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Abstract

Past research on close relationships has increasingly focused on the assessment of implicit constructs to shed new light on
relationship processes. However, virtually nothing is known about the role of such constructs in understanding ongoing affective
and behavioral romantic realities and how implicit and explicit relationship constructs interact in the context of daily relationship
outcomes. Using a 21-day diary approach, the present research examined the unique and interactive role of implicit partner eva-
luations and explicit partner perceptions on relationship outcomes (daily relationship quality and positive relationship behaviors
enacted toward partner). Results showed that more positive implicit partner evaluations uniquely predicted more positive rela-
tionship outcomes during the 21-day diary period, but that this was especially pronounced in individuals who did not explicitly
perceive their partner’s attributes in an overly positive manner. Implications for the close relationship literature are discussed.
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I don’t like you, but I love you, . . . Seems that I’m always

thinking of you.

These song lyrics, written by Smokey Robinson, depict a

dilemma experienced by many people in their romantic rela-

tionships; on one hand they do not explicitly perceive their

partners very favorably, on the other hand they intuitively feel

a very strong and positive bond with their partners. Although

most of the past research on relationship quality has relied on

explicit measures, recently an increasing number of researchers

have successfully utilized so-called implicit measures to fur-

ther our understanding of close relationship processes (for a

review, see Baldwin, Lydon, McClure, & Etchison, 2010).

Indeed, important theoretical insights have been discovered

using implicit measures, attesting to the fact that these mea-

sures can tap unique aspects of romantic relationships beyond

what is captured by explicit measures. For instance, implicit

measures have been used to assess relationship partner atti-

tudes, which have led to important new insights about relation-

ship processes (Baldwin et al., 2010). That being said, virtually

nothing is known regarding the role of implicit partner evalua-

tions (IPEs) in understanding ongoing day-to-day relationship

processes. Furthermore, no research has examined the interplay

(or interactive role) of implicit and explicit partner evaluations

in predicting ongoing affective and behavioral realities of

romantic relationships. The current study aimed to fill these

gaps in the literature. Using a 21-day diary approach, we exam-

ined how implicit partner feelings and explicit perceptions of

partner attributes uniquely and interactively played out in the

dynamics of daily relationship outcomes such as perceived

relationship quality and positive relationship behaviors.

Research on the dynamics of relationship satisfaction and

relationship quality almost without exception has utilized

self-report methodology to assess explanatory variables (for a

review, see Fincham & Beach, 2006). As is well known, how-

ever, self-report methodology is subject to various limitations

(Stone et al., 2000), including impression management

(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960), self-deceptive motivated distor-

tions (Paulhus, 1984), and limits to self-awareness (Nisbett &

Wilson, 1977). These limitations may be particularly pro-

nounced in the context of romantic relationships, given that it

may be difficult for an individual to admit to herself/himself,

and to others, their changing feelings toward their partner. To

address these limitations, researchers have developed implicit
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measures to capture these feelings. In addition to addressing

these limitations, such implicit measures have also been argued

to capture unique aspects of the psychological realities within a

romantic relationship, reflecting a fuller range of thoughts and

feelings toward one’s romantic partner that conscious beliefs

assessed using self-report may often miss (Murray, Holmes,

& Pinkus, 2010).

Indeed, implicit and explicit measures of relationship or

partner evaluations typically show nil or weak correlations with

each other (Baldwin et al., 2010). Nonetheless, as will be

reviewed below, the measures predict unique variance in

important relationship outcomes (e.g., relationship quality and

stability), attesting to the theoretical utility of using implicit

measures in addition to explicit measures to further our under-

standing of relationship processes.

A growing body of research within the romantic relationship

domain has used implicit measures of partner evaluations to

gain a deeper understanding of relationship processes. For

instance, Scinta and Gable (2007) discovered that implicit part-

ner feelings corresponded to self-reported relationship satisfac-

tion for individuals having few barriers to exit the relationship,

whereas the two diverged (or were negatively related) for those

having higher barriers to exit the relationship. This provided

some of the first provocative evidence, suggesting that IPEs

may unearth feelings individuals are unable or unwilling to

report on self-report measures (see also Banse, 1999; Banse

& Kowalick, 2007). Zayas and Shoda (2005) showed that

securely attached individuals have much stronger associa-

tions between uniquely descriptive partner words and posi-

tively valenced words than insecurely attached individuals.

Also, DeHart, Pelham, and Murray (2004) found that expli-

cit ratings of relationship quality were positively predictive

of IPEs for individuals with low, but not high, self-esteem

(see also DeHart, Pelham, Fiedorowicz, Carvallo, &

Gabriel, 2011).

Remarkably, more positive IPEs have even been linked

either indirectly (via relationship satisfaction; LeBel & Camp-

bell, 2009) or directly (controlling for relationship satisfaction;

Lee, Rogge, & Reis, 2010) to a decreased likelihood of breakup

in the future. Examining the origins of implicit partner feelings,

Murray, Holmes, and Pinkus (2010) found that individuals who

experienced higher levels of daily negative unresponsive beha-

viors from their partner had less positive implicit partner feel-

ings 4 years later, even though these negative partner behaviors

had no impact on explicit reports about the partner or the rela-

tionship. Finally, implicit and explicit partner evaluations have

been found to be differentially affected by autonomy costs in

close relationships (Murray, Holmes, et al., 2009b, experiment 2).

Participants reminded of how their partner had thwarted their

goals (vs. a control condition) automatically showed more pos-

itive partner evaluations on the implicit measure, whereas

more positive explicit partner evaluations only emerged for

high self-esteem individuals. Taken together, the reviewed set

of findings collectively underscores the utility of using implicit

measures of partner evaluations to further our understanding of

romantic relationship dynamics.

Though past research supports the theoretical importance

of examining IPEs, a careful examination of past studies

reveals that virtually nothing is known about the role of IPEs

in understanding ongoing day-to-day romantic relationship

processes. For instance, in a longitudinal study of newlyweds,

Murray, Aloni, et al. (2009a, study 1) found that feelings of

inferiority to one’s partner enacted dependence-promoting

behaviors on subsequent days, suggesting partners automati-

cally activated an exchange script to promote interdepen-

dence, which the authors labeled implicit contingencies.

However, the label implicit contingencies was used to

explain their effects rather than a process that was actually

assessed in their longitudinal study; moreover, such a

construct is evidently conceptually distinct from the IPE

construct. And though the aforementioned Murray et al.

(2010) longitudinal study did assess IPEs, the authors’ focus

was on understanding how IPEs are formed rather than the

role of those evaluations on daily relationship experiences.

In addition, and importantly, almost nothing is known regard-

ing the interaction of IPEs and explicit partner constructs in

understanding important daily relationship outcomes. For

instance, Murray et al. (2011, study 4) found that more pos-

itive evaluative partner associations were predictive of

reduced self-protective behavioral distancing, but only when

reflective trust in the partner was situationally low. However,

this research was not designed to examine the interaction of

IPEs and explicit partner constructs on ongoing daily rela-

tionship psychologies. Hence, it is an open question how the

interplay between IPEs and explicit partner constructs plays

out in day-to-day relationship dynamics.

The current investigation aimed to fill these gaps by inves-

tigating the unique and interactive nature of implicit and expli-

cit partner evaluations in the context of a diary study tracking

daily relationship outcomes for 21 days. More specifically,

we examined two categories of daily outcomes: (a) daily

thoughts and feelings about the relationship and (b) daily pos-

itive behaviors enacted toward one’s partner.

Existing theory and past research guide our expectations

regarding the general role of IPEs and explicit partner percep-

tions in the context of understanding daily relationship out-

comes. First, the literature clearly suggests that more

favorable explicit perceptions of partner attributes should, all

else being equal, lead to higher levels of reported daily

relationship quality and positive behaviors toward one’s

partner (Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996; Rusbult, 1983). For

instance, Murray, Holmes, & Griffin (1996) found that individ-

uals reporting more positive perceptions of their partner attri-

butes were more satisfied with their relationship (see also

Rusbult, 1983).

Baldwin’s (1992) relational schemas framework guides our

general expectations regarding the unique effect of IPEs in the

context of daily relationship outcomes. Baldwin proposed the

existence of relational schemas composed of associative lin-

kages between the mental representations of the self, one’s

partner, and one’s relationship. These associative linkages

include declarative and nondeclarative aspects of repeated
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interpersonal experiences with one’s partner. From this theore-

tical perspective, one would anticipate a positive relation

between IPEs (which are in part formed by repeated interperso-

nal partner experiences; Murray et al., 2010) and daily reports

of relationship quality, given the theorized associative linkages

between the mental representations of one’s partner (i.e., IPEs)

and one’s relationship (i.e., relationship satisfaction and rela-

tionship behaviors; Baldwin, 1992).

Our expectations regarding the interaction of implicit and

explicit partner evaluations on daily relationship outcomes

were guided by three streams of research. First, insights about

self-esteem outcomes have been discovered by simultaneously

considering both implicit and explicit forms of self-esteem (for

a review, see Bosson et al., 2008). A common finding in this

literature, for instance, is that individuals with discrepant

self-esteem profiles (e.g., relatively positive self-worth beliefs

combined with relatively low implicit self-esteem [ISE]) are

more likely to engage in various forms of maladaptive beha-

viors than individuals with congruent self-esteem profiles

(e.g., Jordan, Spencer, Zanna, Hoshino-Browne, & Correll,

2003). Hence, in a broad sense, it follows that examining the

configurations of explicit partner evaluation and IPE profiles

may lead to novel insights into relationship processes.

Second, a clearer picture regarding our expectation of the

specific form of the implicit–explicit partner evaluation inter-

action emerges when considering additional relevant empirical

research. For instance, Murray et al. (2011, study 5) found that

when participants’ expectations of their partner’s responsive-

ness was situationally low, more positive automatic partner

associations motivated seeking greater closeness to one’s part-

ner (and this was more pronounced when working memory

capacity was reduced). Given that explicit perceptions of part-

ner attributes assessed in our study (e.g., attributes such as sup-

portive and considerate) arguably overlap to some extent with

the partner responsiveness manipulation in Murray et al.’s

study, we might expect IPEs to have their strongest impact

on daily relationship outcomes for individuals having relatively

less positive explicit partner perceptions.

Lastly, given the touted benefits of having idealized percep-

tions of one’s partner’s attributes (Murray et al., 1996), it is

possible that not perceiving one’s partner’s attributes in an

overly positive way (i.e., perceiving partner’s attributes as

‘‘only’’ average compared to his/her peers) could create

ambivalence about one’s relationship. And it is known from

past research that under situations of ambivalence about a

target, implicit automatic biases are more likely to affect

judgments and behaviors (e.g., Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004; Son

Hing, Chung-Yan, Hamilton, & Zanna, 2008). These consid-

erations suggest that IPEs might have a stronger impact on

daily relationship outcomes for individuals who have not-so-

positive perceptions of their partner’s attributes compared to

those with more positive perceptions.

To test these hypotheses, the current study employed a daily

diary approach. During an intake session, individuals com-

pleted an explicit measure of partner perceptions on a series

of attributes and also indicated their preferences for all letters

of the alphabet. Following past research (DeHart et al., 2011;

LeBel & Campbell, 2009), we used the extent to which individuals

liked their partner’s initials (over and above relevant baselines) as

an index of IPEs. Each day, individuals reported on their satisfac-

tion with their relationship and also indicated the extent to which

they enacted positive behaviors toward their partner.1

Method

Participants

Participants were 67 heterosexual couples recruited from a

large Canadian university campus using ads placed in campus

newspapers (as previously reported in Campbell, Simpson,

Boldry, & Rubin, 2010, study 2a). Thirty couples were exclu-

sively dating, 4 were in a common-law relationship, 7 were

engaged, 21 were married, and 5 couples did not specify their

relationship status. The average age of participants was 27.39

years for men (SD ¼ 9.93; range: 18–60) and 25.96 years for

women (SD ¼ 8.75; range: 18–58). The average length of rela-

tionship was 48.60 months (SD ¼ 69.58 months; range: 3–400

months). Each participant was compensated up to $50 (Cana-

dian), depending on the number of daily diaries completed.

Procedure

Phase 1. The study had two phases. In the first phase, small

groups of couples attended lab sessions during which they com-

pleted a pre-diary survey. Men and women were placed in sep-

arate rooms, where they completed a brief demographics

questionnaire, the explicit partner perceptions measure

(adapted from Fletcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles, 1999) and

the name–letter task (NLT; as used by LeBel & Campbell,

2009). Participants were then reunited with their partners and

were told that Phase 2 of the study would involve having each

partner privately complete daily diary questions about his or her

perceptions of the relationship every day for 21 consecutive days

online. Each participant was given an identification number and

a link to a secure website where she or he would log on to com-

plete the daily diary questions. Participants were told to com-

plete one diary form at the end of each day (separately from

their partner) regarding their perceptions of the relationship on

that day and asked to start completing their diaries that evening.

Phase 2. The second phase was the 21-day period. A daily

reminder e-mail was sent to each participant that contained a

link to the secure website, the participant’s identification num-

ber, and the diary number the participant was to complete that

day. All diary entries were time stamped to ensure that they

were completed each day. None of the participants reported

problems completing the daily diaries. Overall, the average

number of diaries completed was very high for both women

(M ¼ 19.68, SD ¼ 2.98) and men (M ¼ 19.67, SD ¼ 2.77).

Phase 1 measures.
Demographics. The general background questionnaire asked

participants to provide basic demographic information

(i.e., gender, age, dating status, number of months dating).
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Explicit partner perceptions. As an explicit measure of part-

ner perceptions, participants completed a variant of

Fletcher et al.’s (1999) partner ideal scale. Individuals

were asked to indicate the extent to which their partner

exhibited a series of traits related to the warmth/trust

dimension. Participants were instructed to think about

their partner’s positive and negative personal attributes

as a romantic partner and were asked to rate their partner

compared to his or her same-sex peers on a series of six attri-

butes (understanding, supportive, considerate, kind, a good

listener, and sensitive). We focused exclusively on

attributes from Fletcher et al.’s warmth/trustworthiness

dimension (rather than also considering the vitality-

attractiveness and status-resources dimensions) because

these attributes more closely correspond to the interpersonal

behaviors assessed daily. Responses were made on a 7-point

scale, using the stem my partner scores X on this attribute

(X ranging from 1 ¼ much lower, 2 ¼ lower, 3 ¼ slightly

lower, 4 ¼ average, 5 ¼ slightly higher, 6 ¼ higher, and

7¼much higher). This scale showed adequate reliability for

both men (a ¼ .88) and women (a ¼ .94).

IPEs. As an index of IPEs, participants completed the NLT

(Nuttin, 1985), which involves rating how much one likes

each letter of the alphabet on a 7-point scale, anchored by

1 ¼ I don’t like it at all and 7 ¼ I like it very much (order

of letter presentation was randomized across partici-

pants). As in past research (LeBel & Gawronski, 2009),

participants were instructed to make their judgments

quickly and focus on their intuitive feelings toward each

letter. IPE scores were computed using the scoring algo-

rithm recommended and previously used by LeBel and

Campbell (2009).2 In this algorithm, scores are ipsa-

tizated within participant such that each letter rating is

centered around that participant’s mean rating of all non-

initial and nonpartner initial letters. Then, ipsatized part-

ner initial letter ratings are centered around the respective

baseline preferences for those letters, whereby the base-

line letter preferences are calculated as the mean (ipsa-

tized) letter rating from participants whose own and

partner’s initials do not contain that letter (Baccus, Bald-

win, & Packer, 2004; LeBel & Gawronski, 2009). Prefer-

ence scores for partner’s first and second initials were

averaged to form an index of IPE. Higher scores indicate

greater levels of positive IPEs. Reliability estimates for

these preference scores were a ¼ .53 for men and a ¼

.52 for women. Using this algorithm, as originally applied

to the self, we also calculated an index of ISE (Baccus et

al., 2004) to control for this variable in our analyses

(reliability estimates for ISE indices were a¼ .70 for men

and a ¼ .60 for women).

Phase 2 measures.
Daily relationship quality. At the end of each day, partici-

pants were asked to respond to seven questions (as used

in Campbell et al., 2010), regarding their thoughts and

feelings about their relationship on that day. Participants

were asked (1) how satisfied they felt with their relation-

ship that day, (2) how committed they felt to their rela-

tionship that day, (3) how close they felt to their partner

that day, (4) how much love they felt toward their partner

that day, and the degree to which they felt their relation-

ship (5) would continue to develop positively, (6) was

strong and secure, and (7) may be ending soon (reverse

keyed). All seven items were answered using a 7-point

scale, anchored 1 ¼ not at all, 7 ¼ very much. Scores

from these seven items were averaged for each day to cre-

ate a measure of daily relationship quality. The average a
reliability coefficient across the 21 days for men was .93

(range: .88-.97) and for women was .92 (range: .87-.95).

Self-reported positive behaviors. This diary measure indexed

how often a partner behaved positively toward the other

partner (i.e., ‘‘I said something that made my partner feel

loved,’’ ‘‘I showed an interest in the events of my part-

ner’s day,’’ and ‘‘I made a special effort to spend time

with my partner’’). Participants were instructed to indi-

cate how frequently they engaged in these three behaviors

for that day, using a 7-point scale (anchored from 1 ¼ not

at all to 7 ¼ a lot). We averaged the actor’s reports on

these three sampled situations across the 21 days to index

positive behaviors enacted toward one’s partner. The

average a reliability coefficient across the 21 days for

men was .77 (range: .64-.81) and for women was .81

(range: .71-.89).

Results

Table 1 presents descriptives and correlations among variables.

Data collected from couples often violate the data indepen-

dence assumptions required for many data analytic techniques

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Measures

Variable Minimum Maximum Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

1. Implicit self-esteem –1.63 4.07 1.41 1.11 .06*
2. Implicit partner evaluations –2.50 4.57 0.85 1.24 .53* .16*
3. Explicit partner perceptions (1–7) 2.50 7.00 5.71 0.94 .10* .10* .43*
4. Daily satisfaction (1–7) 1.00 7.00 6.32 0.86 .13* .22* .32* .51*
5. Daily positive behaviors (1–7) 1.00 7.00 4.82 1.43 –.03 .06* .15* .46* .45*

Correlations on the diagonals represent the concordance between partners.
*p < .05.
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(e.g., ordinary least squares regression). The current data were

analyzed within the framework of the actor–partner interdepen-

dence model (APIM; Kashy & Kenny, 2000; Kenny, Kashy, &

Cook, 2006), which models the interdependence inherent in

close relationships and also provides estimates for both actor

and partner effects. These effects were estimated using a multi-

level modeling approach, with responses from each romantic

partner nested within their appropriate dyad using recommen-

dations made by Campbell and Kashy (2002). In addition, a

unique index was calculated for each day for each couple,

which can be conceptualized as a couple-specific code for each

day of the dairy period. These codes were used to model the

nonindependence that exists between partners on measures

assessed each day (Kenny et al., 2006).

We tested two models, one with daily reports of relationship

quality as the outcome and one with daily reports of positive beha-

vior directed toward the partner as the outcome. In these models,

gender was effect coded (�1 for men and 1 for women) and all con-

tinuous predictor variables were centered on their respective grand

means. For both models, we controlled for gender and also partici-

pant’s ISE to ensure that our findings distinctly reflect IPEs (as has

been done in past research; LeBel & Campbell, 2009). No partner

or sex-moderating effects emerged for either models, and hence

these will not be further discussed.

Model 1. The dependent variable in our first model was

scores on the index of relationship quality during the 21-day

diary period. The predictor variables included gender, actor

ISE scores, actor IPE scores, actor explicit partner perception

scores, and an interaction term composed of the actor IPE and

actor explicit partner perception scores. Results of this analysis

revealed a statistically significant actor IPE effect (b ¼ .12,

SE ¼ .05, p < .02), indicating that individuals with more posi-

tive IPEs perceived their ongoing romantic relationship more

positively across the 21-day diary period. A statistically signif-

icant actor explicit partner perception effect also emerged (b ¼
.23, SE ¼ .06, p < .001), showing that individuals perceiving

more positive attributes in their partners reported higher

ongoing perceptions of relationship quality on a daily basis.

Qualifying these two main effects, a statistically significant

interaction emerged between actor IPE and actor explicit

partner perceptions (b ¼ –.09, SE ¼ .04, p < .04). To probe the

precise form of the interaction, simple slope analyses were exe-

cuted at +1 SD around the mean of the explicit partner percep-

tion scores (Aiken & West, 1991). As depicted in Figure 1,

actor IPE positively predicted ongoing relationship quality for

actors whose explicit partner perception scores were relatively

low (b ¼ .21, SE ¼ .07, p < .004), whereas the actor IPE-

relationship quality relation was positive but nonsignificant for

actors whose explicit partner perception scores were relatively

high (b ¼ .04, SE ¼ .06, p > .45).3

Model 2. The dependent variable in our second model

involved scores from the index of ongoing positive behaviors

toward one’s partner during the diary period. The predictor

variables were the same as in our first model. Results of this

analysis again revealed a statistically significant actor IPE

effect (b ¼ .15, SE ¼ .07, p < .05), indicating that individuals

with more positive IPEs reported enacting more positive beha-

viors toward their partner during the diary period. For the actor

explicit partner perception effect, a linear trend emerged (b ¼
.14, SE ¼ .09, p < .10), suggesting a tendency for individuals

perceiving more positive attributes in their partners to report

enacting more positive behaviors toward their partner. In addi-

tion, a statistically significant interaction emerged between

actor IPE and actor explicit partner perceptions (b ¼ –.18,

SE ¼ .06, p < .006). As in the previous model, simple slopes

analyses were executed at + 1 SD around the mean of the

explicit partner perception scores to probe the precise form

of the interaction (Aiken & West, 1991). As depicted in Figure

2, actor IPE positively predicted positive behaviors toward the

partner for actors whose explicit partner perception scores were

relatively low (b ¼ .32, SE ¼ .10, p < .003), whereas no actor

IPE-positive behavior relation emerged for actors whose expli-

cit partner perception scores were relatively high (b ¼ –.01, SE

¼ .09, p > .5).

Discussion

Though past research supports the theoretical importance of

examining IPEs, virtually nothing is known about the role of

IPEs in understanding ongoing affective and behavioral reali-

ties in romantic relationships. In addition, and importantly, lit-

tle is known regarding the interplay of implicit and explicit

partner evaluations in the context of understanding day-to-

day relationship outcomes. The current study aimed to fill these

gaps by investigating the unique and interactive role of implicit

and explicit partner evaluations on ongoing affective and beha-

vioral romantic realities. In summary, we found that more pos-

itive IPEs uniquely predicted more positive relationship

outcomes during the 21-day diary period, but that this was
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partner perceptions (plotted at + 1 SD around the mean of both
continuous predictors).
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especially pronounced for individuals who did not explicitly

perceive their partner’s warmth–trustworthiness attributes in

an overly positive manner (i.e., only perceiving one’s partner’s

attributes as about average relative to his or her peers). The pos-

itive relationship outcomes were reflected in higher levels of

relationship quality and positive behaviors enacted toward

one’s partner during the 21-day diary period.

Broadly consistent with Baldwin’s (1992) relational sche-

mas framework, our findings suggest that being happy with

one’s relationship on a day-to-day basis is not simply a function

of explicit beliefs about one’s partner but also depends on asso-

ciative linkages between the mental representations of one’s

partner and one’s relationship. More specifically, our interac-

tion patterns suggest that positive implicit partner feelings, pre-

sumably resulting from past interpersonal partner interactions

(e.g., Murray et al., 2010), can act as a kind of buffer for indi-

viduals who are not necessarily satisfied with their partner’s

attributes. In other words, although we may not be that thrilled

about some of our partner’s characteristics, intuitive partner

feelings resulting from rewarding past partner interactions may

nonetheless contribute to a more satisfying relationship on a

day-to-day basis.

Our findings are important for several reasons. First, they

provide the first empirical evidence that IPEs can uniquely pre-

dict ongoing affective and behavioral psychological realities in

romantic relationships, over and above explicit partner evalua-

tions. Second, and more importantly, the findings regarding the

interaction of implicit and explicit constructs are important

given their broader implications for understanding the psycho-

logical realities underlying romantic relationship processes.

The interaction of implicit and explicit partner evaluations in

predicting ongoing relationship outcomes implies that it can

potentially be misleading to examine the unique effects of each

of these constructs on relationship outcomes in isolation. That

is, a ‘‘main effects’’ approach, as has often been utilized in past

research (e.g., Banse, 1999; Zayas & Shoda, 2005), may paint

an incomplete picture regarding the psychological realities

underlying romantic relationship processes. Hence, the current

results imply that it is crucial to simultaneously consider the

role of implicit and explicit partner constructs in understanding

romantic relationship processes.

The present results are also important because they imply

that even though people may not always be aware of intuitive

feelings they have for their partner, such feelings may nonethe-

less contribute to experiencing more satisfying relationships on

a day-to-day basis. This inference is based on the logic that

IPEs were centered on how much individuals liked certain let-

ters of the alphabet (i.e., the extent one liked the initials in their

partner’s name). Given that past research has shown that the

vast majority of individuals do not recognize a connection

between these letter judgments and the construct being

assessed (Koole, Dijksterhuis, & van Knippenberg, 2001), it

follows that individuals were likely unaware that the letter pre-

ferences reflected in any way their feelings toward their partner

(but see Gawronski, Hofmann, & Wilbur, 2006; Krizan, 2008).

Of course, boundary conditions likely exist which would

qualify the main findings of the present research. For instance,

when a major transgression arises in the relationship (e.g.,

cheating), a case can be made that it could be dysfunctional for

an individual to continue relying on their IPEs, which may take

longer to change than explicit evaluations. In such a case, it

may be more functional for the individual to override their

implicit evaluations and heed to their explicit evaluations.4 It

is also important to note the low reliability of the IPE measure

compared to our explicit measure of partner evaluations, and

thus consider other more reliable implicit measures in future

research. Lastly, the stability of the IPE construct has yet to

be examined. These issues offer interesting potential avenues

for future research.

Taken together, and returning to our opening quote by Smo-

key Robinson, the present results suggest the tantalizing possi-

bility that intuitive feelings we have of our partner, which we

may not always be aware of or have difficulty articulating, may

nonetheless contribute to experiencing more satisfying and

rewarding romantic relationships. This may especially be the

case when our beliefs about our partner do not coincide with

such intuitive feelings.
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Notes

1. Negative behaviors were also assessed, however the frequency of

reporting such behaviors exhibited floor effects (mean of 1.5 com-

pared to 4.8 for positive behaviors where 1 ¼ not at all and 7 ¼ a

lot) and reduced variability (almost 50% less) in comparison to

positive behaviors. Unsurprisingly, we did not find any statistically

reliable interaction patterns with negative behaviors and hence do

not discuss this further.

2. An SPSS-compatible syntax of this algorithm is available on the

first author’s website: http://publish.uwo.ca/~elebel/pNLT.html

3. It is important to keep in mind that explicit partner perception

scores at 1 SD below the mean (value of 4.77) reflected perceptions

that one’s partner was about average for the attributes, given the

scale anchors used (4 ¼ average, 5 ¼ slightly higher).

4. We thank an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.

References

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and

interpreting interactions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Baccus, J. R., Baldwin, M. W., & Packer, D. J. (2004). Increasing

implicit self-esteem through classical conditioning. Psychological

Science, 15, 498–502.

Baldwin, M. W. (1992). Relational schemas and the processing of

social information. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 461–484.

Baldwin, M. W., Lydon, J. E., McClure, M. J., & Etchison, S. (2010).

Measuring implicit processes in close relationships. In Bertram

Gawronski & Keith Payne (Eds.), Handbook of implicit social cog-

nition: Measurement, theory, and applications. New York, NY:

Guilford.

Banse, R. (1999). Automatic evaluation of self and significant others:

Affective priming in close relationships. Journal of Social and

Personal Relationships, 16, 803–821.

Banse, R., & Kowalick, C. (2007). Implicit attitudes toward romantic

partners predict well-being in stressful life conditions: Evidence

from the antenatal maternity ward. International Journal of Psy-

chology, 42, 1–9.

Bosson, J. K., Lakey, C. E., Campbell, W. K., Zeigler-Hill, V., Jordan,

C. H., & Kernis, M. H. (2008). Untangling the links between nar-

cissism and self-esteem: A theoretical and empirical review. Per-

sonality and Social Psychology Compass, 2, 1415–1439.

Campbell, L., & Kashy, D. A. (2002). Estimating actor, partner, and

interaction effects for dyadic data using PROC MIXED and HLM:

A guided tour. Personal Relationships, 9, 327–342.

Campbell, L., Simpson, J. A., Boldry, J. G., & Rubin, H. (2010). Trust,

variability in relationship evaluations, and relationship processes.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99, 14–31.

Crowne, D. P., & Marlowe, D. (1960). A new scale of social desirabil-

ity independent of psychopathology. Journal of Consulting Psy-

chology, 24, 349–354.

DeHart, T., Pelham, B., Fiedorowicz, L., Carvallo, M., & Gabriel, S.

(2011). Including others in the implicit self: Implicit evaluation of

significant others. Self and Identity, 10, 127–135.

DeHart, T., Pelham, B., & Murray, S. (2004). Implicit dependency

regulation: Self-esteem, relationship closeness, and implicit eva-

luations of close others. Social Cognition, 22, 126–146.

Dovidio, J. F., & Gaertner, S. L. (2004). Aversive racism. In M. P.

Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol.

36, pp. 1–51). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Fincham, F. D., & Beach, S. R. H. (2006). Relationship satisfac-

tion. In D. Perlman & A. Vangelisti (Eds.), The Cambridge

handbook of personal relationships (pp. 579–594). Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Fletcher, G. J. O., Simpson, J. A., Thomas, G., & Giles, T. (1999).

Ideals in intimate relationships. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 76, 72–89.

Gawronski, B., Hofmann, W., & Wilbur, C. J. (2006). Are ‘‘implicit‘‘

attitudes unconscious? Consciousness and Cognition, 15, 485–499.

Jordan, C. H., Spencer, S. J., Zanna, M. P., Hoshino-Browne, E., &

Correll, J. (2003). Secure and defensive high self-esteem. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 969–978.

Kashy, D. A., & Kenny, D. A. (2000). The analysis of data from dyads

and groups. In H. T. Reis & C. M. Judd (Eds.), Handbook of

research methods in social psychology (pp. 451–477). New York,

NY: Cambridge University Press.

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. (2006). Dyadic data analy-

sis. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Koole, S. L., Dijksterhuis, A., & van Knippenberg, A. (2001). What’s

in a name: Implicit self-esteem and the automatic self. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 669–685.

Krizan, Z. (2008). What is implicit about implicit self-esteem? Jour-

nal of Research in Personality, 42, 1635–1640.

LeBel, E. P., & Campbell, L. (2009). Implicit partner affect, relation-

ship satisfaction, and the prediction of romantic breakup. Journal

of Experimental Social Psychology, 45, 1291–1294.

LeBel, E. P., & Gawronski (2009). How to find what’s in a name:

Scrutinizing the optimality of five scoring algorithms for the

name-letter task. European Journal of Personality, 23, 85–106.

Lee, S., Rogge, R. D., & Reis, H. T. (2010). Assessing the seeds of

relationship decay: Using implicit evaluations to detect the

early stages of disillusionment. Psychological Science, 21,

857–864.

Murray, S. L., Aloni, M., Holmes, J. G., Derrick, J. L., Stinson, D.

A., & Leder, S. (2009a). Fostering partner depedence as trust

insurance: The implicit contingencies of the exchange script

in close relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-

chology, 96, 324–348.

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., Aloni, M., Pinkus, R. T., Derrick, J. L., &

Leder, S. (2009b). Commitment insurance: Compensating for the

autonomy costs of interdependence in close relationships. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 97, 256–278.

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., & Griffin, D. W. (1996). The benefits of

positive illusions: Idealization and the construction of satisfaction

in close relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

70, 79–98.

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., & Pinkus, R. T. (2010). A smart

unconscious? Procedural origins of automatic partner attitudes

in marriage. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46,

650–656.

LeBel and Campbell 7

 at UNIV OF WESTERN ONTARIO on May 28, 2012spp.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://spp.sagepub.com/


Murray, S. L., Pinkus, R. T., Holmes, J. G., Harris, B., Gomillion, S.,

Aloni, M., & Leder, S. (2011). Signaling when (and when not) to

be cautious and self-protective: Impulsive and reflective trust in

close relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

101, 485–502.

Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D. (1977). Telling more than we can

know: Verbal reports on mental processes. Psychological Review,

84, 231–259.

Nuttin, M. J. Jr. (1985). Narcissism beyond Gestalt and awareness:

The name letter effect. European Journal of Social Psychology,

64, 723–739.

Paulhus, D. L. (1984). Two-component models of socially desirable

responding. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46,

598–609.

Rusbult, C. E. (1983). A longitudinal test of the investment model:

The development (and deterioration) of satisfaction and commit-

ment in heterosexual involvements. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 45, 101–117.

Scinta, A., & Gable, S. L. (2007). Automatic and self-reported atti-

tudes in romantic relationships. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 33, 1008–1022.

Son Hing, L. S., Chung-Yan, G., Hamilton, L., & Zanna, M. (2008). A

two-dimensional model that employs explicit and implicit attitudes

to characterize prejudice. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 94, 971–987.

Stone, A. A., Turkkan, J. S., Bachrach, C. A., Jobe, J. B., Kurtzman, H. S.,

& Cain, V. S. (2000). The science of self-report: Implications for

research and practice. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Zayas, V., & Shoda, Y. (2005). Do automatic reactions elicited by

thoughts of romantic partner, mother, and self relate to adult

romantic attachment? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,

31, 1011–1025.

Bios

Etienne P. LeBel is a post-doctoral fellow at The University of West-

ern Ontario. His research focuses on the psychological processes

underlying racial attitudes and romantic relationships using formal

cognitive models, in addition to methodological interests in metric

calibration and replication.

Lorne Campbell completed his PhD at Texas A&M in 2001 and is

currently an associate professor at The University of Western Ontario.

His research focuses on interpersonal attraction and romantic relation-

ship processes.

8 Social Psychological and Personality Science 00(0)

 at UNIV OF WESTERN ONTARIO on May 28, 2012spp.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://spp.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




