possible in a limited amount of time, an online 

survey was used to collect data. It was hoped that this would also help to limit the amount 

of answers based on social desirability, however, it is possible that some participants were 

still compelled to present themselves in the best light possible. Even if this was not the 

intention of participants, the reliance on self-reports has obvious drawbacks, as it is 

impossible to know whether participants truly act in the ways in which they perceive 

themselves. If more time and resources were available, this study would have benefited 

by using measures of some of these constructs that were not purely survey based, perhaps 

including previously used techniques including card sorts and diaries.   

Future Research 

 There is still much work to be done in relation to the present study. For instance, 

this study only focused on the individual's love style, attachment style, and so on and the 

relationship between the constructs in that particular individual. However, it would be 

very interesting to look at how all of the measures actually interact in romantic 

relationships. Are certain love styles more compatible with one another? Does 

relationship satisfaction of one individual depend on the love styles, attachment styles, 

and level of integration of his or her relationship partner? In the present study, self-

oriented perfectionism did not correlate with anything but other-oriented perfectionism; 

however, it seems possible that self-oriented perfectionism could have an effect on a 

relationship partner. 

 Another interesting and related area of study would be to look at each of the 

measures in the present study longitudinally. Though some of these factors are possibly 
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quite stable, such as attachment style, love styles and perhaps even integration of partner 

information may change over time simply due to maturity or personal life changes, as 

well as relationship changes. A longitudinal study could be done with individuals, but it 

would be perhaps more interesting to follow individuals and also test relationship 

partners using the same measures to see how these interact. For instance, does an 

individual adapt love styles based on the current relationship? Does being in a 

relationship with someone who is untrustworthy make a person more manic? These are 

all interesting questions that await answers.  

Conclusion 

 The present study has been a successful attempt to further the research on love 

and relationships. Certain new and thought-provoking correlations between love styles, 

attachment styles, integration of partner information, perfectionism, self-esteem and 

relationship satisfaction have been found. Future research should work to find 

replications and perhaps causation to contribute more explanation to these findings. The 

present study may be a good base in which to explore each of these topics more deeply. 

An increasing amount of academic work aiming to better understand love and 

relationships will hopefully result in a future with more successful and satisfying 

relationships. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics   

Variable Measured Mean SD 

Eros 3.84 0.75 

Ludus 1.98 0.76 

Storge 3.19 1.21 

Pragma 1.78 0.85 

Mania 2.58 0.89 

Agape 3.15 0.96 

Avoidant Attachment 2.54 1.20 

Anxious Attachment 3.80 1.14 

I-TAPS 4.86 1.09 

Self-Oriented Perfectionism 3.56 0.64 

Other-Oriented Perfectionism 3.13 0.70 

Self-esteem 2.92 0.57 

Relationship Satisfaction 3.79 0.84 

 



LOVE AND RELATIONSHIPS  37   37 

Appendix 

LAS – Short Form 

Some of these items refer to a specific relationship, while others refer to general attitudes 

and beliefs about love. Whenever possible, answer the questions with your current 

partner in mind. If you are not currently dating anyone, answer the questions with your 

most recent partner in mind. If you have never been in love, answer in terms of what you 

think your responses would most likely be. 

1. My romantic partner and I have the right physical 'chemistry' between us. 

2. I feel that my partner and I were meant for each other. 

3. My partner and I really understand each other. 

4. My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomeness. 

5. I believe that what my partner doesn't know about me won't hurt him/her. 

6. I have sometimes had to keep my partner from finding out about other lovers. 

7. My partner would get upset if he/she knew of some of the things I've done with other 

people. 

8. I enjoy playing the 'game of love' with my partner and a number of other partners. 

9. Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship. 

10. Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 

11. Our love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion. 

12. Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it developed from a good 

friendship. 

13. A main consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on my 

family. 
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14. An important factor in choosing my partner was whether or not he/she would be a 

good parent. 

15. One consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on my 

career. 

16. Before getting very involved with my partner, I tried to figure out how compatible 

his/her hereditary background would be with mine in case we ever had children. 

17. When my partner doesn't pay attention to me, I feel sick all over. 

18. Since I've been in love with my partner I've had trouble concentrating on anything 

else. 

19. I cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is with someone else. 

20. If my partner ignores me for awhile, I sometimes do stupid things to try to get his/her 

attention back. 

21. I would rather suffer myself than let my partner suffer. 

22. I cannot be happy unless I place my partner's happiness before my own. 

23. I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner achieve his/hers. 

24. I would endure all things for the sake of my partner. 

 

ECR – Short Form 

Please rate how well each statement describes how you feel in typical relationships using 

the scale provided. 

1.  I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back. 

2. I am nervous when partners get too close to me. 

3. I try to avoid getting too close to my partner. 
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4. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 

5. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. 

6. I turn to my partner for many things, including comfort and reassurance.  

7. I worry that romantic partners won't care about me as much as I care about them. 

8. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.  

9. I need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my partner. 

10. I do not often worry about being abandoned.  

11. I find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close as I would like. 

12. I get frustrated if romantic partners are not available when I need them. 

 

I-TAPS 

Answer each question based upon your current romantic relationship. If you are not 

currently in a romantic relationship, answer each question based upon your relationship 

with your best friend. 

1. When I'm mad at my partner, I can't think of anything good about him/her. 

2. Even when my partner does something to hurt me, it is easy to remind myself of his or 

her positive attributes. 

3. When my partner hurts me in some way, all positive thoughts about him or her “go out 

the window.” 

4. I have more than one image or view of my partner. 

5. Sometimes my partner seems like a saint, sometimes my partner seems rotten. 

6. From day to day my views of my partner can shift from primarily good to primarily 

bad (and vice versa). 
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7. My partner can seem like one person one day and quite a different person on another 

day. 

8. My views of my partner are pretty stable minute to minute, day to day, and month to 

month. 

9. If you asked me to describe my partner today and then asked again tomorrow, my 

descriptions would be exactly the same. 

 

Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale  

Indicate your level of agreement with each statement. 

Items from the Self-oriented Subscale 

1. It makes me uneasy to see an error in my work.  

2. One of my goals is to be perfect in everything I do.  

3. I never aim for perfection in my work.  

4. I must work to my full potential at all times.  

5. I must always be successful at school or work.  

 

Items from the Other-oriented Subscale 

6. I have high expectations for the people who are important to me. 

7. I do not have very high standards for those around me. 

8. If I asked someone to do something, I expect it to be done flawlessly. 

9. I can't be bothered with people who won't strive to better themselves.  

10. The people who matter to me should never let me down. 
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Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale 

Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement. 

1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.  

2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.  

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.  

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.  

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.  

6. I take a positive attitude toward myself.  

7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.  

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.  

9. I certainly feel useless at times.  

10. At times I think I am no good at all. 

 

Relationship Assessment Scale 

Answer each question based upon your current romantic relationship. If you are not 

currently in a romantic relationship, answer each question based upon your relationship 

with your best friend. 

1. How well does your partner meet your needs? 

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 

3. How good is your relationship compared to most? 

4. How often do you wish you hadn't gotten into this relationship? 

5. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations? 

6. How many problems are there in your relationship? 


