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Abstract 

Previous research has shown that the attitudes individuals hold towards their romantic partner 

often greatly impact relationship outcomes. Traditionally, attitudes towards one’s romantic relationship 

were assessed using explicit measures. Implicit measures however recently gained popularity owing to the 

fact that they have been demonstrated to provide attitudinal information beyond that which is 

communicated through explicit measures. Given the recent advent of the incorporation of implicit 

measures into relationship research, and previous conceptualizations that framed attitudes as bipolar, 

relatively few studies have assessed both explicit and implicit attitudes, let alone explicit-implicit 

ambivalence. Those that have, have shown explicit-implicit attitudinal ambivalence to influence thoughts 

and judgments, and predict behaviour/behavioural intentions. Few studies however have taken an interest 

in the interplay between explicit and implicit measures, and whether antecedents and outcomes differ as a 

function of a participants’ explicit-implicit ambivalence profile. The present research extends previous 

literature by examining the antecedents and outcomes specifically associated with each of the two 

possible attitudinal ambivalence profiles in a relationship context. This study is therefore unique in its’ 

intentions to investigate and contrast the unique psychological underpinnings of differing relationship-

specific ambivalence profiles, while using a never-before combined selection of explicit measures, 

implicit measures, antecedent and outcome variables. Results indicated significant, positive correlations 

between explicit measures. Conversely, correlations among the implicit measures were extremely weak. 

With regards to the explicit-implicit measure correlations, one of the explicit measures consistently 

produced significant correlations when combined with each of the implicit measures. Both antecedents 

and outcomes were differentially associated with each of the two ambivalence profiles. Individuals who 

were low in ambivalence and attachment-related avoidance were more likely to display explicit-implicit 

ambivalence such that their attitudes were more positive on the implicit measure than the explicit 

measure. Further, it was when avoidance and ambivalence decreased that the explicit-implicit discrepancy 

increased.  
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

The attitudes that individuals hold towards their romantic partner often greatly impact 

relationship outcomes, such as relationship satisfaction and longevity, (Buunk, 1987; Hendrick, 

Hendrick & Adler, 1988; Buehlman, Gottman & Katz, 1992; Prins, Buunk & VanYperen, 1993; 

Murray, Holmes & Griffin, 1996a; Murray, Holmes & Griffin, 1996b; Buss & Shackelford, 

1997; Murray & Holmes, 1999) which in turn can affect both mental and physical health (Holt-

Lunstad, Smith, & Layton, 2010). For example, research has shown that relationship satisfaction 

is more likely to be maintained, and the likelihood of relationship dissolution is reduced, for 

individuals who hold more positive attitudes toward their partner (McNulty, Olson, Meltzer & 

Shaffer, 2013; Lee, Rogge, & Reis, 2010).  

Traditionally, attitudes towards one’s romantic relationship were assessed using explicit 

measures (Hendrick et al., 1988; Karney & Bradbury, 1995; Fincham, Hall & Beach, 2006). 

Explicit measures refer to those measures whereby the subject is cognizant of having their 

attitude towards an object assessed (Petty, Fazio & Briñol, 2009), such as when researchers 

employ the use of self-report measurement techniques. The answers provided by participants on 

explicit measures are therefore deliberative and consequently are vulnerable to socially desirable 

responding. Examples include the semantic differential (Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum, 1957) 

and the Likert scale (Likert, 1932).  

Implicit Measures 

Although the use of explicit measures to assess attitudes towards one’s romantic 

relationship has spurred fruitful research, it has been demonstrated that using both explicit and 

implicit measures bolsters incremental validity in predicting behaviors (Friese, Hofmann, & 
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Schmitt, 2008).  Implicit measures are able to capture participants’ attitudes without requiring a 

subjective report, (Gawronski & De Houwer, 2014) thereby reducing participants’ ability to 

control their responses. Implicit measures instead assess attitudes in a way that is non-

deliberative and automatic; the mere exposure to an attitude object spontaneously elicits an 

evaluative reaction (Petty et al., 2009). Respondents are therefore often unaware that their 

attitudes are being assessed. This is especially useful when it is either impractical or undesirable 

to probe respondents for their opinions, such as when respondents may be unwilling to 

communicate their true attitudes (Petty et al., 2009), when the relevant mental constructs are 

introspectively inaccessible, or challenging to articulate verbally (LeBel & Campbell, 2009).  

Examples of implicit measures include the Name-Letter Task (NLT), the Implicit 

Association Test (IAT), and the Affect Misattribution Procedure (AMP). A brief explanation of 

the AMP will better illuminate the way in which implicit measures capture respondents’ 

attitudes. The AMP assesses attitudes towards a target/attitude object by briefly exposing 

participants to a word or a photo (the attitude object prime, e.g. Caucasian faces), immediately 

followed by an ambiguous/neutral image (a Chinese ideogram) and then a visual mask to prevent 

the participants from analyzing the ambiguous image extensively. Participants are then required 

to immediately evaluate the ambiguous image as pleasant or unpleasant.  

As an alternative to subjective questions that would capture respondents’ attitudes 

derived from a process of effortful deliberation, the AMP instead evokes participants’ automatic 

evaluative response to the prime stimulus; such that subjects evaluate the primes without ever 

being instructed to do so. In fact, despite being instructed to pay little attention to the primes and 

to not let the primes influence their judgments of the ambiguous stimuli, participants’ automatic 

evaluative responses to the prime stimuli subsequently influence their evaluation of the 
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ambiguous stimuli, thereby capturing the respondents’ implicit attitude toward the attitudinal 

object prime, under the guises of evaluating an ambiguous stimulus. Research has shown that the 

evaluation of the ambiguous stimuli as either pleasant or unpleasant will be influenced by the 

automatic associations connected to the preceding attitude object prime with which it was paired. 

When the ambiguous stimulus is paired with a positive prime, the ambiguous stimulus is more 

often judged as pleasant, and when the ambiguous stimulus is paired with a negative prime, the 

ambiguous stimulus is more often judged as unpleasant.  

As an example, if a participant were to possess a positive bias in favour of Caucasian 

faces, then an ambiguous stimulus following the presentation of a Caucasian face prime, will 

more likely be judged as pleasant. The number of trials for which an ambiguous stimulus 

following the presentation of the attitude object prime of interest is judged as pleasant is then 

calculated. For example, if there were 40 trials total, 20 of which consisted of exposure to the 

attitude object of interest (e.g. a Caucasian face) followed by exposure to an ambiguous stimulus 

(e.g. a Chinese ideogram), and 20 trials of which consisted of exposure to a filler or other attitude 

object of interest (e.g. plain grey squares, or African-American faces) followed by an ambiguous 

stimulus (e.g. a Chinese ideogram), one would then tally the number of trials out of 20 for which 

the ambiguous stimulus was judged as pleasant following exposure to the attitude object of 

interest. The larger the number of ambiguous stimuli following exposure to the attitude object 

prime of interest that are judged as pleasant, the more the participant expresses a positive bias for 

that prime.  

Implicit measures gained popularity in the 1990s among social psychology researchers 

(Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton & Williams, 1995), owing to 

the fact that they have been demonstrated to provide attitudinal information beyond that which is 
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communicated through explicit measures (Petty et al., 2009). Perugini, Richetin, and Zogmaister 

(2010), and others, have since endeavoured to determine for “what type of behaviour, under what 

conditions, for whom, and with what measure” (Perugini et al., 2010, p.3) do implicit measures 

predict behaviour.  

 For example, it has been demonstrated that implicit measures tend to outperform their 

explicit counterparts in the prediction of spontaneous behavior (Asendorpf, Banse, & Mücke, 

2002; Fazio et al., 1995). Behaviour performed when processing resources are depleted showed 

stronger relations to implicit measures than explicit measures, (Hofmann, Rauch & Gawronski, 

2007) and implicit measures demonstrate superior predictive validity than their explicit 

counterparts when behaviour is elicited under conditions that foster the influence of automatic 

processes (Friese et al., 2008). Richetin, Perugini, Adjali, and Hurling (2007) discovered that 

implicit measures better predict the behavior of individuals with a preference for intuitive 

thinking styles. Further, there exist studies whereby implicit measures better predicted deliberate 

judgments than explicit measures, likely due to biases in information processing (Gawronski, 

Geschke, & Banse, 2003; Hugenberg & Bodenhausen, 2003). Note, however that there exist 

many instances in which explicit measures possess superior predictive validity, such as when the 

goal is to predict controlled behaviour (Asendorpf et al., 2002), when self-regulation resources 

are plentiful (Hofmann et al., 2007), or when individuals demonstrate a preference for 

deliberative thinking styles (Richetin at al., 2007), thereby affirming the utility of simultaneously 

employing both implicit and explicit attitudinal measurement techniques. 

Implicit Measures in Relationship Research 
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In light of these findings, the use of implicit measures have recently gained traction in the 

realm of relationship research (Scinta & Gable, 2007; McNulty et al., 2013; Faure, Righetti, 

Seibel, & Hofmann, 2018; Lee et al., 2010; Lebel & Campbell, 2009; Hicks, McNulty, Meltzer 

& Olson, 2016; LeBel & Campbell, 2012). Much of this literature has examined the utility of 

assessing implicit attitudes towards one’s romantic relationship for the purposes of predicting a 

wide variety of relationship outcomes including relationship satisfaction, hostile conflict, 

relationship dissolution, and sexual frequency.  

Of the aforementioned relationship outcomes, relationship satisfaction has received an 

exceedingly disproportionate amount of research interest. Scinta and Gable (2007) administered 

a battery of explicit self-report measures assessing relationship satisfaction, commitment, 

investment, expected trajectory and quality of alternatives at baseline, and again 10 to 12 weeks 

following the initial assessment. Participants also completed the Implicit Association Test (IAT) 

and a sequential priming task (SPT) at baseline, which assessed their attitudes toward their 

partner and relationship. The authors found a significant and positive association between 

relationship satisfaction and participants’ IAT scores, when barriers to exit the relationship were 

minimal and found that SPT scores at time 1 significantly predicted relationship satisfaction at 

time 2. As is common, the relationship between the implicit measures and the explicit measures 

was not significant.  

At six-month intervals, over the course of four years, McNulty et al. (2013) examined 

couples’ relationship satisfaction and the severity of the relationship tribulations. At the baseline 

assessment, each spouse also completed an explicit semantic differential measure and an 

implicit, associative priming measure evaluating their attitudes toward their romantic 

relationship. The results indicated that spouses’ scores on the implicit associative priming 
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measure were positively associated with changes in their marital satisfaction over time even after 

controlling for all covariates. Participants’ explicit attitudes however were not significantly 

associated with changes in marital satisfaction over time. Further, participants’ implicit attitudes 

were not correlated with their explicit attitudes.  

Faure et al. (2018) had participants complete a variety of explicit measures assessing 

relationship satisfaction as well as a single category IAT evaluating attitudes toward their 

romantic partner. In concurrence with other studies’ findings, the authors found a significant 

indirect effect of implicit partner evaluations on relationship satisfaction, such that more positive 

evaluations of one’s partner on the SC-IAT were indirectly associated with greater relationship 

satisfaction.  

Other studies have examined a variety of relationship outcomes. One such study 

conducted by Lee et al. (2010) used the implicit go/no-go association task (GNAT), and a 

selection of self-report questionnaires evaluating participants’ attitudes towards their partner. 

The authors found that participants’ partner-good performance scores on the GNAT were 

associated with higher relationship satisfaction, lower hostile conflict, and decreased risk of 

relationship dissolution. In line with previous findings, the authors further communicated that the 

predictive variance accounted for by the implicit measures was largely separate from that 

accounted for by the explicit measures. 

A study conducted by LeBel and Campbell (2009) also examined multiple relationship 

outcomes. The authors examined the role of implicit partner affect (IPA); the non-deliberative 

and automatic evaluations of stimuli following exposure associated with one’s romantic partner, 

in predicting relationship satisfaction, commitment to one’s partner, and relationship dissolution. 

Implicit partner affect was operationalized using the Name-Letter Task (NLT) which assesses 
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whether individuals express a fondness for their partners’ initials relative to the other letters of 

the alphabet. Each of the 26 letters of the English alphabet was presented to the participants and 

was then rated from 1 = not aesthetically pleasing at all  to 9 = very aesthetically pleasing. 

Relationship satisfaction and commitment were each assessed using a three-item, nine-point 

scale derived from previous research scales. At a minimum of four months following the original 

assessment, participants were asked to indicate whether they remained with the same romantic 

partner. LeBel and Campbell (2009) found that individuals exhibiting more positive IPA were 

more satisfied with their relationship and that IPA had an indirect role in predicting relationship 

dissolution.  

Yet another research endeavour that investigated multiple relationship outcomes was 

conducted by Hicks et al. (2016). Participants completed three explicit measures of relationship 

satisfaction, one report of sexual frequency, and an implicit evaluative priming task evaluating 

attitudes towards one’s partner. Study one found a positive association between sexual frequency 

and implicit attitudes towards one’s partner but not explicit interpersonal evaluations, while 

study two similarly found a positive association between sexual frequency and changes in 

implicit attitudes towards one’s partner but not explicit interpersonal evaluations. 

Lastly, Lebel and Campbell (2012) had participants complete a measure of explicit 

partner perceptions, an implicit partner evaluation (the NLT), and a daily measure of relationship 

quality. The authors found that individuals who communicated more positive implicit attitudes 

toward their partner, experienced more positive relationship outcomes across a 21-day diary 

period. 

Although the relationship literature incorporating the use of implicit measures is in its’ 

infancy, this body of research appears to communicate a consistent message. Favourable 
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attitudes towards one’s romantic relationship across a variety of implicit measures, including the 

NLT, sequential priming, the IAT, associative priming, the GNAT, and evaluative priming, are 

often associated with a plethora of positive relationship outcomes (Lebel & Campbell, 2012) 

including, increased relationship satisfaction (Scinta & Gable, 2007; McNulty et al., 2013; Faure 

et al. 2018; Lee et al., 2010; Lebel & Campbell, 2009), decreased hostile conflict (Lee et al., 

2010), decreased risk of relationship dissolution (Lee et al., 2010; Lebel & Campbell, 2009), and 

increased sexual frequency (Hicks et al., 2016). Also apparent is the ability of implicit measures 

to predict outcomes beyond what explicit measures alone are capable of, thereby reaffirming the 

utility of simultaneously employing both implicit and explicit attitudinal measurement 

techniques. 

It is unfortunately the case however that of the few studies that have assessed implicit 

attitudes towards participants’ romantic relationships, even fewer have simultaneously assessed 

both explicit and implicit attitudes (Scinta & Gable, 2007; McNulty et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2010; 

Hicks et al., 2016; LeBel & Campbell, 2012; LeBel & Campbell, 2009). Those that have, often 

evaluated each in isolation. Two notable exceptions are Scinta and Gable (2007) and LeBel and 

Campbell (2012). In either case, studies that administer both implicit and explicit attitudinal 

measures often find very low correlations between the two modes of measures (Gawronski & De 

Houwer, 2014). Such low correlations indicate that there are individuals who exhibit relatively 

discordant scores on the two modes of measurement. The lack of convergence between explicit 

and implicit measures further implies that there exists some level of attitudinal ambivalence. 

Ambivalence 

Attitudinal ambivalence occurs when an individuals’ evaluation of an attitude object is 

simultaneously both positive and negative (Kaplan, 1972; Maio, Bell & Esses, 1996; Olson & 
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Zanna, 1993). Prior to the conceptualization of ambivalence, traditionally attitudes had been 

framed as bipolar. For example, people would describe themselves as either liking or disliking an 

attitude object. The concept of attitudinal ambivalence was initially incorporated into the domain 

of social psychology by Scott (1969); however, it was not until the mid-1990s that interest in 

attitudinal ambivalence spiked, following the work of Thompson, Zanna, and Griffin (1995). 

Explicitly reported attitudinal ambivalence has since been shown to influence thoughts and 

judgments, and predict behaviour/behavioural intentions such as environmental intentions 

(Costarelli & Colloca, 2004), attitudes towards others (Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner & Zhu, 

1997), denigration of others (Katz, Glass & Cohen, 1973), affect (Hass, Katz, Rizzo, Bailey & 

Moore, 1992; Bell & Esses, 1997; Costarelli & Palmonari, 2003), cognitive elaboration (Yan, 

2015), cognitive self-evaluations (Riketta & Ziegler, 2007), confidence in one’s attitude toward 

behaviours involving the attitude object (Jonas, Diehl & Bromer, 1997), desire to make decisions 

with a significant other (Bryant, Green & Hewison, 2011), partner forgiveness (Kachadourian, 

Fincham & Davila, 2005), response times (Harreveld, Pligt, Vries, Wenneker & Verhue, 2004) 

and swift action (Hanze, 2001).  

Explicitly reported attitudinal ambivalence however has most often been investigated in 

relation to: (1) information processing, (2) susceptibility to persuasion, and (3) behavioural 

outcomes. With regards to information processing, individuals holding explicit ambivalent 

attitudes have been shown to seek out more information in general (Zhao & Cai, 2008), 

especially attitude-consistent information (Sawicki et al., 2013). Explicitly ambivalent 

individuals have also been shown to engage in biased information processing (Nordgren, 

Harrveld & Pligt, 2006) across a wide variety of topics (e.g. genetically modified food, nuclear 

power, and junk food taxation). For example, explicitly ambivalent individuals have been shown 
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to more deeply process proattitudinal over counterattitudinal information, and view proattitudinal 

information as more likely than counterattitudinal information to reduce ambivalence (Clark, 

Wegener & Fabrigar, 2008). Interestingly, it is also the case that explicitly ambivalent 

individuals favour information that reduces ambivalence (Lifeng & Unnava, 2016). This finding 

may explain why explicitly ambivalent individuals have been found to be more accepting of, and 

rate more positively, risk information such as information communicating the health risks 

associated with smoking (Zhao & Cai, 2008), and the cancer risk associated with red meat 

consumption (Dwan & Miles, 2018).  

It has also been demonstrated that following exposure to a persuasive communication, 

individuals holding explicit ambivalent attitudes alter their views to become increasingly 

congruent with the content of the persuasive communication, especially when affectively rooted 

(Zanna and Borgida, 1998), and sometimes even irrespective of the messages’ reliability 

(Zemborain & Johar, 2007). This pattern of results has been obtained across a variety of domains 

including attitudes towards minority groups such as Asians (Maio et al., 1996) as well as 

feminists (MacDonald & Zanna, 1998), health behaviours such as healthy eating (Armitage & 

Conner, 2000; Yan, 2015; Broemer, 2002), cigarette smoking (Hohman, Crano & Niedbala, 

2016; Lipkus, Green, Feaganes & Sedikides, 2001), and condom use (Broemer, 2002), and 

important social issues such as social welfare (Hodson, Maio & Esses, 2001) and pollution 

(Cavazza & Butera, 2008). Similarly, it has been suggested that ambivalence makes youth more 

vulnerable to organic persuasive sources such as social norms and peer pressure (Hohman, 

Crano, Siegel & Alvaro, 2013). 

Lastly, it has often been demonstrated that explicitly communicated attitudinal 

ambivalence is associated with a variety of behavioural outcomes both good and bad. For 
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example, explicitly communicated attitudinal ambivalence has been linked to an intensified 

desire to quit cigarette smoking (Lipkus et al., 2005), a heightened visual sensitivity to increasing 

portion sizes (Cornil, Ordabayeva, Kaiser, Weber & Chandon, 2014), elevated intentions to 

achieve weight loss (Bui, Droms & Craciun, 2014), and reduced workplace safety violations 

(Cavazza & Serpe, 2009), while it was negatively correlated with cigarette-related activation in 

brain regions associated with reward-related processing, motivation, and attention. However, felt 

ambivalence toward smoking has also demonstrated itself as a predictor of cigarette smoking 

relapse (Menninga, Dijkstra & Gebhardt, 2011).  

Explicit-Implicit Ambivalence 

Traditionally ambivalence has been assessed using explicit measures as outlined above. 

However, as previously discussed, there is much to be gained by employing both explicit and 

implicit measures, and so, recent research has begun to utilize both measurement techniques. 

These studies have often reported low correlations between the two modes of measures 

indicating that there are individuals who exhibit relatively discordant scores implying that there 

exists some level of explicit-implicit attitudinal ambivalence. Explicit-implicit ambivalence 

therefore occurs when the results of an assessment towards an attitude object are characterized 

by an individual scoring relatively positive on an explicit attitudinal measure(s) and relatively 

negative on an implicit attitudinal measure(s) or relatively negative on an explicit attitudinal 

measure(s) and relatively positive on an implicit attitudinal measure(s).   

The occurrence of explicit-implicit ambivalence creates novel research opportunities. 

However, given the only recent advent of the incorporation of implicit measures into 

ambivalence research, relatively few studies have assessed explicit-implicit ambivalence. Thus 

far the literature has demonstrated that just as explicit attitudinal ambivalence has been shown to 
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influence thoughts and judgments and predict behaviour/behavioural intentions, so too does 

explicit-implicit ambivalence (Petty & Briñol, 2009; Petty, Briñol & Johnson, 2012; Rydell & 

McConnell, 2010).  

Explicit-implicit attitudinal ambivalence has most often been investigated in relation to: 

(1) information processing, (2) susceptibility to persuasion, and (3) behavioural outcomes. With 

regards to information processing, individuals holding explicit-implicit ambivalent attitudes have 

been shown to demonstrate increased processing of attitude-relevant information (Johnson, Petty, 

Briñol & See, 2017; Rydell, McConnell & Mackie, 2008; Briñol, Petty & Wheeler, 2006; 

Johnson, 2012; Johnson, Petty, Briñol, See & Fleming, 2011) and a greater preference for 

attitude-relevant information (Johnson & McDonough-Caplan, 2016) 

It has also been demonstrated that following exposure to a persuasive communication, 

explicit-implicit ambivalent individuals alter their views to become increasingly congruent with 

the content of the persuasive communication (Briñol et al., 2006; Son Hing, Li & Zanna, 2002). 

Similarly, following an induction procedure, individuals demonstrating explicit-implicit 

ambivalence have been shown to alter their behaviour (Son Hing, Chung-Yan, Grunfeld, 

Robichaud & Zanna, 2005). 

Lastly, it has often been demonstrated that explicit-implicit attitudinal ambivalence is 

associated with a variety of behavioural outcomes including poorer patient-physician interactions 

(Penner et al., 2010), increased absenteeism and a decrease in additional voluntary work 

(Zogmaister, Roccato & Borra, 2013), nonverbal behaviours such as self touching and speech 

interruptions indicative of social discomfort (Olson & Fazio, 2007), feelings of tension, 

discomfort and/or negative arousal (Rydell et al., 2008; Briñol et al., 2006; Petty & Briñol, 2009; 

Rydell & McConnell 2010, Rydell & Durso, 2012), motivated reasoning (Shoda, McConnell & 
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Rydell, 2014), uncertainty toward a target (Petty, Tormala, Briñol & Jarvis, 2006), voting 

behaviour (Roccato & Zogmaister 2010), as well as self-esteem, perceived stress, and depression 

(Rydell & Durso, 2012).  

 

Overview of the Present Research 

Previously, attraction had been conceptualized as unidimensional. Individuals were 

thought to experience feelings toward others ranging from repulsion to intense positive 

attraction. However, toward the end of the twentieth century Berscheid (1985) and others began 

to frame attraction as consisting of two independent dimensions, one positive and the other 

negative (Cacioppo, Gardner & Bernston, 1997), allowing for the simultaneous experience of 

attraction to, and repulsion by, another. The unidimensional conceptualization of attraction, 

however, has been the most employed. Consequently, little is known regarding the conditions 

under which people experience both negative and positive attitudes (i.e., ambivalence) for the 

same person (Orbuch & Sprecher, 2003). Further, although attraction has been operationalized in 

a variety of ways, self-report measures have been the predominant measurement method of 

choice, as has been the case in ambivalence research. This study is therefore unique in its’ 

intentions to investigate relationship-specific ambivalence, while using a previously unexplored 

selection of explicit and implicit measures.  

Objectives. 

The present research examines the convergence among explicit measures, among implicit 

measures and between explicit-implicit measure pairs. Subsequently, the correlational data will 

indicate to what extent attitudinal ambivalence towards one’s relationship is unique to a specific 

implicit measurement method.  
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The predominant focus however, is to investigate the ambivalence that occurs when an 

individual’s explicitly communicated attitudes towards one’s romantic partner or relationship are 

incongruent with those measured at an implicit level thereby creating two possible attitudinal 

ambivalence profiles, namely a) participants who report relatively positive attitudes at an explicit 

level alongside relatively negative attitudes at an implicit level versus b) those who report 

relatively negative attitudes at an explicit level but relatively positive attitudes at an implicit 

level. Note that negative explicit and implicit attitudes is relative to the sample and simply refers 

to levels below that of the group mean, and not necessarily negative in the absolute sense. Never 

before have researchers investigated or contrasted the unique psychological underpinnings of 

those who report each of these two unique ambivalence profiles. 

While previous research has investigated the associations between attitudinal measures 

and outcomes such as relationship satisfaction or longevity, few studies have taken an interest in 

the interplay between explicit and implicit measures, and whether antecedents and outcomes 

differ as a function of a participants’ explicit-implicit ambivalence subtype. This study seeks to 

examine the antecedents and outcomes specifically associated with each of the two possible 

attitudinal ambivalence profiles.  

Attitudinal Ambivalence Profiles. 

Participants that report relatively positive explicit alongside relatively negative implicit 

attitudes are likely characterized by an increased reliance on their partner, hence why they find it 

difficult to admit any negativity explicitly, and perhaps explains why relationship doubts are 

ignored. Despite experiencing relationship dissatisfaction, they may be unable or unwilling to 

admit their discontent to themselves or others and so they try to bolster their explicit attitudes in 

an attempt to maintain their relationship (Murray et al., 1996). Following the logic of Jordan, 
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Logel, Spencer, Zanna, and Whitfield (2009) who examined individuals exhibiting attitudinal 

ambivalence in the form of elevated explicit self-esteem in combination with relatively low 

implicit self-esteem, the researchers reported that these individuals are likely motivated to 

compensate for “nagging doubts” about their own self worth, or in this case, doubts concerning 

the quality of their relationship. Convincing themselves and others that they do not experience 

negativity toward their partner is perhaps an effective compensatory defense strategy by which to 

reduce relationship doubts. 

Conversely, those who hold relatively negative explicit along with relatively positive 

implicit attitudes are likely hesitant to commit fully to their partner due to individual difference 

variables or external factors (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006). Perhaps these individuals seek 

companionship but are less discerning when selecting with whom they will choose to share a 

relationship. This attitudinal ambivalence profile allows its’ exhibitors to remain independent 

thereby avoiding the costs associated with commitment, while preserving a minimum acceptable 

level of psychological distance.  

Antecedents. A variety of antecedents are likely to contribute to the development of 

explicit-implicit attitudinal ambivalence towards one’s romantic partner. Bowlby (1969) 

theorised that the relationship between a child and their primary caregiver early in life 

contributes to the development of an individual’s attachment style in infancy. Relationship 

researchers have since adapted this theory from the developmental literature describing infant 

attachment to caregivers, after having identified that many of the same properties of attachment 

(e.g. fear of rejection, comfort with closeness) could be applied to adult romantic relationships 

(Hazan & Shaver 1987). An anxious attachment style often results when a partner is inconsistent. 

In the context of a relationship, anxiety assesses the extent to which an individual ruminates 
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about and fears rejection or abandonment by their romantic partner. Out of fear of losing one’s 

partner, I hypothesize that it is likely that individuals who exhibit higher levels of anxious 

attachment are more likely to express relatively positive explicit attitudes while simultaneously 

presenting relatively negative implicit attitudes towards their partner. The logic as to why an 

anxiously attached individual would exhibit negative implicit attitudes seems intuitive. The 

constant anxiety surrounding the fear of losing their partner likely triggers an instant gut-reaction 

to one’s partner that is relatively negative. Conversely, why an anxiously attached individual 

would express relatively positive explicit attitudes is perhaps less intuitive. Previous research 

however has demonstrated that anxiously attached individuals often possess a negative explicit 

view of themselves while maintaining a positive explicit view of others, especially of their 

parents or romantic partner (Van Buren & Cooley, 2002) likely because expressing positive 

explicit views has been demonstrated to successfully maintain relationships (Murray et al., 

1996).  

An avoidant attachment style often stems from a partner that is unavailable and 

unresponsive. In this context, avoidance reflects the extent to which an individual feels unease 

when confronted with closeness and emotional intimacy in their relationship. In order to 

maintain psychological distance and avoid the costs associated with commitment, I therefore 

hypothesize that individuals who exhibit higher levels of avoidant attachment are therefore more 

likely to express relatively negative explicit attitudes towards their partner alongside relatively 

positive implicit attitudes. The logic as to why an avoidantly attached individual would exhibit 

relatively negative explicit attitudes seems intuitive. In fact, previous research demonstrated that 

avoidantly attached individuals often possess a more positive explicit view of themselves while 

maintaining a negative explicit view of others (Van Buren & Cooley, 2002). Conversely, why an 
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avoidantly attached individual would express relatively positive implicit attitudes is perhaps less 

intuitive. Although, an avoidantly attached individuals’ implicit attitudes are likely somewhat 

lowered by the instant discomfort elicited by closeness with one’s partner, these individuals’ 

implicit attitudes are still likely to be more positive than their negative explicit attitudes thereby 

creating ambivalence in the form of somewhat negative implicit attitudes alongside what would 

be considered very negative explicit attitudes in a relationship context. 

Outcomes. Similarly to the way in which there exist distinct antecedents of subtypes of 

explicit-implicit ambivalence in partner evaluations, the subtypes themselves are likely catalysts 

for a multitude of relationship outcomes. Similarly to the way in which anxiously attached 

individuals have been described as clinging to their partner and possessing positive views of their 

partner, in an effort to maintain their relationship, I hypothesize that individuals who express 

positive explicit attitudes while simultaneously presenting negative implicit attitudes towards 

their partner will be more likely to demonstrate certain relationship-enhancing behaviours. These 

behaviours include: a lesser interest in alternate partners and the attainment of lower scores on 

measures of structural and subjective ambivalence.  

Conversely, individuals who hold negative explicit but positive implicit attitudes are 

often hesitant to commit whole-heartedly to their partner. These individuals will therefore likely 

display an increased interest in alternate partners and attain higher scores on measures of 

structural and subjective ambivalence. This is analogous to the way in which avoidantly attached 

individuals have been described as actively seeking relationships but avoiding intense emotional 

intimacy with their partner while also possessing more negative or unstable views of their 

partner. 
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Chapter 2 - Method 

The primary objective of this study was to assess the antecedents and outcomes 

specifically associated with each of the two possible attitudinal ambivalence profiles whilst 

participants are involved in a romantic relationship. Convergence among each possible implicit 

measure pair, and separately, the convergence among each possible explicit measure pair was 

assessed in addition to analyzing the correlations between the implicit and explicit measures. The 

use of three implicit measures, three explicit measures, and a variety of antecedent and outcome 

variables also allowed for an examination of whether the antecedents and outcomes were 

differentially related to each explicit-implicit measure combination or whether there exists a 

common pattern of relationships between variables across implicit and explicit measures.  

Participants 

Introductory psychology undergraduate students at Queen’s University (N = 248) were 

recruited to participate using the Department of Psychology’s participant pool. The average age 

of the participants was 18.21 years (SD = 1.13), and 78.6% identified as female. Additionally, all 

students who were enrolled in Introductory Psychology were recruited to participate via e-mail. 

(See Appendix A for all study documents). All participants were compensated 1.0 credit toward 

their final grade. At the time of assessment, all participants indicated that they were involved in a 

romantic relationship. Ten participants were excluded from all analyses due to data saving errors.  

Procedure 

As part of the Introductory Psychology class in which participants were enrolled, in 

advance of the study session, participants completed several measures included in the 

department-wide pre-screening procedure. Five measures were submitted (a demographic 

information questionnaire, a relationship information questionnaire, The Experiences in Close 
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Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) Questionnaire, the fear of being single scale, and self-esteem 

scales) to be completed within the pre-screening session that assessed possible antecedents of 

attitudinal ambivalence toward one’s relationship and partner.  

After signing up for the study, all participants were subsequently contacted by e-mail 

(See Appendix A) and asked to provide two photos of their partner, their partner’s first name, a 

nickname (if applicable), and their partner’s gender, which was recorded and used for the 

creation of customized implicit measures. Upon arrival at the lab, participants were seated at a 

computer and presented with a letter of information and a consent form (See Appendix A) that 

introduced the purpose of the study as an investigation of thoughts towards romantic 

relationships.  

Participants first completed a series of three implicit measures, administered in a 

randomized order, followed by a series of three explicit measures, also administered in a 

randomized order, and lastly a series of measures assessing antecedents and outcomes 

administered in the following order: ambivalence scales, the fear of being single scale, and a 

measure of attraction to alternatives. The implicit measures were administered first in order to 

avoid potential contamination effects of having subjects complete measures assessing their 

explicit attitudes towards their partner and relationship in advance of any implicit measures. 

Further, both the implicit measures and the explicit measures were administered in a randomized 

order to control order effects. Following completion of the study, participants were provided 

with a debriefing form (See Appendix A). 

Measures 

The measures used for the current study were divided into five categories:  
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1) Background measures (pre-screen demographics, relationship information) 

2) Implicit assessment of attitudes towards partner (Implicit Association Task, Affect 

Misattribution Procedure, Name-Letter Task) 

3) Explicit assessment of attitudes towards relationship/partner (Relationship 

Satisfaction Questionnaire, Interpersonal Qualities Scale, ideal partner measure) 

4) Antecedent measures (The Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) 

Questionnaire, Fear of Being Single Scale, two self-esteem scales) 

5) Outcome measures (subjective ambivalence scale, structural ambivalence scale: 

positive and negative subscales, attraction to alternatives measure) 

Background Measures. 

Pre-screen demographics. As part of pre-screening, participants were asked to provide 

standard demographic information including: their name, contact information, gender, and age.  

Relationship information. During pre-screening, participants also answered questions 

regarding the status of their relationship, including length of the relationship; in years and 

months, partner location; whether they were living in the same city as their partner or not, dating 

status, and sexual orientation (See Appendix B).  

Implicit assessment of attitudes towards partner. 

In the lab, participants first completed three implicit measures including: the IAT, the 

AMP and the NLT (See Appendix C). Those participants who identified their partner as female 

were given one version of the IAT and AMP containing images of women and traditionally 

female names, whereas those participants who identified their partner as male were given another 

version of the IAT and AMP containing images of men and traditionally male names. 
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Participants were also randomly assigned to one of two conditions in order to counterbalance the 

presentation of associative pairs during the IAT task.  

Implicit Association Task (IAT). The IAT (Greenwald et al., 1998) is a computer-

administered test composed of seven blocks, each with 20 or 40 trials that assesses the relative 

associations between a target (e.g., partner vs. non-partner) with positively and negatively 

valenced words and images (e.g. good vs. bad). The IAT requires participants to view a target or 

valenced stimulus one at a time, in succession, and to subsequently judge each stimulus as 

belonging to one of two categories (e.g. partner or non-partner, good or bad, partner/good or 

non-partner/bad, and partner/bad or non-partner/good) that changes between blocks. If 

individuals hold a more positive attitude toward a target, response times should be reduced when 

the target is associated with positive stimuli, and response times should be lengthier when the 

target is associated with negative stimuli. The more quickly a participant is able to classify the 

target stimuli, the stronger the association between the two concepts. For example, if a 

participant matches images of their partner with ‘good’ faster than images of a random other 

individual with the word ‘good’, they would be described as presenting with a more positive 

implicit attitude toward their partner and as indicated by the calculated IAT difference score 

(Greenwald et al., 1998). The IAT difference score is representative of the difference in mean 

latency between the evaluatively compatible (e.g. partner and good) and noncompatible (e.g. 

non-partner and good) combination responses. After subtracting the compatible combination 

response latency, in milliseconds, from the noncompatible response latency, in milliseconds, a 

positive result would indicate faster response times to the compatible pairing, as expected, and 

the opposite would be true of a negative result.  
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The procedure started with the target-concept discrimination block. This initial block 

contained 20 trials and requires participants to distinguish between their partner (their partners’ 

name/nickname or images of their partner) and random others (names of random others or 

images of random others). Participants categorized each of the 20 stimuli as belonging to the 

category partner or non-partner. In randomized order, four of the trials presented a partner 

stimulus (supplied by the participant in advance of the study and consisted of two photos of their 

partner, their partner’s name, and nickname), eight trials randomly selected and presented an 

image of someone of the same gender as one’s partner from a selection of 36 male images or 43 

female images, and eight trials randomly selected and presented the name of someone of the 

same gender as one’s partner from a selection of 25 traditionally male names (e.g. Matthew and 

Justin) or 25 traditionally female names (e.g. Emily and Hannah). The images of random others 

were obtained from my peers’ social media pages with their consent. The names of random 

others were selected from a list of the most popular baby names in the year 1999 (the same year 

in which many of the participants were born). For the entirety of the IAT, all stimuli were 

formatted in IrfanView 64-bit software, saved as .bmp files, and resized, while preserving aspect 

ratio, so that the maximum length and/or width of any stimulus measured 500 pixels.  

For this block and all subsequent blocks, stimuli corresponding to the category appearing 

on the left side of the screen (e.g. non-partner) were assigned to it by pressing the ‘e’ on the 

computer keyboard and stimuli corresponding to the category appearing on the right side of the 

screen (e.g. partner) were assigned to it by pressing ‘i’ on the computer keyboard. Each trial 

block started with instructions that described the category discrimination(s) for the block and the 

assignments of response keys. Reminder labels, in the form of category names appropriately 
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positioned in the top left or top right corner, remained on screen for the duration of each block. 

Stimuli were presented in a light-coloured font against a black background.  

The second block introduced the attribute dimension. This block contained 20 trials and 

required participants to distinguish between good (good words or good pictures) and bad (bad 

words or bad pictures). Participants categorized each of the 20 stimuli as belonging to the 

category good or bad. In a randomized order, ten of the trials presented a good stimulus (five 

words, five images), which were randomly selected and presented from a cache of 25 good 

words (e.g. freedom and health) and 25 good images (e.g. pictures of flowers and rainbows), and 

ten of the trials presented a bad stimulus (five words, five images), which were randomly 

selected and presented from a cache of 25 bad words (e.g. death and abuse) and 25 bad images 

(e.g. pictures of drought and famine). The good and bad images were sourced from the internet 

and selected for their content similarity to images that have been used in previous IAT literature. 

The good and bad words were also sourced from the internet and selected for their identical use 

in previous IAT literature.  

In the third block, the target-concept and attribute dimension discrimination tasks were 

then superimposed. The third block contained 20 trials and required participants to distinguish 

between both partner and non-partner, and good and bad. Participants categorized each of the 20 

stimuli as belonging to the category partner/good or non-partner/bad. In a randomized order, 

four of the trials presented a partner stimulus, six of the trials presented a non-partner stimulus 

(three pictures, three names), six of the trials presented a good stimulus (three pictures, three 

words), and four of the trials presented a bad stimulus (two pictures, two words). All stimuli 

were identical to those detailed previously. 
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The fourth block repeated the categorization task completed during the third block. The 

fourth block contained 40 assessment trials and required participants to distinguish between both 

partner and non-partner, and good and bad. Participants categorized each of the 40 stimuli as 

belonging to the category partner/good or non-partner/bad. In a randomized order, eight of the 

trials presented a partner stimulus, 12 of the trials presented a non-partner stimulus (six pictures, 

six names), 12 of the trials presented a good stimulus (six pictures, six words), and eight of the 

trials presented a bad stimulus (four pictures, four words). All stimuli were identical to those 

detailed previously. 

The fifth block repeated the target-concept discrimination task (completed in the first 

block), but reversed on which side of the screen the categories appeared and their corresponding 

response keys (e.g. if partner was previously presented on the right side of the screen and 

indicated using the ‘i’ on the computer keyboard and non-partner was previously presented on 

the left side of the screen and indicated using the ‘e’ on the computer keyboard, they would now 

appear on opposite sides of the screen and would be indicated by the alternate response key). The 

fifth block contained 20 trials and required participants to distinguish between partner and non-

partner. Participants categorized each of the 20 stimuli as belonging to the category partner or 

non-partner. In a randomized order, four of the trials presented a partner stimulus (two photos of 

their partner, their partners’ name, and nickname), eight trials presented an image of someone of 

the same gender as one’s partner, and eight trials presented the name of someone of the same 

gender as one’s partner. All stimuli were identical to those detailed previously. 

The sixth block, like the third block, combined the target-concept and attribute dimension 

discrimination tasks. This time however, the category pairings were reversed (e.g. if partner had 

previously been paired with good and appeared on the right side of the screen and non-partner 
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has previously been paired with bad and appeared on the left side of the screen, now partner 

would be paired with bad and appear on the left side of the screen, and non-partner would be 

paired with good and appear on the right side of the screen). The sixth block contained 20 trials 

and required participants to distinguish between both partner and non-partner, and good and bad. 

Participants categorized each of the 20 stimuli as belonging to the category non-partner/good or 

partner/bad. In a randomized order, four of the trials presented a partner stimulus, six of the 

trials presented a non-partner stimulus (three pictures, three names), six of the trials presented a 

good stimulus (three pictures, three words), and four of the trials presented a bad stimulus (two 

pictures, two words). All stimuli were identical to those detailed previously. 

The seventh block repeated the categorization task completed during the sixth block. The 

seventh block contained 40 trials and required participants to distinguish between both partner 

and non-partner, and good and bad. Participants categorized each of the 40 stimuli as belonging 

to the category non-partner/good or partner/bad. In a randomized order, eight of the trials 

presented a partner stimulus, 12 of the trials presented a non-partner stimulus (six pictures, six 

names), 12 of the trials presented a good stimulus (six pictures, six words), and eight of the trials 

presented a bad stimulus (four pictures, four words). All stimuli were identical to those detailed 

previously. 

Using a standard split-half reliability calculation procedure (see Schnabel, Asendorpf & 

Greenwald, 2008) the IAT did not achieve acceptable reliability (α = .484), according to criteria 

set out by Nunally and Bernstein (1994), but attained good distributional properties according to 

criteria set out by West, Finch, and Curran (1995) with skewness of  0.489 (SE = 0.159) and 

kurtosis of 0.617 (SE = 0.318). Participants’ scores indicated a preference toward their partner 

(M = 0.70, SD = 0.02), as confirmed by the one sample t-test results from which a significant 
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deviation from the conceptual midpoint of zero was apparent t(232) = 33.48, p < .001, d = 2.19. 

Note, IAT difference scores were calculated using Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji’s (2003) 

improved algorithm.  

Affect Misattribution Procedure (AMP). The AMP (Payne, Cheng, Govorun, & Stewart, 

2005) assesses implicit attitudes towards an attitudinal object prime (in this case, one’s 

relationship partner) by briefly exposing participants to a prime stimulus (in this case, partner 

stimuli; consisting of an image of their partner, their partners’ name, or nickname, or non-partner 

stimuli; consisting of pictures of random others and random others’ names) before exposure to an 

ambiguous stimulus (in this case, Chinese characters), followed by a distractor screen. The 

participants were exposed to the priming item for 75 milliseconds (ms) and then shown the 

ambiguous item for 100ms (Chinese symbol). All stimuli were identical in content and format to 

those detailed previously in the IAT measure. Participants immediately evaluate the ambiguous 

stimuli as pleasant or unpleasant using the “A” key to indicate unpleasant, and the “L” key to 

indicate pleasant. Reminder labels, in the form of category names (unpleasant or pleasant) 

appropriately positioned in the top left or top right corner, appeared on screen for the duration of 

each decision screen. Stimuli were presented in a light-coloured font against a black background. 

The judgement of the ambiguous stimuli will be influenced by the preceding target with which it 

was paired. The AMP difference score was created by first calculating the proportion of 

ambiguous stimuli following the presentation of non-partner stimuli judged as pleasant and then 

subtracting this value from the proportion of ambiguous stimuli following the presentation of 

partner stimuli judged as pleasant. The highest possible score was therefore one, and the lowest 

possible score a negative one, with a higher score indicating a greater preference for ambiguous 

stimuli following exposure to partner stimuli than ambiguous stimuli following exposure to non-
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partner stimuli. The measure possessed good reliability (α = .790) (See Payne et al., 2005 for the 

reliability calculation procedure) and good distributional properties with skewness of -1.53 (SE = 

0.165) and kurtosis of 3.643 (SE = 0.329). Participants’ scores indicated that they were 

favourable towards their partner (M = 0.61, SD = 0.34), as confirmed by the one sample t-test 

results whereby the t-value significantly deviated from the conceptual midpoint of zero t(216) = 

26.88, p < .001, d = 1.83. One participant was excluded from this analysis due to not having 

provided a response to at least 75% of the partner stimuli (6/8 trials) and at least 80% of the non-

partner stimuli (24/30 trials). 19 additional participants were excluded from this analysis because 

they indicated that they could read Chinese, thereby rendering the Chinese ideograms non-

ambiguous.  

Name Letter Test (NLT). The NLT (LeBel & Campbell, 2009; 2012) assesses whether 

individuals express a fondness for their partners’ initials relative to other letters of the alphabet. 

Each of the 26 letters of the English alphabet is presented to the participant in a randomized 

order. Each letter is then rated from 1 = I do not like it at all  to 7 = I like it a lot with ratings of 

the letters not contained within their partner’s name averaged to produce a mean. This mean was 

then subtracted from the mean devised from the average rating of the letters contained within 

their partners name to obtain the NLT difference score. The highest possible score was therefore 

six, and the lowest possible score a negative six, with a higher score indicating a greater 

preference for their partner’s initials relative to the other letters of the alphabet. The measure 

possessed good distributional properties with skewness of 0.369 (SE = 0.158) and kurtosis of 

0.406 (SE = 0.316). Participants’ scores indicated that most individuals demonstrated a strong 

preference for their partners’ initials relative to the other letters of the alphabet (M = 0.86, SD = 
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0.86), as confirmed by the one sample t-test results whereby the t-value significantly deviated 

from the conceptual midpoint of zero t(235) = 15.31, p <.001, d = 1.00.  

Explicit assessment of attitudes towards relationship/partner. 

Relationship Satisfaction Questionnaire (RSQ). Relationship satisfaction was assessed 

using a three-item, seven-point scale (Hendrick, Dicke & Hendrick, 1998) ranging from 1 = Not 

at all to 7 = Extremely with ratings averaged to produce a mean. The items include, 1) How in 

love with your partner are you?, 2) How satisfied are you?, and 3) How serious is your 

relationship? (See Appendix D for this questionnaire and all other explicit assessment 

measures). The scale possessed good reliability (α = .804), and good distributional properties, 

with skewness of -1.144 (SE = 0.158) and kurtosis of 0.939 (SE = 0.315). Participants’ scores 

indicated that most individuals were quite satisfied with their relationship (M = 6.12, SD = 0.92), 

as confirmed by the one sample t-test results whereby the t-value significantly deviated from the 

conceptual midpoint of four t(236) = 35.36, p < .001 d = 2.30. 

Interpersonal Qualities Scale (IQS). The interpersonal qualities scale (adapted from 

Murray et al., 1996) requests that participants evaluate their partner across a series of 24 positive 

and negative traits, including items such as generous, intelligent, and domineering. Participants 

indicate the extent to which their partner exhibits each trait using a seven-point scale where 1 = 

Not in character to 7 = In character with ratings averaged to produce a mean, after negative 

items are reverse-coded. Additionally, negative and positive subscales were each evaluated via 

averaging the negative trait ratings to produce a mean and separately averaging the positive trait 

ratings to produce a mean.  
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The overall subscale possessed good reliability (α = .813) and distributional properties, 

with skewness of -0.644 (SE = 0.158) and kurtosis of 0.782 (SE = 0.315). The negative subscale 

also possessed good psychometric (α = .809) and distributional properties, with skewness of        

-0.748 (SE = 0.158) and kurtosis of 1.087 (SE = 0.315) as did the positive subscale (α = .712) 

with skewness of -0.446 (SE = 0.158) and kurtosis of 0.209 (SE = 0.315). Participants’ scores on 

the overall subscale indicated that most individuals thought quite highly of their partner (M = 

5.41, SD = 0.63), as confirmed by the one sample t-test results whereby the t-value significantly 

deviated from the conceptual midpoint of four t(236) = 34.51, p < .001, d = 2.24. Participants’ 

scores on the negative subscale indicated the same pattern of results (M = 5.18, SD = 0.94), 

t(236) = 19.441, p < .001, d = 1.26, as did the results of the one-sample t-test for the positive 

subscale (M = 5.61, SD = 0.63), t(236) = 39.67, p < .001, d = 2.58.  

Ideal partner measure. In order to gauge how closely participants’ current partner 

approximates their ideal partner, subjects were asked to rate their partner from 0 to 100. This 

measure demonstrated some cause for concern as was evident from the distributional properties 

of the measure with skewness of  -2.818 (SE = .164) and kurtosis of  10.566 (SE = .327). 

Participants’ scores again indicated that most individuals thought quite highly of their partner (M 

= 86.23, SD = 15.95), as confirmed by the one sample t-test results whereby the t-value 

significantly deviated from the conceptual midpoint of 50, t(218) = 33.61, p < .001, d = 2.27. 18 

participants were excluded from this analysis due to having provided a response other than a 

number ranging from 0 to 100.   

Antecedent Measures. 



30 
 

Attachment style. Administered during pre-screening, The Experiences in Close 

Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) Questionnaire (Fraley, Waller & Brennan, 2000) assesses two 

dimensions: attachment-related anxiety and attachment-related avoidance using separate 

subscales (Fraley et al., 2000). The former evaluates whether an individual feels (in)secure 

regarding the availability and responsiveness of their romantic partner. An exemplar item from 

the attachment-related anxiety subscale is I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with 

me. The latter examines the extent to which people are (un)comfortable being reliant on their 

significant other. An exemplar item from the attachment-related avoidance subscale is I get 

uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close.  

The ECR-R is a 36-item scale (See Appendix E for this scale and all other antecedent 

measures). Eighteen items are devoted to the assessment of attachment-related anxiety and the 

other half, attachment-related avoidance. Participants respond utilizing a seven-point, Likert 

scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly agree with ratings averaged separately 

for each subscale to produce a mean for both attachment-related anxiety and attachment-related 

avoidance, after negative items are reverse-coded. The attachment-related anxiety subscale (M = 

3.52, SD = 1.17) possessed good reliability (α = .913) and distributional properties, with 

skewness of  0.120 (SE = 0.167) and kurtosis of -0.530 (SE = 0.333). The attachment-related 

avoidance subscale (M = 2.50, SD = 0.95) demonstrated equally robust reliability (α = .916)  and 

good distributional properties, with skewness of 0.870 (SE = 0.167) and kurtosis of 0.925 (SE = 

0.333). 24 participants were excluded from this measure due to not having completed the 

measure during pre-screening.  

Outcome Measures. 
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Subjective ambivalence. Subjective ambivalence, or the experience of evaluative conflict 

on attitudes towards being in a relationship, was assessed using a seven-item, seven-point Likert 

scale (adapted from MacDonald & Zanna, 1998) where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 

agree with ratings averaged to produce a mean (See Appendix F for this measure and all other 

outcome measures). An exemplar item is I'm of two minds about my relationship: some 

arguments lead me to think my relationship is a good thing and other arguments lead me to think 

it is a bad thing. The scale (M = 2.73, SD = 1.36) possessed good reliability (α = .861) and 

distributional properties, with skewness of 0.590 (SE = 0.158) and kurtosis of -0.564 (SE = 

0.315).  

Structural ambivalence. Structural ambivalence on attitudes towards being in a 

relationship was assessed using a 22-item, seven-point scale (adapted from MacDonald & Zanna, 

1998) that prompts participants to indicate their overall opinion of (six questions; three positive, 

three negative), (dis)respect for (eight questions; four positive, four negative), and (dis)like of 

(eight questions; four positive, four negative) their relationship. An exemplar item from the 

overall ambivalence subscale is “Think about your overall opinion (or overall impression) of 

your relationship. My overall evaluation of my relationship is…”. The statement was completed 

using a seven-point scale where 1 = Not at all favourable to 7 = Not at all unfavourable in the 

positive iteration of the item, and was completed using the reverse seven-point scale in the 

negative iteration of the item where 1 = Not at all unfavourable and 7 = Not at all favourable. 

An exemplar item from the respect-related ambivalence scale is “Think about how much you 

(dis)respect or, more generally, (do not) desire your relationship. At its best, my relationship 

is…”. The statement was completed using a seven-point scale where 1 = Not at all worthy of 

respect to 7 = Extremely worthy of respect in the positive iteration of the item, and was 
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completed using the reverse seven-point scale in the negative iteration of the item where 1 = Not 

at all worthy of disrespect and 7 = Extremely worthy of disrespect. An exemplar item from the 

liking-related ambivalence scale is “Think about how much you (dis)like or, more generally, (do 

not feel affection towards) feel positivity towards your relationship. My relationship is…”. The 

statement was completed using a seven-point scale where 1 = Not at all positive to 7 = 

Extremely positive in the positive iteration of the item, and was completed using the reverse 

seven-point scale in the negative iteration of the item where 1 = Not at all negative and 7 = Very 

negative. 

After a mean is calculated for the positive items within each subscale and separately for 

the negative items within each subscale, the following formula:  

D+C

2
− absolute D –C 

adapted from Thompson et al. (1995) was used to calculate a score separately for each of the 

three subscales: overall ambivalence, respect-related ambivalence, and liking-related 

ambivalence. Here D represents the dominant orientation, which refers to whichever of the two 

subscale means (either positive or negative) is higher, and C represents the conflicting 

orientation, which refers to whichever of the two scale means (either positive or negative) is 

lower.  

The overall ambivalence subscale (M = -0.28, SD = 1.65) possessed good distributional 

properties, with skewness of 0.842 (SE = 0.158) and kurtosis of 0.079 (SE = 0.315). The respect-

related ambivalence subscale (M = -0.37, SD = 1.54) also possessed good distributional 

properties, with skewness of 0.989 (SE = 0.158) and kurtosis of 0.677 (SE = 0.315) as did the 

liking-related ambivalence subscale (M = -0.73, SD = 1.44), with skewness of 1.65 (SE = 0.158) 

and kurtosis of 2.862 (SE = 0.315).  
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The following subscales demonstrated good reliability: the overall ambivalence positive 

subscale (α = .892), the respect-related ambivalence positive subscale (α = .857), the liking-

related ambivalence positive subscale (α = .855), and the liking-related ambivalence negative 

subscale (α = .805). The overall ambivalence negative subscale and the respect-related 

ambivalence negative subscale however did not achieve acceptable reliability with Cronbach’s 

alpha values of 0.444 and 0.436 respectively. An appropriate level of caution will therefore be 

exercised when interpreting results involving either of the two aforementioned scales that lack an 

acceptable level of reliability.  

Attraction to alternatives. A measure of attraction to alternatives (Miller, 1997) was 

created whereby participants examined five brief personal descriptions, each paired with a photo 

of the individual to whom the description belongs, in order to select one individual about whom 

they would like to have ostensibly read about further. Each of the five images presented was a 

photo of an attractive, average, or below average individual of the same gender as their romantic 

partner. The least attractive, most attractive, and average individuals were selected after having 

10 people rate a large pool of images of a variety of individuals with whom they were 

unacquainted from 1 to 10. From this large pool, five were selected based on their average rating. 

A below average personal description was attached to the likeness of the attractive individual. 

One of three average personal descriptions was presented as belonging to each of the average-

looking individuals, while an above average personal description was presented as belonging to 

the less attractive candidate. Participants perused the descriptions and images, using as much 

time as necessary to navigate through the descriptions and images on the computer. The amount 

of time spent looking at each slide was recorded. Time spent looking at each of the five photos 

was averaged to produce a mean and this value was then subtracted from the time spent looking 
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at the image of the attractive individual. Time spent reading each of the five personal 

descriptions was similarly averaged to produce a mean and this value was then subtracted from 

the time spent reading the personal description of the most biographically appealing individual. I 

theorized that increased time spent looking at slides containing images of the attractive 

individual or the elevated personal description indicated a greater attraction to alternatives. 

Nineteen participants were excluded from this analysis due to having selected none or more than 

one option when prompted to indicate who they would like to read about further. 
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Chapter 3 - Results 

 All three implicit and all three explicit measures were utilized in the analyses exploring 

the interplay between explicit and implicit measures and whether select antecedents and 

outcomes differ as a function of a participants’ explicit-implicit ambivalence subtype. However, 

due to the vast number of possible explicit-implicit, antecedent/outcome combinations (and other 

reasons discussed below), only a select number of the administered antecedents and outcomes 

were utilized in the regression analyses1. Of all the administered antecedent and outcome 

measures, only those measures for which there existed the strongest a priori predictions were 

selected for inclusion in the regression analyses and included: attachment style, subjective 

ambivalence, structural ambivalence, and attraction to alternatives.  

Correlations 

To ensure that the explicit and implicit measures were operating in ways consistent with 

previous research, I analyzed the correlations among the explicit measures, and separately among 

the implicit measures, in addition to the correlations between each possible explicit-implicit 

measure pair.  

Explicit Measure Correlations.  

Past research has demonstrated that explicit measures tend to correlate when there exists 

a connection between the nature of the objects they are assessing because they all similarly  

1 Note, three additional measures were administered but were not utilized in any of the below analyses. The 

substantial logistical challenges associated with recruiting participants involved in a romantic relationship, and 

further, the major logistical challenges of customizing every administration to each individual participant, provided 

a rare opportunity to gather data from a selection of ancillary measures under these circumstances. The inclusion of 

these ancillary measures thereby greatly increases the long-term archival value of this data set, hence why I included 

a broader array of measures than were of interest for this specific research project (See Appendix G for a full 

description of each of the measures). 
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reflect deliberative and thoughtful evaluative processes. For example, it is only logical that if one 

were to express that they are satisfied with their relationship, that they would also communicate 

that their relationship partner approximates their ideal partner and that their partner possesses a 

number of positive qualities and very few negative character traits. It is therefore unsurprising 

that explicit relationship attitude measures are often substantially correlated. Importantly 

however, although the measures are related, they simultaneously represent distinct forms of 

judgment. Each measure therefore provides unique insight.  

Table 1 presents the Pearson product-moment correlations among all three of the explicit 

partner/relationship measures administered to participants as part of this study. Below the 

diagonal are the uncorrected correlation values. The correlations with corrections for attenuation 

can be found above the diagonal. Note the moderate differences between the corrected and 

uncorrected values. Deletion was pairwise resulting in a sample size for each calculation ranging 

from 219 to 237 participants.  

Table 1 

Correlations Among Explicit Measures 

 1 2 3 

1. Interpersonal Qualities Scale - .497 .484 

2. Relationship Satisfaction Questionnaire .402*** - .635 

3. Ideal Partner Rating  .436*** .569*** - 

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p <.001. The assumed reliability of the ideal partner 

measure when calculating corrected correlations was 1.00, because of the incalculable 

nature of the measure’s true reliability.  

Consistent with my expectations, results indicated similar, significant, and positive 

correlations among all three of the explicit measure pairs. These results further suggest that it is 

both the connection between the nature of the attitude objects the measures are assessing and the 

deliberative nature of each of the measures that accounts for the relatively congruent attitudes 
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across measures. Importantly however, the measures are not overly correlated, rendering the 

administration of more than one of these measures redundant.  

Implicit Measure Correlations. 

Within the general social psychology literature, it is often the case that implicit measures 

are weakly correlated (Gawronski & De Houwer, 2014). Correlations among implicit measures 

within the relationship literature however have thus far gone without analysis. This lack of data 

is likely due to implicit measures’ relatively recent inclusion in the domain of relationship 

research, which has limited opportunities within a single study to administer and ultimately 

compare more than one implicit measure. The unique combination of implicit measures 

administered as a part of this study is therefore novel and the correlations among these measures 

have yet to be explored.  

Table 2 

Correlations Among Implicit Measures 

 1 2 3 

1. Implicit Association Task - .243 -.108 

2. Affect Misattribution Procedure .150* - .116 

3. Name Letter Task -.075 .103 - 

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p <.00. The assumed reliability of the NLT when 

calculating corrected correlations was 1.00. 

Table 2 presents the Pearson product-moment correlations among all three of the implicit 

measures administered to participants as part of this study. Below the diagonal are the 

uncorrected correlation values. The correlations with corrections for attenuation can be found 

above the diagonal. Deletion was pairwise resulting in a sample size for each calculation ranging 

from 215 to 232 participants.  
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Two of the three correlations were non-significant. The AMP and IAT however were 

significantly correlated, although weakly. These correlation results are consistent with previous 

research findings among other implicit attitude measures. The results are unsurprising given that 

each implicit attitude measure is evaluating a distinct, quantifiable phenomena, each of which is 

differentially thought to be driven by and capture one’s unobservable, implicit attitudes towards 

one’s partner. It is therefore not the case that a positive automatic attitude elicited by exposure to 

one’s partner, subsequently resulting in the preferential assessment of an ambiguous stimuli on 

the AMP, will necessarily coincide with the association between partner and good on the IAT, or 

co-occur with favourable attitudes towards one’s partner evoking a fondness for the initials 

contained within a partner’s name on the NLT.  

Explicit-Implicit Measure Correlations. 

Across domains of psychological research, studies that have previously administered both 

explicit and implicit attitudinal measures have shown tremendous variability in the strength of 

correspondence between these two types of measures (Nosek, 2007). Heterogeneous findings 

such as these demand further exploration in order to better understand the relationships that exist 

between a variety of explicit-implicit measure combinations. The correlations among the unique 

set of three explicit measures and three implicit measures administered as a part of this study 

have not previously been analyzed. This provides a novel opportunity to explore the relationships 

among these measures within the broader psychology literature, and within the context of 

relationship research.  
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Table 3 

Uncorrected Correlations Between Explicit-Implicit Measure Pairs 

 IQS RSQ Ideal 

IAT -.025 .047 -.022 

AMP .183** .154* .179* 

NLT .110 .069 .057 

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p <.001.  

Table 4 

Corrected Correlations Between Explicit-Implicit Measure Pairs 

 IQS RSQ Ideal 

IAT -.040 .075 -.032 

AMP .228 .193 .201 

NLT .122 .077 .057 

Note. The assumed reliability of the NLT when calculating corrected correlations was 

1.00 and the assumed reliability of the ideal partner measure when calculating corrected 

correlations was 1.00, because of the incalculable nature of the measures’ true 

reliability.  

Table 3 presents the uncorrected Pearson product-moment correlations between each of 

the nine possible explicit-implicit measures pairs and Table 4 presents the Pearson’s correlations 

corrected for attenuation between each of the nine explicit-implicit measures pairs. Deletion was 

pairwise resulting in a sample size for each calculation ranging from 201 to 236 participants.  

Analyses indicated no significant correlations between participants’ IAT difference score 

or NLT difference score and any of the three explicit attitude measures. It appears as though the 

three explicit measures are assessing attitudes largely independent of the attitudes towards one’s 

partner that are assessed by the IAT or NLT. The AMP however was significantly correlated 

with each of the three explicit measures. When combined, these findings imply that participants 

seem to indicate a psychological construct similarity between the AMP and the three explicit 

measures, whereas participants do not indicate detecting a psychological connection between the 
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IAT or NLT and the three explicit measures. Further research should investigate the 

interrelations among these unique explicit-implicit measures pairings.  

Explicit-Implicit Ambivalence: Antecedents and Outcomes 

To discern whether there exist distinct relationships between each of the attitudinal 

ambivalence profiles and a variety of suspected antecedents and outcomes, I conducted a series 

of multiple regressions with all possible first order effects and interaction effects specified. The 

scores for each one of the explicit and implicit measures were first standardized to allow for ease 

of calculations. I then created two variables, one of which communicates the amount of the 

explicit-implicit difference (magnitude of ambivalence), while the other of which communicates 

whether the explicit score or implicit score is more positive (direction of the ambivalence) 

following the procedure outlined by Briñol et al. (2006) and Windsor-Shellard and Haddock 

(2014). The creation of the magnitude variable was achieved by calculating, for each possible 

explicit-implicit measure pair (e.g. the AMP and the IQS), the absolute difference between the 

standardized explicit measure score and the standardized implicit measure score, whereby the 

greater the value from zero, the larger the magnitude of the discrepancy. The variable indicating 

the direction of the ambivalence was created by coding each outcome using -1, 0, or +1. In the 

event that the standardized implicit measure score was more positive, the outcome was coded as 

negative one. When there was no difference between the standardized implicit and standardized 

explicit measure score, the outcome was coded as zero, and when the standardized explicit 

measure score was more positive, the outcome was coded as positive one. Note, both the 

magnitude and direction variables were then centered by subtracting the group mean from each 

person’s score (Aiken & West, 1991).  
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The regression model consisted of a dependent variable, in the form of one of the 

antecedent or outcome measures and three independent variables; the mean-centered direction of 

ambivalence, the mean-centered magnitude of ambivalence, and the direction by magnitude 

interaction (computed by multiplying the mean-centered direction of ambivalence variable by the 

mean-centered magnitude of ambivalence variable), all three of which were simultaneously 

utilized as predictors in the regression model for the antecedent or outcome measure. For 

conceptual purposes, direction was treated as the moderator variable while magnitude was 

treated as the predictor variable. I examined the first order effect of magnitude and the first order 

effect of direction, however, the results of the interaction were the primary focus.  

Antecedents. 

Two facets of attachment style; attachment-related anxiety and attachment-related 

avoidance, are likely to predispose people to the emergence of explicit-implicit ambivalence with 

regards to one’s romantic relationships. Individuals who exhibit higher levels of anxious 

attachment are likely to express relatively positive explicit attitudes along with relatively 

negative implicit attitudes towards their partner, whereas individuals who exhibit higher levels of 

avoidant attachment are likely to express relatively negative explicit attitudes towards their 

partner in conjunction with relatively positive implicit attitudes. Below are the results of the 

regressions investigating the relationship of attachment style to each explicit-implicit measure 

combination.  

AMP x IQS on attachment-related anxiety. The first of the antecedent regressions 

assessed the relations among the AMP, the IQS, and attachment-related anxiety.  
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Table 5 

AMP x IQS on Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.160 .107 -1.496 .136 

Direction .010 .138 .075 .940 

M*D -.096 .107 -.901 .369 

Intercept 3.599 .138 26.142 .000 

    Note. R2 = .034, error df = 190 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. There was also no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, the 

interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

AMP x IQS on attachment-related avoidance. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the IQS, and attachment-related avoidance.  

Table 6 

AMP x IQS on Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.100 .085 -1.166 .245 

Direction .019 .111 .174 .862 

M*D .172 .085 2.009 .046 

Intercept 2.312 .111 20.852 .000 

    Note. R2 = .033, error df = 189  

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy or direction. The interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction 

variable however was significant, revealing that the association between attachment-related 

avoidance and magnitude was not the same across the two levels of direction. After computing 

the simple slopes for magnitude across the two levels of direction, the simple slopes analysis 

indicated that individuals low in attachment-related avoidance were more likely than individuals 

high in attachment-related avoidance to display explicit-implicit ambivalence, such that their 
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attitudes were more positive on the implicit measure than the explicit measure (B = -.271, SE = 

.128, t = -2.116, p = .036). In contrast, there was no difference between low and high attachment-

related avoidance individuals with respect to explicit-implicit ambivalence involving more 

favourable explicit attitude measure scores than implicit attitude measure scores (B = .072, SE = 

.113, t = 0.637, p = .525).  

AMP x RSQ on attachment-related anxiety. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the RSQ, and attachment-related anxiety.  

Table 7 

AMP x RSQ on Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.236 .095 -2.479 .014 

Direction .102 .125 .819 .414 

M*D -.020 .095 -.210 .834 

Intercept 3.520 .124 28.277 .000 

    Note. R2 = .042, error df = 190 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as participants’ attachment-related anxiety decreased, the explicit-

implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased. There was no significant 

first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and the 

direction variable was non-significant.  

AMP x RSQ on attachment-related avoidance. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the RSQ, and attachment-related avoidance.  
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Table 8 

AMP x RSQ on Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.206 .075 -2.752 .007 

Direction -.007 .097 -.076 .939 

M*D .146 .075 1.947 .053 

Intercept 2.353 .097 24.292 .000 

    Note. R2 = .101, error df = 189 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as participants’ attachment-related avoidance decreased, the explicit-

implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased. There was no significant 

first order effect of direction. The interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction 

variable was marginally significant, perhaps indicating that the association between subjective 

ambivalence and magnitude was not the same across the two levels of direction. After computing 

the simple slopes for magnitude across the two levels of direction, the simple slopes analysis 

indicated that individuals who were low in attachment-related avoidance were more likely than 

individuals who were high in attachment-related avoidance to display explicit-implicit 

ambivalence such that their attitudes were more positive on the implicit measure than the explicit 

measure (B = -.356, SE = .110, t = -3.241, p = .001). There was no difference between low and 

high attachment-related avoidance individuals with respect to explicit-implicit ambivalence 

involving more favourable explicit attitude measure scores than implicit attitude measure scores 

(B = -.063, SE = .102, t = -.620, p = .536).  

AMP x Ideal on attachment-related anxiety. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the ideal partner measure, and attachment-related anxiety.  
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Table 9 

AMP x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.012 .094 -.125 .900 

Direction -.153 .122 -1.258 .210 

M*D -.034 .094 -.358 .721 

Intercept 3.535 .122 29.080 .000 

    Note. R2 = .020, error df = 176 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. There was also no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, the 

interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

AMP x Ideal on attachment-related avoidance. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the ideal partner measure, and attachment-related avoidance.  

Table 10 

AMP x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.062 .077 -.812 .418 

Direction -.001 .098 -.013 .990 

M*D .012 .077 .161 .872 

Intercept 2.477 .098 25.176 .000 

    Note. R2 = .007, error df = 176 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. There was also no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, the 

interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

IAT x IQS on attachment-related anxiety. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the IQS, and attachment-related anxiety. 
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Table 11 

IAT x IQS on Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.068 .096 -.703 .483 

Direction -.059 .131 -.448 .655 

M*D .021 .093 .229 .819 

Intercept 3.494 .131 26.686 .000 

    Note. R2 = .018, error df = 204 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. There was also no significant first order effect of direction and the interaction 

between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was also non-significant.  

IAT x IQS on attachment-related avoidance. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the IQS, and attachment-related avoidance.  

Table 12 

IAT x IQS on Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.186 .075 -2.486 .014 

Direction .040 .102 .386 .700 

M*D -.002 .071 -.026 .979 

Intercept 2.504 .103 24.322 .000 

    Note. R2 = .067, error df = 203 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as participants’ attachment-related avoidance decreased, the explicit-

implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased. There was however no 

significant first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and 

the direction variable was also non-significant.  

IAT x RSQ on attachment-related anxiety. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the RSQ, and attachment-related anxiety. 

 



47 
 

Table 13 

IAT x RSQ on Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.159 .107 -1.484 .139 

Direction .090 .137 .660 .510 

M*D .029 .102 .282 .778 

Intercept 3.489 .138 25.271 .000 

    Note. R2 =.022 , error df = 204 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude or direction 

of discrepancy. Further, the interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable 

was also non-significant. 

IAT x RSQ on attachment-related avoidance. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the RSQ, and attachment-related avoidance. 

Table 14 

IAT x RSQ on Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.170 .079 -2.148 .033 

Direction -.161 .102 -1.579 .116 

M*D .019 .075 .255 .799 

Intercept 2.481 .103 24.054 .000 

    Note. R2 = .168, error df = 203 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as participants’ attachment-related avoidance decreased, the explicit-

implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased. There was however no 

significant first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and 

the direction variable was also non-significant.  

IAT x Ideal on attachment-related anxiety. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the ideal partner measure, and attachment-related anxiety. 
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Table 15 

IAT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude .046 .114 .404 .687 

Direction -.048 .136 -.351 .726 

M*D .108 .101 1.070 .286 

Intercept 3.392 .137 24.765 .000 

    Note. R2 =.008 , error df = 188  

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude or direction 

of discrepancy. Further, the interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable 

was also non-significant. 

IAT x Ideal on attachment-related avoidance. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the ideal partner measure, and attachment-related avoidance. 

Table 16 

IAT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.125 .091 -1.370 .172 

Direction -.104 .110 -.942 .347 

M*D -.066 .081 -.814 .416 

Intercept 2.578 .110 23.337 .000 

    Note. R2 =.055 , error df = 188 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude or direction 

of discrepancy. Further, the interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable 

was also non-significant. 

NLT x IQS on attachment-related anxiety. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the IQS, and attachment-related anxiety.  
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Table 17 

NLT x IQS on Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.139 .105 -1.327 .186 

Direction .010 .140 .075 .940 

M*D .088 .106 .838 .403 

Intercept 3.425 .139 24.578 .000 

    Note. R2 = .029, error df = 207  

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. There was also no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, the 

interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

NLT x IQS on attachment-related avoidance. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the IQS, and attachment-related avoidance.  

Table 18 

NLT x IQS on Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.178 .085 -2.090 .038 

Direction .160 .115 1.392 .166 

M*D -.042 .086 -.488 .626 

Intercept 2.543 .114 22.224 .000 

    Note. R2 = .022, error df = 206 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as participants’ attachment-related avoidance decreased, the explicit-

implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased. There was no significant 

first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and the 

direction variable was non-significant.  

NLT x RSQ on attachment-related anxiety. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the RSQ, and attachment-related anxiety.  
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Table 19 

NLT x RSQ on Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude .033 .098 .338 .735 

Direction -.274 .133 -2.053 .041 

M*D .036 .097 .366 .714 

Intercept 3.484 .134 26.054 .000 

    Note. R2 =.043 , error df = 207 

There was no significant first order effect for magnitude of discrepancy. The results 

however did yield a significant first order effect of direction indicating that as attachment-related 

anxiety decreased, participants were more likely to demonstrate more favourable attitudes 

towards their partner explicitly than implicitly. The interaction between the magnitude variable 

and the direction variable was non-significant.  

NLT x RSQ on attachment-related avoidance. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the RSQ, and attachment-related avoidance.  

Table 20 

NLT x RSQ on Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.145 .079 -1.840 .067 

Direction -.008 .108 -.076 .940 

M*D .118 .078 1.507 .133 

Intercept 2.368 .108 21.940 .000 

    Note. R2 =.068 , error df = 206 

The first order effect for magnitude of discrepancy approached significance, indicating 

that as participants’ attachment-related avoidance decreased, the explicit-implicit discrepancy 

(magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased, while both the first order effect of direction 

and the interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable were non-

significant.  
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NLT x Ideal on attachment-related anxiety. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the ideal partner measure, and attachment-related anxiety.  

Table 21 

NLT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attachment-related Anxiety 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude .061 .103 .597 .551 

Direction -.240 .130 -1.851 .066 

M*D .065 .100 .658 .512 

Intercept 3.446 .131 26.255 .000 

    Note. R2 =.029 , error df = 191 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. The first order effect of direction approached significance, indicating that as 

attachment-related anxiety decreased, participants were more likely to demonstrate more 

favourable attitudes towards their partner explicitly than implicitly. The interaction between the 

magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

NLT x Ideal on attachment-related avoidance. . The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the ideal partner measure, and attachment-related avoidance.  

Table 22 

NLT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attachment-related Avoidance 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.020 .086 -.235 .814 

Direction -.084 .109 -.777 .438 

M*D -.008 .083 -.094 .925 

Intercept 2.509 .110 22.869 .000 

    Note. R2 = .012, error df = 191 
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Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. There was also no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, the 

interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

Antecedent regressions result summary. 

Table 23 

Antecedent Regressions Results Summary 

 Attachment-Related Anxiety Attachment-Related Avoidance 

 Magnitude Direction Interaction Magnitude Direction Interaction 

AMP x IQS -.107 .005 -.064 -.083 .012 .144* 

AMP x RSQ -.176*  .058 -.015 -.190* -.005 .134+ 

AMP x Ideal -.009 -.094 -.027 -.061 -.001 .012 

       

IAT x IQS -.049 -.031 .016 -.169* .026 -.002 

IAT x RSQ -.103 .046 .020 -.138* -.101 .016 

IAT x Ideal .029 -.025 .078 -.097 -.067 -.058 

       

NLT x IQS -.091 .005 .057 -.144* .096 -.034 

NLT x RSQ .023 -.140* .025 -.124+ -.005 .101 

NLT x Ideal .043 -.132+ .047 -.017 -.056 -.007 

          Note. * = significant (p < .05), + = marginal significance (.10 < p > .05) 

Table 23 provides a summary of the antecedent regression analyses. Within the table are 

the effect sizes expressed as semi-partial correlation values. From the table, a few notable 

patterns of results emerge. Importantly, no significant interactions occurred across any of the 

explicit-implicit measure pairings when attachment-related anxiety was the antecedent of 

interest. Further, there existed few significant effects of anxiety even at the first order level. 

Conversely, attachment-related avoidance showed some evidence of interaction effects, all of 

which involved the AMP. In both cases, individuals who were low in attachment-related 

avoidance were more likely than individuals who were high in attachment-related avoidance to 

display explicit-implicit ambivalence such that their attitudes were more positive on the implicit 

measure than the explicit measure. The summary table also made easily identifiable that the IAT 
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and NLT in combination with both the IQS and RSQ produced substantial first order effects of 

magnitude, such that when attachment-related avoidance decreased, the explicit-implicit 

discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased. Lastly, from the table emerged a 

clear indication that the ideal partner measure did not produce any significant effects. 

Outcomes.  

Each of the two explicit-implicit attitudinal ambivalence profiles are likely catalysts for a 

multitude of relationship-related outcomes. Individuals who express relatively positive explicit 

attitudes along with relatively negative implicit attitudes towards their partner/relationship are 

likely to demonstrate relationship-enhancing behaviours. These behaviours include the 

attainment of lower scores on measures of subjective and structural ambivalence, and a lesser 

interest in alternative partners. Conversely, individuals who exhibit relatively negative explicit 

attitudes towards their partner in conjunction with relatively positive implicit attitudes are likely 

to attain higher scores on measures of subjective and structural ambivalence, and display an 

increased interest in alternative partners. Below are the results of the regressions investigating 

the impact of explicit-implicit attitudinal ambivalence on a subset of possible relationship-related 

outcomes. 

AMP x IQS on subjective ambivalence. The first of the outcome regressions assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the IQS, and the subjective ambivalence scale.  
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Table 24 

AMP x IQS on Subjective Ambivalence  
  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.332 .117 -2.836 .005 

Direction .072 .146 .492 .623 

M*D .230 .117 1.965 .051 

Intercept 2.470 .146 16.929 .000 

    Note. R2 =.081 , error df = 213 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants subjective ambivalence decreased (all Bs reported are 

unstandardized coefficients). This result was surprising. It seems counterintuitive that as the 

magnitude of ambivalence increases that participants would report decreased subjective 

ambivalence. There was no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, the 

interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable approached significance, 

revealing that the effect of magnitude on subjective ambivalence was not the same across the two 

levels of direction. After computing the simple slopes for magnitude across the two levels of 

direction, the simple slopes analysis indicated that individuals who communicated more 

favourable attitudes towards their partner implicitly than explicitly, reported decreased subjective 

ambivalence as magnitude of ambivalence increased (B = -.562, SE = .174, t = -3.235, p = .001). 

In contrast, individuals who communicated less favourable attitudes towards their partner 

implicitly than explicitly, there was no significant difference in reported subjective ambivalence 

as magnitude of ambivalence increased (B = -.102, SE = .157, t = -0.650, p = .516).  

 AMP x IQS on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the IQS, and overall structural ambivalence.  
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Table 25 

AMP x IQS on Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.283 .136 -2.075 .039 

Direction -.027 .170 -.161 .872 

M*D .310 .136 2.276 .024 

Intercept -.623 .170 -3.665 .000 

    Note. R2 = .073, error df = 213 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants’ overall structural ambivalence decreased. This result was 

surprising. It seems counterintuitive that as the magnitude of ambivalence increases, that 

participants would report decreased overall structural ambivalence. There was no significant first 

order effect of direction. Most importantly, a significant interaction between the magnitude 

variable and the direction variable was evident, revealing that the effect of magnitude on overall 

structural ambivalence was not the same across the two levels of direction. After computing the 

simple slopes for magnitude across the two levels of direction, the simple slopes analysis 

indicated that individuals who communicated more favourable attitudes towards their partner 

implicitly than explicitly, reported decreased overall structural ambivalence as magnitude of 

ambivalence increased (B = -.593, SE = .202, t = -2.932, p = .004). In contrast, individuals who 

communicated less favourable attitudes towards their partner implicitly than explicitly, there was 

no significant difference in reported overall structural ambivalence as magnitude of ambivalence 

increased (B = .027, SE = .183, t = 0.149, p = .882).  

 AMP x IQS on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the AMP, the IQS, and attraction to alternatives using both the pictures of potential 

alternatives and separately the descriptions of potential alternatives.  
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Table 26 

AMP x IQS on Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 69.076 79.665 .867 .387 

Direction 5.689 99.865 .057 .955 

M*D 49.473 79.614 .621 .535 

Intercept -116.451 99.896 -1.166 .245 

    Note. R2 =.014, error df = 196 

Table 27 

AMP x IQS on Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 132.770 447.565 .297 .767 

Direction -876.316 561.046 -1.562 .120 

M*D 82.202 447.276 .184 .854 

Intercept 1971.161 561.224 3.512 .001 

    Note. R2 =.024, error df = 196 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude for either the pictures or 

descriptions. There was also no significant first order effect of direction for either the pictures or 

the descriptions. Most importantly, the interaction between the magnitude variable and the 

direction variable was non-significant.  

AMP x RSQ on subjective ambivalence. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the AMP, the RSQ, and the subjective ambivalence scale.  

Table 28 

AMP x RSQ on Subjective Ambivalence  
  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.374 .102 -3.659 .000 

Direction .131 .130 1.010 .314 

M*D .363 .102 3.550 .000 

Intercept 2.357 .129 18.215 .000 

    Note. R2 = .136, error df = 213 
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Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants’ subjective ambivalence decreased (all Bs reported are 

unstandardized coefficients). This result was surprising. It seems counterintuitive that as the 

magnitude of ambivalence increases, that participants would report decreased subjective 

ambivalence. There was no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, a 

significant interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was evident, 

revealing that the effect of magnitude on subjective ambivalence was not the same across the two 

levels of direction. After computing the simple slopes for magnitude across the two levels of 

direction, the simple slopes analysis indicated that individuals who communicated more 

favourable attitudes towards their partner implicitly than explicitly, reported decreased subjective 

ambivalence as magnitude of ambivalence increased (B = -.745, SE = .145, t = -5.121, p < .001). 

Whereas for individuals who communicated less favourable attitudes towards their partner 

implicitly than explicitly, there was no significant difference in reported subjective ambivalence 

as magnitude of ambivalence increased (B = -.020, SE = .143, t = -0.136, p = .892). 

 AMP x RSQ on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the RSQ, and overall structural ambivalence.  

Table 29 

AMP x RSQ on Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.246 .123 -1.991 .048 

Direction .061 .157 .389 .698 

M*D .319 .123 2.581 .011 

Intercept -.616 .156 -3.490 .000 

    Note. R2 = .060, error df = 213 
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Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants’ overall structural ambivalence decreased. This result was 

surprising. It seems counterintuitive that as the magnitude of ambivalence increases, that 

participants would report decreased overall structural ambivalence. There was no significant first 

order effect of direction. Most importantly, a significant interaction between the magnitude 

variable and the direction variable was evident, revealing that the effect of magnitude on overall 

structural ambivalence was not the same across the two levels of direction. After computing the 

simple slopes for magnitude across the two levels of direction, the simple slopes analysis 

indicated that individuals who communicated more favourable attitudes towards their partner 

implicitly than explicitly, reported decreased overall structural ambivalence as magnitude of 

ambivalence increased (B = -.572, SE = .176, t = -3.253, p = .001). Whereas for individuals who 

communicated less favourable attitudes towards their partner implicitly than explicitly, there was 

no significant difference in reported overall structural ambivalence as magnitude of ambivalence 

increased (B = .066, SE = .173, t = 0.378, p = .706).  

 AMP x RSQ on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the RSQ, and attraction to alternatives using both the pictures of 

potential alternatives and separately the descriptions of potential alternatives.  

Table 30 

AMP x RSQ on Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 93.877 76.400 1.229 .221 

Direction -64.865 93.088 -.697 .487 

M*D 15.246 76.710 .199 .843 

Intercept -82.301 92.857 -.886 .377 

    Note. R2 = .009, error df = 196 
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Table 31 

AMP x RSQ on Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -1066.597 426.239 -2.502 .013 

Direction 836.139 519.342 1.610 .109 

M*D 38.252 427.968 .089 .929 

Intercept 2040.894 518.050 3.940 .000 

    Note. R2 =.032, error df = 196 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude for the pictures of potential 

alternatives. There was however a significant first order effect of magnitude for the descriptions 

of potential alternatives, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of 

attitudinal ambivalence) increased, participants’ attraction to alternatives decreased. There was 

no significant first order effect of direction for either the pictures or the descriptions. Most 

importantly, the interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-

significant for either the pictures or the descriptions.   

AMP x Ideal partner measure on subjective ambivalence. The following regression 

assessed the relations among the AMP, the ideal partner measure, and the subjective 

ambivalence scale.  

Table 32 

AMP x Ideal Partner Measure  

on Subjective Ambivalence  
  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.143 .102 -1.405 .162 

Direction -.117 .129 -.909 .364 

M*D .240 .102 2.357 .019 

Intercept 2.426 .129 18.858 .000 

    Note. R2 = .071, error df = 197 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude or direction of discrepancy. 

However, a significant interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was 



60 
 

evident, revealing that the effect of magnitude on subjective ambivalence was not the same 

across the two levels of direction. After computing the simple slopes for magnitude across the 

two levels of direction, the simple slopes analysis indicated that individuals who communicated 

more favourable attitudes towards their partner implicitly than explicitly, reported decreased 

subjective ambivalence as magnitude of ambivalence increased (B = -.384, SE = .136, t = -2.829, 

p = .005). Whereas for individuals who communicated less favourable attitudes towards their 

partner implicitly than explicitly, there was no significant difference in reported subjective 

ambivalence as magnitude of ambivalence increased (B = .100, SE = .153, t = 0.650, p = .516).  

 AMP x Ideal on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the ideal partner measure, and overall structural ambivalence.  

Table 33 

AMP x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.052 .122 -.427 .670 

Direction -.139 .154 -.905 .366 

M*D .141 .122 1.152 .251 

Intercept -.459 .154 -2.987 .003 

    Note. R2 =.022, error df = 197 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. There was also no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, the 

interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

 AMP x Ideal on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the AMP, the ideal partner measure, and attraction to alternatives using both the 

pictures of potential alternatives and separately the descriptions of potential alternatives.  
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Table 34 

AMP x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 80.210 69.267 1.158 .248 

Direction 37.930 89.012 .426 .671 

M*D 52.277 69.312 .754 .452 

Intercept -122.679 88.961 -1.379 .170 

    Note. R2 = .025, error df = 183 

Table 35 

AMP x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -581.680 387.782 -1.500 .135 

Direction 167.337 498.320 .336 .737 

M*D -400.547 388.036 -1.032 .303 

Intercept 2332.955 498.036 4.684 .000 

    Note. R2 = .021, error df = 183 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude for the pictures or descriptions of 

potential alternatives. There was also no significant first order effect of direction for either the 

pictures or the descriptions. Most importantly, the interaction between the magnitude variable 

and the direction variable was non-significant for either the pictures or the descriptions.  

IAT x IQS on subjective ambivalence. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the IAT, the IQS, and subjective ambivalence. 

Table 36 

IAT x IQS on Subjective Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.361 .096 -3.754 .000 

Direction .029 .128 .225 .823 

M*D .171 .092 1.855 .065 

Intercept 2.527 .129 19.648 .000 

    Note. R2 = .191, error df = 229 
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Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported decreased subjective ambivalence. There was 

however no significant first order effect of direction. The interaction between the magnitude 

variable and the direction variable approached significance, perhaps indicating that the effect of 

magnitude on subjective ambivalence was not the same across the two levels of direction. After 

computing the simple slopes for magnitude across the two levels of direction, the simple slopes 

analysis indicated that individuals who communicated more favourable attitudes towards their 

partner implicitly than explicitly, reported decreased subjective ambivalence as magnitude of 

ambivalence increased (B = -.554, SE = .110, t = -5.033, p < .001). Whereas for individuals who 

communicated less favourable attitudes towards their partner implicitly than explicitly, there was 

no significant difference in reported subjective ambivalence as magnitude of ambivalence 

increased (B = -.213, SE = .148, t = -1.441, p = .151). 

IAT x IQS on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the IQS, and overall structural ambivalence. 

Table 37 

IAT x IQS on Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.285 .117 -2.428 .016 

Direction -.173 .156 -1.106 .270 

M*D -.016 .112 -.142 .887 

Intercept -.300 .157 -1.916 .057 

    Note. R2 = .117, error df = 229 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported decreased overall structural ambivalence. Both the 
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first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and the 

direction variable were non-significant.  

IAT x IQS on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the IAT, the IQS, and attraction to alternatives using both the pictures of potential 

alternatives and separately the descriptions of potential alternatives. 

Table 38 

IAT x IQS on Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -32.374 72.600 -.446 .656 

Direction 75.249 96.688 .778 .437 

M*D -75.316 69.276 -1.087 .278 

Intercept 31.455 97.115 .324 .746 

    Note. R2 = .010, error df = 210 

Table 39 

IAT x IQS on Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 26.047 416.848 .062 .950 

Direction 371.507 555.154 .669 .504 

M*D 63.150 397.762 .159 .874 

Intercept 2210.580 557.604 3.964 .000 

    Note. R2 = .006, error df = 210 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude for the pictures or descriptions of 

potential alternatives. There was also no significant first order effect of direction for either the 

pictures or the descriptions. Most importantly, the interaction between the magnitude variable 

and the direction variable was non-significant for either the pictures or the descriptions.  

IAT x RSQ on subjective ambivalence. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the IAT, the RSQ, and subjective ambivalence. 
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Table 40 

IAT x RSQ on Subjective Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.279 .104 -2.669 .008 

Direction -.198 .133 -1.490 .138 

M*D .188 .099 1.895 .059 

Intercept 2.508 .134 18.764 .000 

    Note. R2 = .230, error df = 229 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported decreased subjective ambivalence. There was 

however no significant first order effect of direction. The interaction between the magnitude 

variable and the direction variable approached significance perhaps indicating that the effect of 

magnitude on subjective ambivalence was not the same across the two levels of direction. After 

computing the simple slopes for magnitude across the two levels of direction, the simple slopes 

analysis indicated that individuals who communicated more favourable attitudes towards their 

partner implicitly than explicitly, reported decreased subjective ambivalence as magnitude of 

ambivalence increased (B = -.492, SE = .116, t = -4.258, p < .001). Whereas for individuals who 

communicated less favourable attitudes towards their partner implicitly than explicitly, there was 

no significant difference in reported subjective ambivalence as magnitude of ambivalence 

increased (B = -.115, SE = .162, t = -0.714, p = .476). 

IAT x RSQ on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the RSQ, and overall structural ambivalence. 
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Table 41 

IAT x RSQ on Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.285 .131 -2.176 .031 

Direction -.165 .167 -.988 .324 

M*D -.040 .125 -.319 .750 

Intercept -.274 .168 -1.634 .104 

    Note. R2 = .106, error df = 229 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported decreased overall structural ambivalence. There 

was however no significant first order effect of direction and the interaction between the 

magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

IAT x RSQ on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the IAT, the RSQ, and attraction to alternatives using both the pictures of potential 

alternatives and separately the descriptions of potential alternatives. 

Table 42 

IAT x RSQ on Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -2.014 81.674 -.025 .980 

Direction 40.114 103.652 .387 .699 

M*D 21.939 77.868 .282 .778 

Intercept -75.513 104.026 -.726 .469 

    Note. R2 = .002, error df = 210 
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Table 43 

IAT x RSQ on Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -443.509 464.437 -.955 .341 

Direction 1029.450 589.411 1.747 .082 

M*D 15.530 442.790 .035 .972 

Intercept 2242.080 591.536 3.790 .000 

    Note. R2 = .016, error df = 210 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude for the pictures or descriptions of 

potential alternatives. There was also no significant first order effect of direction for pictures of 

potential alternatives. The results however did yield a marginally significant first order effect of 

direction for the descriptions of alternatives indicating that participants were more likely to 

demonstrate more favourable attitudes towards their partner explicitly than implicitly as 

attraction to alternatives increased. Most importantly, the interaction between the magnitude 

variable and the direction variable was non-significant for either the pictures or the descriptions.  

IAT x Ideal on subjective ambivalence. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the IAT, the ideal partner measure, and subjective ambivalence. 

Table 44 

IAT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Subjective Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.376 .116 -3.237 .001 

Direction .103 .137 .756 .450 

M*D .069 .103 .668 .505 

Intercept 2.573 .137 18.717 .000 

    Note. R2 = .150, error df = 211 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported decreased subjective ambivalence. There was 
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however no significant first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude 

variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

IAT x Ideal on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the IAT, the ideal partner measure, and overall structural ambivalence. 

Table 45 

IAT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.282 .143 -1.967 .051 

Direction -.126 .169 -.746 .456 

M*D -.155 .127 -1.219 .224 

Intercept -.167 .169 -.986 .325 

    Note. R2 = .065, error df = 211 

The first order effect for magnitude of discrepancy approached significance, indicating 

that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased, 

participants reported decreased overall structural ambivalence. While both the first order effect 

of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable were 

non-significant.  

IAT x Ideal on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the IAT, the ideal partner measure, and attraction to alternatives using both the pictures of 

potential alternatives and separately the descriptions of potential alternatives. 

Table 46 

IAT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -13.748 88.418 -.155 .877 

Direction 97.995 102.776 .953 .342 

M*D -31.159 78.034 -.399 .690 

Intercept -24.237 103.460 -.234 .815 
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    Note. R2 = .012, error df = 195 

Table 47 

IAT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 1.067 503.009 .002 .998 

Direction -69.478 584.686 -.119 .906 

M*D -239.449 443.931 -.539 .590 

Intercept 2463.991 588.577 4.186 .000 

    Note. R2 = .003, error df = 195 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude for the pictures or descriptions of 

potential alternatives. There was also no significant first order effect of direction for either the 

pictures or the descriptions. Most importantly, the interaction between the magnitude variable 

and the direction variable was non-significant for either the pictures or the descriptions.  

 NLT x IQS on subjective ambivalence. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the NLT, the IQS, and subjective ambivalence.  

Table 48 

NLT x IQS on Subjective Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.289 .110 -2.623 .009 

Direction -.076 .146 -.518 .605 

M*D -.037 .111 -.334 .739 

Intercept 2.770 .146 19.004 .000 

    Note. R2 = .109, error df = 232 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported decreased subjective ambivalence. There was no 

significant first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and 

the direction variable was non-significant.  
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NLT x IQS on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the IQS, and overall structural ambivalence.  

Table 49 

NLT x IQS on Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.315 .135 -.2334 .020 

Direction -.102 .180 -.567 .571 

M*D -.099 .136 -.731 .465 

Intercept -.168 .179 -.731 .465 

    Note. R2 =.094, error df = 232 

Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported decreased overall structural ambivalence. There 

was however no significant first order effect of direction and the interaction between the 

magnitude variable and the direction variable was also non-significant.  

NLT x IQS on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the NLT, the IQS, and attraction to alternatives using both the pictures of potential 

alternatives and separately the descriptions of potential alternatives.  

Table 50 

NLT x IQS on Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 139.726 78.143 1.788 .075 

Direction -180.956 105.065 -1.722 .086 

M*D 38.131 78.713 .484 .629 

Intercept -95.935 104.452 -.918 .359 

    Note. R2 =.016 , error df = 213 
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Table 51 

NLT X IQS on Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -56.550 448.954 4.698 .900 

Direction 251.893 603.628 .417 .677 

M*D -510.009 452.229 -1.128 .261 

Intercept 2819.441 600.105 4.698 .000 

    Note. R2 = .007, error df = 213 

The first order effect of magnitude for the pictures of potential alternatives approached 

significance, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported increased attraction to alternatives. There was 

however no significant first order effect of magnitude for the descriptions of potential 

alternatives. The first order effect of direction for the pictures also approached significance, 

indicating that participants were more likely to demonstrate more favourable attitudes towards 

their partner explicitly than implicitly as attraction to alternatives decreased. However, there was 

no significant first order effect of direction for the descriptions. Most importantly, the interaction 

between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant for either the 

pictures or the descriptions.   

NLT x RSQ on subjective ambivalence. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the NLT, the RSQ, and subjective ambivalence.  

Table 52 

NLT x RSQ on Subjective Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.277 .105 -2.646 .009 

Direction -.078 .140 -.556 .578 

M*D .057 .104 .548 .584 

Intercept 2.668 .141 18.951 .000 

    Note. R2 =.111, error df = 232 
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Results of the analysis yielded a significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy, indicating that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal 

ambivalence) increased, participants reported decreased subjective ambivalence. There was no 

significant first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and 

the direction variable was non-significant.  

NLT x RSQ on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the RSQ, and overall structural ambivalence.  

Table 53 

NLT x RSQ on Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.242 .131 -1.848 .066 

Direction -.073 .176 -.413 .680 

M*D -.081 .130 -.624 .533 

Intercept -.186 .177 -.1.056 .292 

    Note. R2 =.055, error df = 232 

The first order effect for magnitude of discrepancy approached significance, indicating 

that as the explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased, 

participants reported decreased overall structural ambivalence. There was however no significant 

first order effect of direction and the interaction between the magnitude variable and the 

direction variable was also non-significant.  

NLT x RSQ on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the NLT, the RSQ, and attraction to alternatives using both the pictures of potential 

alternatives, and separately the descriptions of potential alternatives.  
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Table 54 

NLT x RSQ on Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 77.957 76.728 1.016 .311 

Direction -116.120 102.377 -1.134 .258 

M*D 35.172 76.387 .460 .646 

Intercept -93.244 102.612  -.909 .365 

    Note. R2 = .007, error df = 213 

Table 55 

NLT x RSQ on Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 113.161 439.769 .257 .797 

Direction -183.400 586.778 -.313 .755 

M*D -278.944 437.812 -.637 .525 

Intercept 2564.912 588.125 4.361 .000 

    Note. R2 = .003, error df = 213 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude for the pictures or descriptions of 

potential alternatives. There was also no significant first order effect of direction for either the 

pictures or the descriptions. Most importantly, the interaction between the magnitude variable 

and the direction variable was non-significant for either the pictures or the descriptions.  

NLT x Ideal on subjective ambivalence. The following regression assessed the relations 

among the NLT, the ideal partner measure, and the subjective ambivalence scale.  

Table 56 

NLT x Ideal Partner Measure  

on Subjective Ambivalence  
  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.119 .108 -1.094 .275 

Direction -.237 .136 -1.741 .083 

M*D .091 .105 .873 .384 

Intercept 2.573 .137 18.715 .000 

    Note. R2 = .091, error df = 214 
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There was no significant first order effect of magnitude of discrepancy. The results 

however did yield a marginally significant first order effect of direction for the descriptions of 

alternatives indicating that participants were more likely to demonstrate more favourable 

attitudes towards their partner explicitly than implicitly as subjective ambivalence decreased. 

There was also no significant interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction 

variable. 

NLT x Ideal on overall structural ambivalence. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the ideal partner measure, and overall structural ambivalence.  

Table 57 

NLT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -.170 .137 -1.239 .217 

Direction -.119 .172 -.692 .490 

M*D -.122 .133 -.922 .358 

Intercept -.159 .174 -.911 .363 

    Note. R2 = .034, error df = 214 

Results of the analysis yielded no significant first order effect for magnitude of 

discrepancy. There was also no significant first order effect of direction. Most importantly, the 

interaction between the magnitude variable and the direction variable was non-significant.  

NLT x Ideal on attraction to alternatives. The following regression assessed the 

relations among the NLT, the ideal partner measure, and attraction to alternatives using both the 

pictures of potential alternatives and separately, the descriptions of potential alternatives.  
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Table 58 

NLT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude 95.045 81.325 1.169 .244 

Direction -41.533 101.310 -.410 .682 

M*D 45.187 78.255 .577 .564 

Intercept -106.469 103.046 -1.033 .303 

    Note. R2 = .010, error df = 198 

Table 59 

NLT x Ideal Partner Measure on  

Attraction to Alternatives (Descriptions) 

  B SE t p 

Magnitude -244.864 460.286 -.532 .595 

Direction 286.341 573.401 .499 .618 

M*D -526.454 442.915 -1.189 .236 

Intercept 2749.589 583.225 4.714 .000 

    Note. R2 = .008, error df = 198 

There was no significant first order effect of magnitude for the pictures or descriptions of 

potential alternatives. There was also no significant first order effect of direction for either the 

pictures or the descriptions. Most importantly, the interaction between the magnitude variable 

and the direction variable was non-significant for either the pictures or the descriptions. 

Outcome regressions result summary. 
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Table 60 

Outcomes Regressions Results Summary 

  
Attraction to Alternatives (Pictures) 

Attraction to Alternatives 

(Descriptions) 

  Magnitude Direction Interaction Magnitude Direction Interaction 

AMP x IQS .061 .004 .044 .021 -.110 .013 

AMP x RSQ .087 -.050 .014 -.176* .113 .006 

AMP x Ideal .085 .031 .055 -.110 .025 -.075 

 

IAT x IQS -.031 .053 -.075 .004 .046 .011 

IAT x RSQ -.002 .027 .019 -.065 .120+ .002 

IAT x Ideal -.011 .068 -.028 .000 -.008 -.039 

 

NLT x IQS  .122+ -.117+ .033 -.009 .028 -.077 

NLT x RSQ .069 -.077 .031 .018 -.021 -.044 

NLT x Ideal .083 -.029 .041 -.038 .035 -.084 

        Note. * = significant (p < .05), + = marginal significance (.10 < p > .05)  

Table 61 

Outcomes Regressions Results Summary 

  Subjective Ambivalence Overall Structural Ambivalence 

  Magnitude Direction Interaction Magnitude Direction Interaction 

AMP x IQS -.186* .032 .129+ -.137* -.011 .150* 

AMP x RSQ -.233* .064 .226* -.132* .026 .171* 

AMP x Ideal -.096 -.062 .162* -.030 -.064 .081 

 

IAT x IQS -.223* .013 .110+ -.151* -.069 -.009 

IAT x RSQ -.155* -.086 .110+ -.136* -.062 -.020 

IAT x Ideal -.205* .048 .042 -.131+ -.050 -.081 

 

NLT x IQS -.163* -.032 -.021 -.146* -.035 -.046 

NLT x RSQ -.164* -.034 .034 -.118+ -.026 -.040 

NLT x Ideal -.071 -.113+ .057 -.083 -.046 -.062 

         Note. * = significant (p < .05), + = marginal significance (.10 < p > .05)         

Table 60 and 61 provide a summary of the outcome regression results. Within the table 

are the effect sizes expressed as semi-partial correlation values. From the tables, a few notable 

patterns of results emerge. Importantly, no significant interactions occurred across any of the 

explicit-implicit measure pairings when attraction to alternatives was the outcome of interest (see 
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table 60). Further, there existed few significant effects involving attraction to alternatives even at 

the first order level. Conversely, both subjective ambivalence and overall structural ambivalence 

showed evidence of many significant effects (see table 61). Perhaps most importantly, the AMP 

was the only one of the three implicit measures that consistently produced significant interaction 

effects, such that individuals who displayed an increased magnitude of discrepancy, reported 

decreased ambivalence when they viewed their partner more favourably implicitly that explicitly. 

Further, out of 18 possible results, the AMP produced the most evidence of effects with eight 

significant effects and one marginally significant effect. The IAT and NLT produced a similar 

but less robust pattern of first order effects, when compared to the AMP such that when the 

explicit-implicit discrepancy (magnitude of attitudinal ambivalence) increased, participants 

reported decreased subjective ambivalence, and overall structural ambivalence. Overall, the IAT 

produced five significant effects and three marginally significant effects, and the NLT produced 

the least evidence of effects with three significant results, and two marginally significant results.  
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Chapter 4 - Discussion 

Previous research has shown explicit-implicit attitudinal ambivalence to influence 

thoughts and judgments and predict behaviour/behavioural intentions. Few studies, however, 

have taken an interest in the interplay between explicit and implicit measures and whether 

antecedents and outcomes differ as a function of a participants’ explicit-implicit ambivalence 

profile. The present research extends previous literature by examining the antecedents and 

outcomes specifically associated with each of the two possible attitudinal ambivalence profiles in 

a relationship context. This study is therefore unique in that it investigated and contrasted the 

unique psychological underpinnings of differing relationship-specific ambivalence profiles, 

while using a previously unexplored selection of explicit measures, implicit measures, 

antecedent and outcome variables.  

Summary of Results 

Consistent with expectations, results indicated similar, significant, positive correlations 

between all three of the explicit measure pairs. Conversely, correlations among the implicit 

measures were extremely weak. With regards to the explicit-implicit measure correlations, the 

AMP consistently produced significant correlations when combined with each of the three 

explicit measures, whereas the IAT and NLT did not.   

Regarding the regression results, as anticipated, both antecedents and outcomes were 

differentially associated with each of the two ambivalence profiles. The specific pattern of results 

however was somewhat unexpected. Originally it had been hypothesized that individuals who 

exhibit higher levels of anxious attachment are likely to express relatively positive explicit 

attitudes along with relatively negative implicit attitudes towards their partner, whereas 

individuals who exhibit higher levels of avoidant attachment are likely to express relatively 
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negative explicit attitudes towards their partner in conjunction with relatively positive implicit 

attitudes. It became clear however that the data instead indicated that attachment-related anxiety 

did not seem to contribute to explicit-implicit ambivalence towards one’s relationship/partner. 

Although attachment-related avoidance was associated with explicit-implicit ambivalence, it was 

actually individuals who were low in attachment-related avoidance that were more likely than 

individuals who were high in attachment-related avoidance to display explicit-implicit 

ambivalence such that their attitudes were more positive on the implicit measure than the explicit 

measure. Further, it was when attachment-related avoidance decreased, that the explicit-implicit 

discrepancy increased.  

Similarly, a consistent but somewhat unexpected pattern of results emerged from the 

outcome regression analyses. Originally it had been hypothesized that individuals who express 

positive explicit attitudes along with negative implicit attitudes towards their partner/relationship 

are likely to demonstrate relationship-enhancing behaviours, whereas individuals who exhibit 

negative explicit attitudes towards their partner in conjunction with positive implicit attitudes are 

likely to exhibit behaviours that might jeopardize the relationship. It became clear however that, 

in actuality, the data indicated that attraction to alternatives was not significantly impacted by 

explicit-implicit ambivalence. Although both subjective ambivalence and overall structural 

ambivalence produced significant effects, it was actually individuals who displayed an increased 

magnitude of discrepancy who reported decreased ambivalence when they viewed their partner 

more favourably implicitly that explicitly. This pattern of results only emerged when the AMP 

was paired with each of the three explicit measures, but not when the IAT or NLT were utilized. 

The superior ability of the AMP to produce significant effects was consistent with the hypothesis 

that each implicit measure would operate uniquely. Lastly, when explicit-implicit discrepancy 
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increased, participants reported decreased subjective ambivalence and decreased overall 

structural ambivalence when they viewed their partner more favourably implicitly than explicitly 

across a majority of the explicit-implicit measure pairings.  

Implications 

Interchangeability of implicit measures.  

A number of valuable insights can be extracted from this research project and are worth 

mentioning. At a macro level, it became clear from the analyses that implicit measures are not 

interchangeable. As anticipated, each implicit measure operated uniquely. This conclusion is 

validated by the differing correlation and regression results obtained with the use of each implicit 

measure. Firstly, analyses indicated no significant correlations between the IAT or NLT with any 

of the three explicit attitude measures. The AMP however was significantly correlated with each 

of the three explicit measures.  

With regards to the regression analyses, each implicit measure produced a pattern of 

results that mostly resembled one another, but differentially produced evidence of effects as 

indicated by the varying number of significant effects. Most importantly, the AMP was the only 

one of the three implicit measures that consistently produced significant interaction effects. The 

AMP also produced the most evidence of effects overall. The NLT produced the least evidence 

of effects and the IAT produced a fewer number of effects than the AMP, but a more robust 

pattern of effects than the NLT. 

Had each implicit attitude measure been assessed without knowledge of the other two, the 

conclusions regarding the relationship between implicit measures and explicit measures, the 

impact of various antecedents on explicit-implicit ambivalence, and the impact of explicit-
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implicit ambivalence on a variety of outcomes could have produced three somewhat different 

reports. For example, the evidence of distinctive interaction forms produced by the AMP 

indicates that the two types of ambivalence operate distinctively; a conclusion that would not 

have been realized had only the IAT and/or the NLT been employed. Perhaps the AMP is 

capturing the same phenomena as the NLT and IAT but is the only one of the three measures to 

do so effectively. This theory is supported by finding that the IAT and NLT evidenced less 

robust imitations of the pattern of significant effects produced by the AMP and the superior 

reliability of the AMP. Alternatively, these results may indicate that the AMP assesses a 

psychological construct that is not similarly captured by the IAT and NLT and begs the 

tangential question: why does what is captured by the AMP, but not the IAT or NLT, overlap 

with what is evaluated by each of the three explicit measures.  

The IAT assesses to what extent one’s partner is associated with a broader concept; in 

this case good or bad. The NLT evaluates to what extent objects chronically associated with 

one’s partner (e.g. letters in a partner’s name) carry evaluations associated with one’s partner. 

The AMP however captures the extent to which exposure to one’s partner evokes a spontaneous, 

emotionally valenced response and to what extent this response influences subsequent ratings 

(e.g. of Chinese characters). Comparably, it is likely that being prompted to explicitly deliberate 

about one’s partner/relationship (when tasked with assigning attributes to one’s partner, 

assessing relationship satisfaction, or evaluating how close one’s partner is to their ideal partner) 

elicits a similar automatic reaction that subsequently affects participants’ responses to the 

explicit measures. Therefore, the unique correlations and evidence of effects produced by the 

AMP are likely a result of the tendency of both the AMP and the explicit measures to elicit 

thoughts of and evoke affect associated with the thoughts of one’s partner, that subsequently 



81 
 

influence responses. Alternatively, the reverse causality is also a possibility wherein participants’ 

positive cognitions related to their partner, elicited via exposure to one’s partner or explicit 

deliberation about one’s partner/relationship, evoke intensified affective responses. 

Interchangeability of explicit measures. 

Explicit measures are evidently also not interchangeable. For example, only one 

significant interaction occurred across all analyses involving the ideal partner measure. Further, 

the ideal partner measure produced the least evidence of effects. Out of all 54 possible effects 

involving the ideal partner measure, only three were significant and two were marginally 

significant. Conversely, both the IQS and RSQ produced many significant effects. Perhaps most 

importantly, the IQS and RSQ produced a nearly identical pattern of significant interaction 

effects. Out of all 54 possible effects, the RSQ produced the most evidence of effects with 12 

significant results and five marginally significant results, and the IQS produced 10 significant 

results and four marginally significant results.  

Had explicit attitudes towards one’s partner been assessed using exclusively the ideal 

partner measure without knowledge of the other two explicit measures, or vice versa, my 

conclusions could have produced rather different reports. For example, the evidence of 

distinctive interaction forms produced by the IQS and RSQ indicate that the two types of 

ambivalence operate distinctively; a conclusion that would not have been realized had only the 

ideal partner measure been employed. These results bring forth the question; why do the IQS and 

RSQ produce a substantially different pattern of results than the ideal partner measure.  

Statistically, because the ideal partner measure consists of one item, it is not feasible to 

calculate the Cronbach alpha of this measure. It is therefore possible that the ideal partner 
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measure is not producing much evidence of effects because it lacks reliability, whereas the other 

two explicit measures are very reliable. Additionally, beyond simple differences in reliability 

there may be more substantive psychological differences. For example, the ideal partner measure 

may not prompt as meaningful of a cognitive assessment of one’s partner because it is such a 

condensed measure, whereas the other two explicit measures consist of multiple items. Further, 

the IQS and RSQ prompt participants to assess specific components of their partner/relationship 

whereas the ideal partner measure requests participants to make a much broader evaluation. 

Lastly, both the IQS and RSQ prompts participants to produce judgments of their partner in the 

absence of a specific point of reference, whereas the ideal partner measure asks participants to 

make a judgment about their partner in comparison to an ideal.  

Implicit partner preference exceeding explicit partner preference. 

Just one of the explicit-implicit ambivalence profiles: more positive implicit than explicit 

attitudes towards one’s partner, was a component of all of the significant simple slopes analyses 

conducted on the significant interaction effects. Importantly, this form of the interaction effect 

was predominantly present in analyses using the AMP, whereas the other two implicit measures 

produced few interaction effects. This also serves as a reminder that all of the significant main 

effects of magnitude on ambivalence that were observed, were conditional on the interaction 

form, and were therefore driven by half of the data. 

With respect to the significant antecedent interactions, originally, it had been theorized 

that individuals who exhibit lower levels of avoidant attachment would be more likely to express 

more positive explicit and implicit attitudes towards their partner. Consistent with this 

hypothesis, individuals who reported less attachment-related avoidance exhibited more positive 

implicit attitudes towards their partner. However, it was surprising that low avoidant individuals 



83 
 

also reported relatively negative explicit attitudes towards their partner. Upon reflection however 

it seems reasonable that less avoidantly attached individuals’ exhibit extremely positive 

automatic responses on implicit measures of attitudes towards one’s partner, but with 

deliberation provide a slightly more critical explicit assessment of their partner. This finding is 

consistent with previous research whereby “individuals lower in attachment avoidance were 

likely to report more negative [explicit] feelings toward their partners” (Seedall & Wampler, 

2012, p.948).  

Inversely, perhaps individuals higher in attachment avoidance present with less explicit-

implicit ambivalence because they express both relatively negative explicit and implicit attitudes 

towards their partner. Although relatively negative implicit attitudes towards one’s partner have 

not been confirmed as being characteristic of avoidantly attached individuals, these individuals 

have been demonstrated to possess a negative explicit view of others (Van Buren & Cooley, 

2002).  

With respect to outcome variables, perhaps individuals who express more positive 

implicit than explicit attitudes towards their partner report less subjective and structural 

ambivalence because “discrepant explicit and implicit attitudes are associated with negative and 

unpleasant consequences” (Zogmaister, 2011, p.96) and therefore individuals who exhibit an 

explicit-implicit discrepancy will attempt to reduce said discrepancy (e.g. via an unwillingness to 

report feelings of subjective and structural ambivalence). Further, attempts at discrepancy 

reduction are likely exhibited only by individuals who possess an ambivalence profile whereby 

their implicit attitudes are more positive than their explicit attitudes because when participants’ 

explicit attitudes are relatively lower, they are aware that their relationship is at least somewhat 

less than ideal. The awareness of the shortcomings of their partner likely creates similar attempts 
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to ease feelings of discomfort. Perhaps an unwillingness to report feelings of subjective and 

structural ambivalence is an attempt at reducing the negative and unpleasant consequences 

stemming from inconsistencies between their explicit and implicit attitudes.  

A contrasting explanation is that individuals who express less positive attitudes towards 

their partner/relationship explicitly than implicitly may view this response profile as normal. For 

example, it is likely often the case that one’s instant, automatic evaluation of their partner is 

overwhelmingly positive, but that after careful consideration and reflection one would realize 

their partner is not perfect. This discrepancy is therefore unlikely to be interpreted as a sensation 

of ambivalence because it is accepted as realistic and normal to not overly idolize one’s partner. 

Therefore inconsistencies between the reporting party’s explicit and implicit attitudes are not 

experienced or reported as feelings of subjective or structural ambivalence. 

Different antecedents produce different effects. 

A surprising pattern of results were obtained regarding the varying effects associated with 

different antecedents. Most prominently, attachment-related anxiety did not exhibit an 

association with explicit-implicit ambivalence, whereas decreased attachment-related avoidance 

was consistently associated with increased explicit-implicit ambivalence. Investigating anxiously 

attached, non-anxiously attached, avoidantly attached, and non-avoidantly attached individuals 

may better explain this phenomenon. Regarding anxiously attached individuals, perhaps the 

inconsistency demonstrated by the partner of an anxiously attached individual leads anxiously 

attached individuals to exhibit both moderate explicit and implicit attitudes towards their partner, 

and therefore anxiously attached individuals are unlikely to demonstrate explicit-implicit 

ambivalence. Similarly, individuals low in attachment anxiety likely exhibit both positive 

explicit and implicit attitudes towards their partner, and again are therefore unlikely to 
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demonstrate explicit-implicit ambivalence, hence why the results indicate that attachment-related 

anxiety is unrelated to explicit-implicit ambivalence. Conversely, although the unresponsiveness 

and unavailability often exhibited by the partner of an avoidantly attached individual likely leads 

avoidantly attached individuals to exhibit both negative explicit and implicit attitudes towards 

their partner rendering this group also unlikely to demonstrate explicit-implicit ambivalence, as 

discussed earlier however non-avoidantly attached individuals do exhibit explicit-implicit 

ambivalence, hence why the results indicate that attachment-related avoidance is associated with 

explicit-implicit ambivalence.  

Different outcomes produce different effects. 

Explicit-implicit ambivalence was consistently associated with decreased reported 

subjective and structural ambivalence, whereas this association was not nearly as evident 

between explicit-implicit ambivalence and attraction to alternatives. One possibility for these 

findings is that the attraction to alternatives measure is well constructed but is truly unrelated to 

explicit-implicit ambivalence. Alternatively, the attraction to alternatives measure may be related 

to explicit-implicit ambivalence, however, seeing as it was newly created for this project, the 

measure’s psychometric properties have not been subject to rigorous evaluation, unlike most of 

the other measures included in this study, and may therefore be hindered by questionable 

reliability, skewness, and kurtosis, and should be interpreted with caution. Perhaps the limited 

number of trials (five) was not sufficient to create a reliable measure. Further, the selection of the 

most attractive, least attractive, and three average individuals was based on the average ratings of 

these images by ten raters unacquainted with the individuals in the photos. The ratings could 

have been compromised due to the small number of raters. Alternatively, the ratings of the 

subjects in the photos could have been accurate, however, the photos that were selected could 
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potentially not have been rated sufficiently differently to produce effects (e.g. selecting 

individuals rated three, five, and seven, versus one, five and a half, and ten). The brief character 

descriptions could have faced similar challenges especially given that they were reviewed by 

fewer than ten people. In the future, more rigorous pre-testing of the stimuli to be included in the 

measure should be conducted in an attempt to resolve the ambiguity surrounding the lack of 

effects produced by the attraction to alternatives measure. 

 Potential Criticisms. 

 Several useful insights can be gained from this research project. However, the present 

study could be criticized on several grounds. One such criticism might centre around the NLT. 

As noted in the results section, the NLT produced the fewest number of effects of all the implicit 

measures. There are two possible criticisms of the method employed here that others may believe 

could account for the lack of effects produced by the NLT. The first criticism is procedural and 

involves the selection of the letters of the participants’ partner’s name that should be analyzed. 

Many studies have assessed the individual participants’ rating of the first letter of both the 

participants’ partner’s first and last name (the partner’s initials). For example, if the participants’ 

partner’s name was John Smith, then the letters J and S were those that were analyzed. This 

study however, assessed participants’ ratings of all of the letters of their partner’s first name. For 

example, if the participants’ partner’s name was John, then the letters J, O, H, and N were those 

that were analyzed. A case could be made for either approach. In defense of the approach used in 

the present study, one could argue that the letters of a participants’ partner’s first name are likely 

more salient to the participant than the letters of a participants’ partner’s last name. Additionally, 

this method allows for the use of more letters than does the other method which limits the 

number of letters analyzed to just two. It could be argued however that participants’ partner’s 
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initials are actually the most salient letters. Further, the use of participants’ partner’s initials is 

useful because restricting the salient letters to just two, across individuals, allows one to calculate 

the measure reliability, a calculation which is not possible when utilizing the all of the letters of 

participants’ partner’s first names because each participant’s partners’ first name has a different 

number of letters. To date, no direct comparison of the relative strengths and weaknesses of each 

approach has been made so it is difficult to evaluate the impact that the choice of focussing on all 

letters of the first name might have had on the present results. 

 The second criticism centers around the selected scoring algorithm. The method that was 

selected to score the NLT is a common approach to assessing and scoring the measure. However, 

there are at least five other possible scoring algorithms. LeBel and Gawronksi (2009) have 

suggested that an ipsatized double-correction scoring algorithm is the most psychometrically 

sound. To discern whether the suggested ipsatized double-correction scoring algorithm would 

produce more evidence of effects than the initially utilized procedure, all of the correlation and 

regression analyses were re-calculated after having replaced the values from the original NLT 

calculations with those obtained from using the ipsatized double-correction scoring algorithm.  

The correlation between the original NLT scoring algorithm and the ipsatized double-

correction scoring algorithm was relatively high (r = .619, p < .001). It was therefore 

unsurprising that both the correlation and regression results obtained using the ipsatized double-

correction scoring algorithm were very similar to those obtained originally. Given the number of 

effects that were different across the two approaches and the large number of total tests that were 

undertaken, it is entirely possible that the few differences that emerged might have been due to 

chance. This result suggests that it is unlikely that the scoring algorithm alone can account for 

the lack of effects.  
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Further, NLT reliability, depending on the scoring algorithm used, is often relatively low, 

and has been reported to range from .33 to .48 (LeBel & Gawronski, 2009). The ipsatized 

double-correction scoring algorithm employed here achieved similarly low reliability (α = .254). 

The results of the NLT are therefore unlikely to achieve the same level of robustness as results 

involving a measure with superior reliability such as the AMP.  

A lack of evidence of effects involving the NLT may also be a result of conceptual issues 

associated with the NLT. For example, unlike the AMP and IAT, the NLT does not contain 

stimuli of one’s relationship partner and is therefore a much more indirect measure. Additionally, 

the letters in a partner’s name can map onto a number of other conceptual artifacts, all of which 

cannot be controlled for. For example, although the ipsatized double-correction scoring 

algorithm controls for the letters contained within the participants’ name, it does not control for 

the letters in the names of participants’ closest family members, friends, or most disliked 

colleagues. The fact that the letters of the alphabet are not uniquely associated with one’s partner 

therefore renders the NLT less likely than the AMP and IAT to produce evidence of effects, as 

confirmed by the results of this research project. 

 Another reasonable concern regarding this study is the likelihood of spurious effects 

given the number of hypotheses being tested as a part of this research project. Although one can 

never fully eliminate type I errors, it is a legitimate concern that adequate safeguards are 

employed to minimize the impact of type I error. Traditionally, when more than one test is 

conducted, one would employ the use of an alpha adjustment to control for family-wise error. 

However, given the sheer number of tests, performing a correction to control the family-wise 

error rate would result in an unreasonably low alpha that would grossly inflate type II errors. For 

example, in Table 61 alone there are 54 tests, meaning the corrected alpha value would be .05/54 
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resulting in a revised alpha value of .0009. Other modest adjustments could be made however 

those would also still be insufficient to correct all type I errors. The occurrence of type I errors 

within this context is therefore inevitable. Only with future replications will the domain be able 

to conclusively discern which of the effects may be spurious.  

With that being said, it would be inappropriate to dismiss all of the effects and attribute 

them to type I error. Within this research project there were many elements that indicated that 

many of the results are unlikely the result of type I error. If type I error was the cause of the 

significant effects, then three properties of the data would have been expected to have emerged. 

It would have been expected that there would be comparatively few effects, that the effects 

would have been roughly evenly distributed across tests, and that the data would have illustrated 

a random pattern of effects. None of these three properties however were exhibited by the 

results. Contrarily, the frequency of effects obtained far exceeded statistical probability. For 

example, referring back to Table 61, 8 of the 18 AMP effects were significant. If type I error 

were the cause however, approximately only 1 of the 18 AMP effects should have produced a 

significant result. Further, across measures, there existed a concentrated and consistent pattern of 

results, indicating that the effects are unlikely spurious. For example, the AMP when combined 

with the IQS and RSQ consistently produced interaction effects whereby individuals who were 

low in attachment-related avoidance, subjective ambivalence, and overall structural ambivalence 

were more likely than individuals who scored more highly to display explicit-implicit 

ambivalence such that their attitudes were more positive on the implicit measure than the explicit 

measure. Thus, although some of the effects that were produced are likely a result of type I error, 

overall the data are informative and support meaningful conclusions.  



90 
 

 Lastly, the method of analysis employed by this study utilized a regression model 

common to ambivalence research and is the established method of analysis used to investigate 

explicit-implicit discrepancies (Brinol et al., 2006; Durso & Rydell, 2012; Johnson & 

McDonough-Caplan, 2016; Johnson et al., 2017). This model consists of three independent 

variables; direction of ambivalence (the moderator variable), magnitude of ambivalence (the 

predictor variable), and the direction by magnitude interaction, and a dependent variable (e.g. an 

antecedent or outcome measure). This regression model assumes that absolute standing on either 

attitude measure does not matter. Instead it is the magnitude of the discrepancy that is of primary 

interest. For example, if a participant were to attain a score of three on an implicit measure and a 

score of five on an explicit measure, they would be said to exhibit a two-point discrepancy. 

Similarly, if a participant were to attain a score of five on an implicit measure and seven on an 

explicit measure, their discrepancy score would also be two. A difference of two scale points is 

assumed to represent the same level of ambivalence regardless of where on the scale the 

discrepancy occurs.  

An alternative analytic method treats both the explicit measure, and the implicit measure 

each as a separate score and then proceeds to test the interaction between them. In the event that 

different score profiles produce different outcomes, this method could be interpreted to capture 

ambivalence. However, this analysis method operates using very different assumptions from the 

method traditionally employed by ambivalence researchers. The proposed alternative method 

takes into account absolute standing and assumes that there is a psychological difference 

between a two-point discrepancy depending where on the scale the discrepancy occurs.  

In light of this, the data was re-assessed using the alternative analytical approach and it 

did not produce  nearly as many significant interaction effects as the other method. For example, 
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referring back to table 61, wherein the traditional ambivalence analysis method was employed, 

of the six AMP interactions, four were significant and one was marginally significant. 

Conversely, using the alternative analysis method, of the six AMP interactions, only one was 

significant. Further, this was the only significant interaction produced by the alternative method 

out of all 54 possible regression interaction effects. Thus, it appears as though the magnitude of 

discrepancy more effectively detects what is of psychological consequence than does the 

positioning of the discrepancy.  

Future Directions 

Due to the sheer number of analyses conducted, replications are necessary to determine 

which of the reported effects are robust. Future research might also examine additional 

antecedents and outcomes associated with explicit-implicit ambivalence, such as the measures 

that were included in this data collection but were not analyzed, as there is a priori reasoning to 

expect that they would be associated with explicit-implicit ambivalence in a relationship context. 

Further, similar research utilizing a sample not solely drawn from a university student population 

and that requires a minimum relationship duration (e.g. six months), is also worth investigating.  

Another avenue for future research could investigate the antecedents and outcomes 

associated with explicit-implicit ambivalence following relationship dissolution. This would 

allow for the investigation of additional dependent variables such as the likelihood of initiating 

the termination of the relationship and ability to cope following relationship dissolution.  

In conclusion, this research project provides a useful foundation for future explicit-

implicit ambivalence research in a relationship context. The findings contribute valuable insight 

to our understanding of the correlations between explicit and implicit measures, and most 

notably indicated that each of the two ambivalence profiles were differentially related to various 
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antecedent and outcome variables. The patterns that emerged were surprising but consistent and 

therefore required creative post hoc interpretations and highlight the need for future replications.                            

Lastly, the rarity of accumulating data across this many measures, from a sample in excess of 

200 participants, given the substantial logistical challenges associated with recruiting participants 

involved in a romantic relationship and the major logistical challenges of creating individually 

customized measures, adds to the long-term archival value of this data set.  
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Appendix A 

Study Documents 

Recruitment E-mail 

Hi! 

  

I am writing to find out if you would like to participate in a study that I am running, 

called PARTY. Participation will take less than an hour and you will receive 1 credit.  

  

The purpose of the study is to investigate thoughts towards romantic relationships. For the study 

you will come into the lab and complete several measures on the computer. In order to be 

eligible you must currently be in a romantic relationship. The study will also require you to 

submit two photos of your partner as well as their name and gender. 

 

If you are interested, the study is called PARTY and it will take place in Craine 308.  

  

If you want to participate, you can go to the Psychology 100 Subject Pool 

website: https://queensu.sona-systems.com/ Look for the study "PARTY" and sign up for a 

session. You can also reply to this email with a time that works best for you. 

  

Each week there are openings for the following times: 

  

Tuesday @ 1:30-2:30, 2:30-3:30, 3:30-4:30 & 4:30-5:30pm 

Wednesday @ 8:30-9:30am 

Thursday @ 9:30-10:30 & 10:30-11:30am 

Friday @ 4:30-5:30pm 

 

We look forward to having you in the lab! 

 

Katie Lawrence 

M.Sc. Candidate 

Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fqueensu.sona-systems.com%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ckatie.glatt%40queensu.ca%7Ce21ba6b8c15749f3f9fc08d6ae64b956%7Cd61ecb3b38b142d582c4efb2838b925c%7C1%7C0%7C636888144977228821&sdata=6KhhNxVbYkA0y%2FnPj%2FOPIyxMFQaB8umhc0TYjE6Kc%2BI%3D&reserved=0
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Follow-Up E-mail 

 

Hello, 

Thank you for signing up for the PARTY Study. Before coming for the study I will need you to 

respond to this email, sending two photos of your romantic partner (just of them) as well as their 

gender, first name and the nickname that you most commonly refer to them by (if applicable). 

These will be used in a few of the tasks you complete in the lab. The study will take place in the 

Craine building, room 308. We look forward to having you in the lab. 

 

If you are not in a relationship, unfortunately you are not eligible for the study. Please inform me 

if this is the case. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Katie Lawrence 

M.Sc. Candidate 

Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 
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Information and Consent Form 

 
This study will be part of a set of several studies that should take less than one hour to complete. You 

will be given either 1 credit towards PSYC 100 for your participation in this session. 

 

This research is being conducted by Katie Lawrence, M.Sc. candidate working with Dr. Leandre 

Fabrigar and Dr. Tara MacDonald, of the Department of Psychology at Queen's University in 

Kingston, Ontario.  

 

What is this study about? The purpose of this research is to investigate thoughts towards romantic 

relationships. We ask participants to complete several measures and surveys on the computer. We 

estimate that it takes about 30 minutes to complete these tasks and that there are no known physical, 

psychological, economic, or social risks associated with them.  

 

Is my participation voluntary? Yes. Although it be would be greatly appreciated if you would answer 

all material as frankly as possible, you should not feel obliged to answer any material that you find 

objectionable or that makes you feel uncomfortable. You may also withdraw at any time during the 

study session with no penalties by telling the experimenter you wish to do so. 

 

What will happen to my responses? We will keep your responses confidential. We will store the data 

electronically in the locked lab room until the data is no longer needed. Only authorized researchers 

associated with the lab have access to this area. To help us ensure confidentiality, please do not put 

your name on any of the research study answer sheets. The data being collected today may be 

reanalyzed in the future to answer related questions about this research area. Confidentiality will be 

maintained at all times. The data may also be published and presented however, this will be in the 

form of general findings and will not at any point breach confidentiality. Should you be interested, 

you are entitled to a copy of the findings. 

 

Will I be compensated for my participation? Yes. In exchange for your participation in this study 

session, you will earn 1.0 credit towards Psychology 100 for an hour of participation in the lab. 

 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Dr. Leandre Fabrigar at 

fabrigar@queensu.ca or Dr. Tara MacDonald at tmacdon@queensu.ca or to Katie Lawrence at 

12klg2@queensu.ca. If you have any ethics concerns, please contact the General Research Ethics 

Board (GREB) at 1-844-535-2988 (toll free in North America) or chair.GREB@queensu.ca 

 

Again, thank you. Your interest in participating in this research study is greatly appreciated. 

 

This Letter of Information provides you with the details to help you make an informed choice.   

All of your questions should be answered to your satisfaction before you decide whether or not to 

participate in this research study. If you do not consent to participate in this study, please notify the 

researcher of your decision. 

 

By checking the box below, I am verifying that: I have read and understand the Letter of Information 

and have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. 
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Debriefing Form 

 

Thank you! Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. In Social Psychology there 

has been a great deal of research conducted on romantic relationships. Because of the nature of 

this field, sometimes researchers must give vague descriptions of their work in order to have 

participants behave in a way that is honest and unbiased. At the beginning of this study I told you 

that this study was researching thoughts towards romantic relationships and this is true. 

However, the study is mainly looking at the mismatch in explicit and implicit attitudes a 

participant holds toward their romantic partner as well as the precursors and outcomes of 

this mismatch. Explicit attitudes are assessed through questionnaires and implicit attitudes are 

assessed through reaction time tests. I also misled you to believe that you were selecting an 

individual with whom you would later have the opportunity to get better acquainted, this is 

not the case and you will not be learning more about or interacting with the individual you 

selected. Because of this, you would really be helping me out if you kept the purpose of this 

study quiet so that others will engage in it in an unbiased way. 

Previous studies have investigated explicit and implicit attitudes in relation to each other 

and related to relationship satisfaction. However, to date, there is little research investigating this 

mismatch in explicit and implicit attitudes in a romantic relationship.  

 You have just helped us with brand new research and therefore with one of the early 

phases of this study. Once we have collected enough data on this topic we will be able to look to 

the precursors and outcomes of these mismatches in attitudes. Ideally, based on this research, 

future studies will be able to build on these findings, allowing this field of study to grow.      

In the event that you would like to see a counsellor about this study, please contact 

Health, Counselling and Disabilities Services at 613-533-2506.  They are located at 146 Stuart in 

the St. LaSalle Bldg, (across the street from Adelaide Hall).  Also, please feel free to talk to the 

experimenter for more information on the research you just participated in. 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Dr. Leandre Fabrigar at 

fabrigar@queensu.ca or Dr. Tara MacDonald at tmacdon@queensu.ca or to Katie Glatt at 

katie.glatt@queensu.ca. If you have any ethics concerns, please contact the General Research 

Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-844-535-2988 (toll free in North America) or 

chair.GREB@queensu.ca 

Again, thank you. Your interest in participating in this research study is greatly appreciated. 

Dr. Leandre Fabrigar                               Dr. Tara MacDonald                      Katie L. Lawrence 

Professor                                                  Associate Professor                       M.Sc. Candidate 

 

 

 

 

 



113 
 

Research Ethics Approval 
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Appendix B 

Relationship Information 

 

1. Describe your current dating status (click on one) 

1 - not dating 

2 - dating more than one person 

3 - dating primarily one person 

4 - steady relationship with one person 

5 - engaged 

6 - married 

7 - uncomfortable answering 

 

2. How long have you been involved in your current relationship? - Numerical Values Only 

– Years 

 

3. How long have you been involved in your current relationship? - Numerical Values Only 

– Months 

 

4. Does your partner live in Kingston? 1 = yes 0 = no 

 

5. If applicable, would you say that your sexual attractions are toward: 

1 = Women only 

2 = Women mostly, but men occasionally too  

3 = Women mostly, but men frequently (but not more than toward women)  

4 = Women and men about equally  

5 = Men mostly, but women frequently (but not more than toward men) 

6 = Men mostly, but women occasionally too 

7 = Men only 

Not applicable  

Prefer not to respond 
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Appendix C 

Implicit Measures 

 

Implicit Association Test 

Block 1 Instructions 

Be sure to notice the words Non-partner and Partner at the top of the screen. 

Press ‘e’ FAST for images or words described by the word Non-partner. 

Press ‘i’ FAST for images or words described by the word Partner. 

“X” will appear when you press the wrong key. 

Whenever the “X” appears, press the other key immediately. 

Press the spacebar to proceed. GO FAST. Some mistakes are OK. 

 

Non-partner        Partner 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Block 2 Instructions 

Be sure to notice the words Good and Bad at the top of the screen. 

Press ‘e’ FAST for images or words described by the word Good. 

Press ‘i’ FAST for images or words described by the word Bad. 

“X” will appear when you press the wrong key. 

Whenever the “X” appears, press the other key immediately. 

Press the spacebar to proceed. GO FAST. Some mistakes are OK. 

 

Good        Bad 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Block 3 and 4 Instructions 

Be sure to notice the words Non-partner/Good and Partner/Bad at the top of the screen. 

Press ‘e’ FAST for images or words described by the words Non-partner or Good. 

Press ‘i’ FAST for images or words described by the words Partner or Bad. 

Image of partner or 

other OR name of 

partner or other will 

appear here. 

Good or bad image 

OR good or bad 

word will appear 

here. 
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“X” will appear when you press the wrong key. 

Whenever the “X” appears, press the other key immediately. 

Press the spacebar to proceed. GO FAST. Some mistakes are OK. 

        

       Non-partner/Good                                                 Partner/Bad 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Block 5 Instructions 

Be sure to notice the words Partner and Non-partner at the top of the screen. 

Press ‘e’ FAST for images or words described by the word Partner. 

Press ‘i’ FAST for images or words described by the word Non-partner. 

“X” will appear when you press the wrong key. 

Whenever the “X” appears, press the other key immediately. 

Press the spacebar to proceed. GO FAST. Some mistakes are OK. 

 

Partner        Non-partner 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Block 6 and 7 Instructions 

Be sure to notice the words Partner/Good and Non-partner/Bad at the top of the screen. 

Press ‘e’ FAST for images or words described by the words Partner or Good. 

Press ‘i’ FAST for images or words described by the words Non-partner or Bad. 

“X” will appear when you press the wrong key. 

Whenever the “X” appears, press the other key immediately. 

Press the spacebar to proceed. GO FAST. Some mistakes are OK. 

 

 

 

 

Partner or good, or 

non-partner or bad, 

image OR word will 

appear here. 

Image of partner or 

other OR name of 

partner or other will 

appear here. 
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       Partner/Good                                            Non-partner/Bad 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Non-partner words: Emily, Hannah, Alexis, Sarah, Samantha, Ashley, Madison, Taylor, Jessica, 

Elizabeth, Alyssa , Lauren, Kayla, Brianna, Megan, Victoria, Emma, Abigail, Rachel, Olivia, 

Jennifer, Amanda, Sydney, Morgan, Nicole  

OR  

Jacob, Michael, Matthew, Joshua, Christopher, Nicholas, Andrew, Joseph, Tyler, Daniel, 

Brandon, Ryan, Austin, William, John, David, Zachary, Anthony, James, Justin, Alexander, 

Jonathan, Dylan, Noah, Robert 

Good words: caress, freedom, health, love, peace, cheer, friend, heaven, loyal, pleasure, 

diamond, gentle, honest, lucky, rainbow, diploma, gift, honor, miracle, sunrise, family, happy, 

laughter, paradise, vacation 

Bad words: abuse, crash, filth, murder, sickness, accident, death, grief, poison, stink, assault, 

disaster, hatred, pollute, tragedy, bomb, divorce, jail, poverty, ugly, cancer, evil, kill, rotten, 

vomit, agony, prison 

Non-partner pictures: 

  

OR 

Partner or good, or 

non-partner or bad, 

image OR word will 

appear here. 
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Good pictures: 

 

Bad pictures: 
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Affect Misattribution Procedure 

 

In this study we are interested in how people make simple judgments. We will be showing you a 

word or a photo followed immediately by an image. You should do nothing when the initial 

word or photo is presented; it is simply a warning signal that the image is about to appear.  

The image is a Chinese character. Your job is to make a quick judgment on how pleasant each 

character is.  

Press the spacebar to see a sample trial.  

Once the sample trial has been completed, press the spacebar.  

You will press the “A” key if you judge the drawing to be unpleasant, and the “L” key if you 

judge it to be pleasant.  

You should not judge all of the characters as pleasant or all of the characters as unpleasant. Judge 

each drawing based on whether you think it is more or less pleasant than average. There are no 

right or wrong answers; please respond with your own “gut” feeling. 

Also, don’t think too hard about your judgments of the Chinese characters. As you can see, the 

characters are flashed very briefly, and we are interested in your snap judgments of them. Thus, 

please try to respond quickly.  

(Please press the spacebar to continue.) 

As a reminder:  

A = unpleasant L = pleasant  

When you’re ready, please place your fingers on the response keys, and press the spacebar to 

begin. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image of partner or 

other OR name of 

partner or other will 

appear here. 

 

Chinese character  

will appear here. 

mask screen 
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Non-partner words: Emily, Hannah, Alexis, Sarah, Samantha, Ashley, Madison, Taylor, Jessica, 

Elizabeth, Alyssa , Lauren, Kayla, Brianna, Megan, Victoria, Emma, Abigail, Rachel, Olivia, 

Jennifer, Amanda, Sydney, Morgan, Nicole  

OR  

Jacob, Michael, Matthew, Joshua, Christopher, Nicholas, Andrew, Joseph, Tyler, Daniel, 

Brandon, Ryan, Austin, William, John, David, Zachary, Anthony, James, Justin, Alexander, 

Jonathan, Dylan, Noah, Robert 

Non-partner pictures: 

  

OR 
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Chinese characters: 
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Name Letter Test 

 

In the following task, you will be presented  with letters of the alphabet. Please rate each letter on 

a scale from 1 = I do not like it at all to 7 = I like it a lot. Please try to answer quickly. When you 

are ready to begin press <SPACE> 

 

                   N 

 

  

 

       I do not like it at all                                                                     I like it a lot 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 6 7 5 3 1 2 
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Appendix D 

Explicit Measures 

Relationship Satisfaction Questionnaire 

 

Please respond to the following questions on a scale from 1 = Not at all to 7 = Extremely 

regarding your relationship. When you are ready to begin press <SPACE> 

 

How satisfied are you?   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

How serious is your relationship?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

How in love with your partner are you?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Interpersonal Qualities Scale 

 

Please respond to the following qualities on a scale from 1 = Not in character to 7 = In character, 

specifically on how your current partner is on each quality. When you are ready to begin press 

<SPACE> 

 

Warm:  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Lazy:  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Accepting:  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Aggressive: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Careless: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Responsive: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Critical:  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Demanding:  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Intelligent: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Determined: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Thoughtless: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Arrogant: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Domineering: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Forgiving: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Funny:  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Generous: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Artistic: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Impulsive: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sensitive: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Stubborn: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Outgoing: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Cynical: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Serious: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Creative: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Ideal Partner Measure 

 

Please rate the following statement by entering a number between 0-100, 100 being completely 

in agreement with the statement.  

 

My current partner is very close to my ideal partner. 
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Appendix E 

Antecedents 

 

The Fear of Being Single Scale 

 

Please respond to each statement by indicating how much you agree or disagree with it on a scale 

from 1 = Not true for me, to 7 = Very true for me  

 

It scares me to think that there might not be anyone out there for me.         1    2    3   4    5    6    7    

 

I feel like it is close to being too late for me to find the love of my life.      1    2    3   4    5    6    7    

 

I feel anxious when I think about being single forever.             1    2    3   4    5    6    7    

 

I need to find a partner before I am too old to have and raise children.       1    2    3   4    5    6    7    

 

If I end up alone in life I will probably feel like there is something.            1    2    3   4    5    6    7    

wrong with me.  

 

As I get older, it will get harder and harder to find someone.           1    2     3   4    5    6    7    
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The Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) Questionnaire 

 

The following statements concern how you feel in romantic relationships. (Two questionnaires 

are on this topic; please complete both.) We are interested in how you generally experience 

relationships, not just what is happening in a current relationship. Please respond to each 

statement by indicating how much you agree or disagree with it on a scale from 1 = strongly 

disagree, to 7 = strongly agree by clicking on the circle under the appropriate response option.  

 

I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down.     

I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me.              

I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners.                         

I worry a lot about my relationships.                 

My partner really understands me and my needs.     

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

I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close.            

I’m afraid that I will lose my partner’s love.       

I don't feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.      

I often wish that my partner's feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for him/her.  

It’s not difficult for me to get close to my partner.      

When I show my feelings for romantic partners, I’m afraid they will not feel the same about me.  

I am nervous when partners get too close to me.       

I rarely worry about my partner leaving me.       

I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner.   

My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.     

It’s easy for me to be affectionate with my partner.      

I often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me.      

I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner.      

I worry that I won’t measure up to other people.       

I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners.     

I do not often worry about being abandoned.       

I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners.       

It makes me mad that I don’t get the affection and support that I need from my partner.  

I tell my partner just about everything.        

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

I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner.     

My romantic partner makes me doubt myself.       

I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners.      

My partner only seems to notice me when I’m angry.      

I find it easy to depend on romantic partners.       

Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apparent reason.  

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

I’m afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know me, he or she won’t like who I really am. 

I talk things over with my partner.         

When my partner is out of sight, I worry that he or she might become interested in  

someone else.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

 

Please respond to each statement by indicating how much you agree or disagree with it on a scale 

from 1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly agree  

 

On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.     1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

 

At times I think I am no good at all.     1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

        

I feel that I have a number of good qualities.    1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

  

I am able to do things as well as most other people.   1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

 

I feel that I do not have much to be proud of.    1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

 

I certainly feel useless at times.     1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

 

I feel that I am a person of worth, at least equal with others.  1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

 

I wish that I could have more respect for myself.   1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

 

I usually feel that I am a failure.     1     2     3    4     5     6     7    

 

I take a positive attitude toward myself.    1     2     3    4     5     6     7    
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The Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem Scale 

 

Please respond to each statement by indicating how much you agree or disagree with it on a scale 

from 1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly agree  

 

I feel better about myself when it seems like my partner and I are getting along.   

 

I feel better about myself when it seems like my partner and I are emotionally connected.   

 

An important measure of my self-worth is how successful my relationship is.   

 

When my relationship is going well, I feel better about myself overall.    

 

If my relationship were to end tomorrow, I would not let it affect how I feel about   

myself.  

 

My self-worth is unaffected when things go wrong in my relationship.    

 

When my partner and I fight, I feel bad about myself in general.     

 

When my relationship is going bad, my feelings of self-worth remain unaffected.   

 

I feel better about myself when others tell me that my partner and I have a good    

relationship.  

 

When my partner criticizes me or seems disappointed in me, it makes me feel really bad.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

                         

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7      

1 2 3 4 5 6 7      

1 2 3 4 5 6 7      

1 2 3 4 5 6 7        

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix F 

Outcomes 

Subjective Ambivalence Scale 

 

Please respond to the following questions on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly 

agree regarding your relationship. When you are ready to begin press <SPACE> 

 

I do not find myself feeling torn between the decision to be in my relationship      1  2  3 4  5  6  7 

or to not be in my relationship; my feelings go only in one direction.  

 

My head and my heart seem to be in disagreement in regards to my relationship.  1  2  3 4  5  6  7 

 

I have strong mixed emotions both for and against being in my relationship at      1  2  3 4  5  6  7 

the same time. 

 

I'm of two minds about my relationship: some arguments lead me to think my      1  2  3 4  5  6  7 

relationship is a good thing and other arguments lead me to think it is a bad thing. 

 

I have no strong feelings about being in my relationship one way or the other.      1  2  3 4  5  6  7 

  

My gut feeling about my relationship lines up perfectly with what my rational      1  2  3 4  5  6  7 

intellect tells me. 

 

I'm not at all confused about my relationship because I have strong thoughts         1  2  3 4  5  6  7 

about the decision to engage in it and have made up my mind. 
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Structural Ambivalence Scale 

 

In the following questions, we will ask you to think about your evaluation of your relationship.  

Please express your opinions as openly and as honestly as possible. For each question, please 

indicate which answer most accurately describes your opinion.  

 

Think about your overall opinion (or overall impression) of your relationship. My overall 

evaluation of my relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all favourable   Slightly favourable               Quite favourable        Extremely favourable 

 

Think about your overall opinion (or overall impression) of your relationship. My overall 

opinion of my relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all good      Slightly good        Quite good             Extremely good 

 

Think about your overall opinion (or overall impression) of your relationship. My overall 

impression of my relationship is:  

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all positive  Slightly positive                Quite positive                Extremely positive 

 

Think about how much you respect or, more generally, desire your relationship. At its best, my 

relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all worthy              Slightly worthy                Quite worthy               Extremely worthy                                                                                                                            

of respect         of respect                              of respect                     of respect 

 

Think about how much you respect or, more generally, desire your relationship. My relationship 

is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all desirable  Slightly desirable                 Quite desirable           Extremely desirable 
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Think about how much you respect or, more generally, desire your relationship. How much do 

you want to stay in your relationship? 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all        Somewhat                      Quite a bit                          A lot 

 

 

Think about how much you respect or, more generally, desire your relationship. How do you 

regard your relationship? 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Do not hold in           Hold in slightly                Hold in quite                             Hold in 

extremely                     high regard                               high regard                                high regard                                

high regard 

 

Think about how much you like or, more generally, feel positivity towards your relationship. At 

its best, my relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all positive  Slightly positive                Quite positive         Extremely positive 

 

Think about how much you like or, more generally, feel positivity towards your relationship. 

How passionate do you feel about your relationship? 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all passionate  Slightly passionate              Quite passionate  Extremely passionate 

 

Think about how much you like or, more generally, feel positivity towards your relationship. At 

its best, my relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all satisfying  Slightly satisfying              Quite satisfying            Extremely satisfying 

 

Think about how much you like or, more generally, feel positivity towards your relationship. 

How warm are your feelings toward your relationship? 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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Not at all warm       Slightly warm     Quite warm            Extremely warm 

Think about your overall opinion (or overall impression) of your relationship. My overall 

evaluation of my relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all unfavourable     Slightly unfavourable    Quite unfavourable     Extremely unfavourable 

 

Think about your overall opinion (or overall impression) of your relationship. My overall 

opinion of my relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all bad       Slightly bad                     Quite bad               Extremely bad 

 

Think about your overall opinion (or overall impression) of your relationship. My overall 

impression of my relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all negative  Slightly negative     Quite negative               Extremely negative 

 

Think about how much you disrespect or, more generally, do not admire your relationship. My 

relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all worthy         Slightly worthy                        Quite worthy                    Extremely worthy                                                                                                             

of disrespect    of disrespect         of disrespect          of disrespect 

 

Think about how much you disrespect or, more generally, do not admire your relationship. My 

relationship is: 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all contemptible     Slightly contemptible     Quite contemptible     Extremely contemptible 

  

Think about how much you disrespect or, more generally, do not admire your relationship. How 

much do you look down on your relationship? 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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Do not look             Slightly look                           Quite look                    Strongly look                                                                                                                                        

down on at all        down on                       down on                down on 

 

Think about how much you disrespect or, more generally, do not admire your relationship. How 

do you regard your relationship? 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Do not hold in              Hold in slightly            Hold in quite                    Hold in extremely                                                                                                                            

low regard    low regard                low regard          low regard 

 

Think about how much you dislike or, more generally, do not feel affection towards your 

relationship. My relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all negative  Slightly negative                 Quite negative    Very negative 

 

Think about how much you dislike or, more generally, do not feel affection you're your 

relationship. How removed do you feel towards your relationship? 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all removed  Slightly removed     Quite removed  Extremely removed 

 

Think about how much you dislike or, more generally, do not feel affection you're your 

relationship. My relationship is: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all unpleasant  Slightly unpleasant              Quite unpleasant  Extremely unpleasant 

 

Think about how much you dislike or, more generally, do not feel affection you're your 

relationship. How cold are your feelings toward your relationship? 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 

Not at all cold      Slightly cold                   Quite cold              Extremely cold 
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Attraction to Alternatives Measure 

 

Instructions 

This task is part of a different study in the lab. It requires you to view a social media image and 

brief description of 5 of your peers. Please acquaint yourself with these images, using as much 

time as necessary. You can navigate through the 5 images by pressing <SPACE> After having 

looked at all 5 images, please choose one individual with whom you would be interested in 

reading more about. Be sure to make note of the name of this individual.   

 

Part 1 

Melanie really enjoys athletics. She has competed in track and field since high school, twice 

going to OFSAA. She received her black belt in jiu-jitsu at 13 and has also competed 

competitively in soccer and ultimate frisbee. She prefers the countryside to the city and likes 

being outdoors, enjoying nature. Being raised on a farm she also really likes animals especially 

dogs. 

 

Part 2 

 

  Melanie 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Part 3 

     Which individual would you like to read more about? 

 

  

 

      Kayla   Melanie              Aspen  Hannah Sydney 

 

 

 

 

 

Image of Melanie  

will appear here. 

3 4 5 2 1 
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Appendix G 

Ancillary Measure Descriptions 

The Fear of Being Single Scale 

 

The Fear of Being Single Scale (Spielmann et al., 2013) evaluates individuals “concern, 

anxiety, or distress regarding the current or prospective experience of being without a romantic 

partner” (Spielmann et al., 2013, p. 1049) and was administered during pre-screening and again 

during the participants session in the lab. An exemplar item is: “I feel anxious when I think about 

being single forever”. The scale possesses six items and each item is rated on a seven-point scale 

where 1 = not true for me, and 7 = very true for me with ratings averaged to produce a mean. The 

pre-screening administration of the scale (M = 3.19, SD = 1.51) possessed good reliability (α = 

.856) and distributional properties, with skewness of 0.203 (SE = 0.167) and kurtosis of -0.905 

(SE = 0.333). The in-lab administration of the scale (M = 3.01, SD = 1.59) also demonstrated 

good reliability (α = .870) and distributional properties with skewness of 0.530 (SE = 0.158) and 

kurtosis of -0.699 (SE = 0.315). Twenty-four participants were excluded from the analysis of the 

pre-screening administration of this measure due to not having completed the measure at that 

time.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



137 
 

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

 

Administered during pre-screening, The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) 

is a ten-item inventory that assesses global self-worth (Rosenberg, 1965). Half of the items 

evaluate positive feelings about the self, and the other five items gauge negative feelings. An 

exemplar item is: “I feel that I am a person of worth, at least equal with others”. Subjects 

respond by indicating the extent to which they either agree or disagree with each statement on a 

scale from one to seven with ratings averaged to produce a mean, after negative items are 

reverse-coded. The scale (M = 4.83, SD = 1.15) possessed good reliability (α = .892) and 

distributional properties, with skewness of -0.142 (SE = 0.167) and kurtosis of -0.804 (SE = 

0.333). Twenty-five participants were excluded from this analysis due to not having completed 

the measure during pre-screening.  
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The Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem Scale 

 

Administered during pre-screening, The Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem Scale 

(Knee, Canevello, Bush & Cook, 2008) assesses the extent to which an individual’s self-esteem 

is reliant upon the success and failure of their romantic relationship. An exemplar item is I feel 

better about myself when it seems like my partner and I are getting along. The inventory 

contains ten items each rated on a seven-point scale where 1 = not at all like me, and 7 = very 

much like me with ratings averaged to produce a mean, after negative items are reverse-coded 

(Knee et al., 2008). The scale (M = 2.61, SD = 0.82) possessed good reliability (α = .821) and 

distributional properties, with skewness of 0.425 (SE = 0.330) and kurtosis of -0.091 (SE = 

0.650). This measure was not utilized in the final analyses due to the fact that it was not provided 

during pre-screening to 184 of the participants. 

 


