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background
The purpose of this study was to longitudinally examine
the predictive role of marital and love attitudes and of the
love–marriage connection for young adults’ relationship
status.

participants and procedure
The study was based on a sample of 117 Polish participants aged 20-33 who completed the Polish versions of the
Love Attitudes Scale – Short Form and Marital Attitudes
Scale and provided answers to the seven questions concerning love as a basis for marriage.

results
The performed analyses demonstrated that 1) single and
partnered individuals reported similar levels of marital attitudes; 2) single individuals scored higher on the Eros love
style than partnered individuals in the first assessment;
3) single individuals scored lower on the Mania love style
than partnered individuals in the first and the second assessments; 4) single individuals scored higher in the first

assessment on the Importance of love for entering marriage in comparison to partnered individuals. A binary logistic regression indicated that the Eros and Mania love
styles in the first assessment were significant predictors of
young adults’ relationships in the second assessment. The
alternative model predicting marital and love attitudes and
the love–marriage connection at Time 2 (T2) from young
adults’ relationship status at Time 1 (T1) demonstrated
that relationship status at T1 was predictive only of the
Mania love style at T2.

conclusions
The Eros and Mania love styles were significant predictors
of young adults’ relationships after a 12-month interval,
and relationship status was predictive of the Mania love
style at 12 months after the first assessment.
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Background
One of the normative human experiences involves
a desire for intimate relationships and concern
about one’s relationship status (e.g., Spielmann
et al., 2013). The issues related to romantic relationships and relationship status (i.e., having vs. not
having a partner; see Lehmann et al., 2015) are of
particular importance and become major goals in
important life decisions for emerging and young
adults (e.g., Rydz, 2011). In turn, among various
types of intimate relationships and community
groups, it is marriage and family that have been
the most important groups of social participation
over the centuries (Żurek, 2008). At the same time,
changes in the domain of marital and family life in
Poland demonstrate that contemporary Poles have
a more positive attitude towards diverse relational
structures and they are more willing to end unhappy marriages through a divorce (Fitzpatrick et al.,
2013). Moreover, today marriage is more commonly
perceived in terms of the fulfillment of one’s psychological needs and expectations rather than as an
institution fulfilling its societal functions (Fitzpatrick et al., 2013). Furthermore, it is love that is one
of the most often reported reasons for getting married (e.g., Bakiera, 2009; Dion & Dion, 1991), and
the most frequently indicated source of happiness
among adults (Bakiera, 2009).
Regarding the importance of intimate relationships and the relationship status issues in the period
of young adulthood, as well as the role of love for
human health and survival (Kapusta et al., 2018),
the present study was intended to reveal the possible correlates of relationship status among Polish
young adults. Since prior studies demonstrated that
marital attitudes may have important consequences
for behaviors, decisions, and trajectories through
young adulthood (Willoughby, 2014) and that attitudes toward marriage held by young adults may be
considered to be indicators of their prospective decisions in the domain of family life (Bakiera, 2009),
the current investigation focused on the link between marital and love attitudes and young adults’
relationship status. Therefore, the present study can
be seen as part of a larger body of research seeking
to cast light on how young and unmarried people’s
attitudes, values, and beliefs concerning marital
transitions and relationships may change individual
and relational behaviors (Willoughby, Hall, & Luczak, 2013). Moreover, since the number of single
persons has been on the rise (e.g., Ochnik & Mandal,
2016), investigating factors contributing to the development of stable, satisfying romantic and marital relationships in young adulthood has theoretical
and practical importance for family, developmental,
and sociological scholars studying relationships and
marriage, as well as for family policy experts.

Marital attitudes
Marital attitudes refer to a person’s subjective opinion of the institution of heterosexual marriage (Braaten & Rosén, 1998). As Willoughby (2014) noted, there
is a deficit of research focusing on the issue of the
influence of one’s marital attitudes on actual family
formation. A similar deficit has also been observed
in Poland. However, in one of the prior studies,
Clarkberg, Stolzenberg, and Waite (1995) found that
higher importance attached to marriage by young
adults increases the likelihood of their transition into
marriage or cohabitation and lowers the probability
that the transition will be to a cohabiting union. Carroll and colleagues (2007) found that higher levels
of general marital importance and priority of marriage during emerging adulthood were negatively
associated with emerging adults’ family formation
values such as endorsement of non-marital cohabitation, out-of-wedlock childbirth, and spousal independence. Furthermore, in a study by Willoughby
(2014), lower expected age of marriage and placing
more importance on marriage at the end of adolescence were found to be associated with an increased
likelihood of transitioning to marriage earlier than
other young adults.
Prior research also indicated that marital attitudes
are predictive of later marital behavior. For example,
spouses who did not believe that marriage should last
forever were less likely to pool their money and were
more likely to have extramarital affairs (Hall, 2006).
Marital attitudes may be therefore considered as key
mechanisms for predicting actual marital and couple
formation behaviors (Bakiera, 2009; Glenn & Kramer,
1987; Hall, 2006; Willoughby, 2014). At the same time,
although some prior empirical studies linked early
marital attitudes to union formation in young adulthood, there exist two studies directly on the issue of
the connection between relationship status and marital attitudes. To be precise, in a study Willoughby,
Medaris, James, and Bartholomew (2015) found that
negative relationship experiences or a lack of related
experience (e.g., breaking up, remaining single) were
associated with a decrease in marital salience over
time, whereas remaining single was associated with
increased expected marital timing. Furthermore,
a Polish study (Adamczyk & Hall, 2014) conducted
on a sample of Polish young adults showed that, in
comparison to single individuals, partnered individuals perceived marriage as the highest expression of
love and intimacy and the most satisfying type of
relationship to a higher degree than single individuals. Partnered individuals also perceived marriage as
a relationship perfectly fit for soul mates or believed
that a good marriage is inherently full of agreement
and spontaneity, and they perceived marriage as being compatible with (or even promoting) maintaining clear individual identities.
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Love attitudes
One of the most prominent taxonomies of love was
proposed by Lee (1973) and further developed by
Hendrick and Hendrick (1986). Lee (1973) identified
three primary styles of love, i.e. Eros (romantic, passionate love), Ludus (game-playing love), and Storge
(friendship love), and three main secondary styles,
i.e. Mania (possessive, dependent love), Pragma
(logical love), and Agape (all-giving, selfless love).
At the same time, as Lee (1973) suggested, individual and relational differences in the meaning of love
may affect how people conduct and construe their
romantic relationships (Levine, Strzyzewski-Aune,
& Park, 2006). Therefore, love styles are highly relevant to romantic relationships (Levine et al., 2006).
Love attitudes are related to a diversity of outcomes,
including life satisfaction, commitment, well-being,
decisions to enter into marriage (Acevedo & Aron,
2009), behaviors and feelings associated with initiation, maintenance, and dissolution of romantic
relationships (Hammock & Richardson, 2011), sex,
self-esteem, personality, preferences for sexual
styles, relationship qualities, and relational stability
(Levine et al., 2006), and negative relational maintenance behaviors (Goodboy, Myers, & Members of
Investigating Communication, 2010). Moreover, in
a recent study by Mandal and Latusek (2018), love
styles were found to be related to the discrepancies
between people who tend to abandon their partners
in close relationships and people who are involved
in long-term relationships. The authors concluded
that love attitudes, especially Pragma and Ludus
(and also psychological femininity and masculinity), may be of particular importance for the durability of a close relationship (Mandal & Latusek, 2018).
Love (romantic love in particular) is one of the
most often reported reasons for getting married
(Bakiera, 2009; Dion & Dion, 1991), and in Western
culture and North America, romantic love is perceived as an important part of marriage (Acevedo
& Aron, 2009). Therefore, it seems reasonable to
also investigate love attitudes alongside marital attitudes, as love and marriage are usually linked by
people in their relational experiences. For example,
in Kephart’s (1967) study conducted on a US sample
of college students, men to a higher degree than
women expressed disagreement with the statement
that they would marry a person without being in
love with them. At the same time, it is important
to note that alongside the belief that love is necessary for entering into marriage, another widespread
belief is that love is necessary to maintain marriage
(Sprecher & Toro-Morn, 2002). In a cross-cultural
study by Sprecher and Toro-Morn (2002), individuals less strongly believed that love is important for
maintaining marriage than they believed that love
is important for entering into marriage. At the same
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time, participants in Sprecher and Toro-Morn’s
(2002) study were not likely to believe that passionate love is necessary for maintaining the marriage.

The present study
Recognizing significant merits of prior studies, the
present study expands them by focusing on marital
and love attitudes, and the love–marriage connection in young adulthood as predictors of relationship status. In other words, the current investigation was intended to determine how marital and
love attitudes, and the love–marriage connection,
are related to relationship status (i.e., having vs. not
having a partner) in young adulthood. The focus on
relationship status is a result of the following observations. Firstly, non-marital romantic relationships play a crucial role in young adults’ lives, their
identity, self-concept, and psychological well-being
(Simon & Barrett, 2010), and contemporary young
adults tend to postpone their decision to marry
(Willoughby et al., 2013). Secondly, regardless of
whether a given non-marital relationship results
in marriage, the necessary condition for a potential
marriage is the fact of having a partner. Therefore,
having a partner could be considered a necessary
step towards a potential marriage in line with the
emerging adults’ view of readiness for marriage as
a process of developing interpersonal competencies, making life-long commitments to others, and
developing capacities to care for others (Carroll
et al., 2009). Moreover, as noted by Willoughby and
colleagues (2013), all decisions made by people regarding their education, career, choice of a dating
partner, and gaining experience in the domain of
relationships put them (or not) on a trajectory to
a possible eventual marriage.
In the domain of marital attitudes, prior research
allowed for the formulation of the following specific
hypotheses:
H1. Individuals having a partner will hold more
positive attitudes toward marriage than single individuals.
H2. Marital attitudes at Time 1 (T1) will predict
young adults’ relationship status at Time 2 (T2).
In turn, although multiple studies have examined
love attitudes, to date scant research has been conducted to examine whether and how love styles and
the love–marriage connection are associated with
relationship status in young adulthood. Therefore,
no specific hypotheses were formulated regarding the issue of the connection between love attitudes and the love–marriage connection and young
adults’ relationship status. Instead, the purpose of
the present study was to fully explore how love attitudes and the love–marriage connection are related
to relationship status in young adulthood. In this
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study, the following two research questions were
addressed:
RQ1. Do single young adults and young adults in
non-marital relationships differ regarding love attitudes and the love–marriage connection?
RQ2. Can love attitudes and the love–marriage
connection at T1 be predictive of young adults’ relationship status at T2?
In addition, to verify the predictive role of marital
and love attitudes and the love–marriage connection
for relationship status, an alternative model predicting marital and love attitudes and the love–marriage
connection at T2 from the relationship status at T1
was also intended to be tested. In line with this aim,
it was hypothesized that:
H3. Relationship status at T1 will be predictive of
marital attitudes at T2.
H4. Relationship status at T1 will be predictive of
love attitudes at T2.
H5. Relationship status at T1 will be predictive of
the love–marriage connection at T2.

Participants and procedure
In the present study, the inclusion criteria were as
follows: 1) being 20-40 years of age (defined as the
young adulthood period), 2) being heterosexual,
3) having no children, and 4) having single status or
partnered status (i.e., being in a non-marital relationship). Being single was defined as “not in a committed
relationship for at least 6 or more months, but wanting to become committed in the near future (within
the next year or so)” (see Donnelly & Burgess, 2008;
Schachner, Shaver, & Gillath, 2008). In turn, partnered status was defined as “in a committed relationship for at least 6 or more months, and wanting to be
committed in the near future (within the next year or
so)” (see Donnelly & Burgess, 2008; Schachner et al.,
2008). The criterion of six months was used to distinguish between single and partnered status based
on a prior study by Donnelly and Burgess (2008).
Regarding this criterion, all participants who were
single or in a non-marital romantic relationship for
a period shorter than six months were excluded from
further analysis.
The first assessment of variables took place in the
period between May and October 2013, and the second assessment took place after a one-year interval,
that is, in the period between May and October 2014.
The one-year interval between the two assessments
was used in the present study since any behaviors
and decisions in the domain of romantic relationships require a longer period to appear. Therefore,
such a long time frame was expected to increase
the possibility of any changes happening regarding
relationship status. Originally, 1,200 questionnaires
were distributed. A total of 546 participants returned

completed questionnaires (response rate = 45.50%).
Of them, 152 participants were excluded from further analyses due to incomplete data (n = 23), being
married, widowed, divorced, separated, or because
their partnered or single status was shorter than the
arbitrary criterion of being in a relationship or being
single for at least 6 months (n = 116). This yielded
a sample of 394 participants, of whom 124 participants (31.47%) initially agreed to participate in the
second assessment after a one-year interval. Of
24 participants who initially agreed to participate
in the second assessment, four respondents refused
to participate in the second assessment, and three
participants changed their single status to partnered
status. Since only three individuals changed their
single status to partnered status, they were excluded
from further analyses so that only data gathered
from participants of the same relationship status in
both assessments were analyzed. As a result, the final
analyses were performed on a sample of 117 participants. In addition, the analyses revealed that single
individuals more often declined to participate in the
second assessment than individuals in a relationship
(an increase from 41.20% in the first assessment to
28.20% in the second assessment). (All details concerning the comparisons regarding demographic
and psychological variables between individuals
who participated only in the first assessment and individuals who participated in both assessments are
available upon e-mail request.)
The demographic characteristics of participants
who participated in both assessments are presented
in Table 1.
The author distributed the measures to students
across different courses with the request to administer the questionnaires to their relatives, friends, and
acquaintances. The questionnaire packages were administered in classrooms to groups of 20 to 30 students at a time, and participation was voluntary. An
explanation of the study’s purpose was given along
with an assurance that all information provided
would remain confidential. Students who volunteered
to participate received extra credit toward their final
course grade. The study was positively evaluated by
the Human Research Ethics Committee affiliated with
the Institute of Psychology at Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan.
Materials
The questionnaire package presented to the study
participants comprised the following instruments:
Demographic Questionnaire. This questionnaire
was designed to obtain general descriptive information about participants’ background characteristics
such as age, gender, education, and current relationship status.
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Table 1
General demographic data of participants (N = 117)
Variable

1st
2nd
assessment assessment

Age (20-33 years)
M (SD)

21.42 (1.79)

22.23 (1.77)

Sex
Females

94 (80.30%) 94 (80.30%)

Males

23 (19.70%) 23 (19.70%)

Relationship status
Single individuals

36 (30.80%) 36 (30.80%)

Individuals in
relationships

81 (69.20%) 81 (69.20%)

Duration of being
single in years
M (SD)

6.06 (8.57)

7.35 (10.00)

2.51 (1.69)

2.87 (1.98)

Duration of being in
a relationship in years
M (SD)
Educational level
Student
Non-student

113 (96.60%) 84 (71.80%)
4 (3.40%)

33 (28.20%)

Love Attitudes Scale – Short Form (LAS; Hendrick,
Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998; Polish adaptation – Adamczyk, 2019). The Love Attitudes Scale – Short Form is
a shortened version of the original 42-item Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). It consists
of 24 items, constituting six different subscales that
represent six different love styles as distinguished by
Lee (1973): Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and
Agape. Respondents were asked to respond to each
item using a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly
agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). Sample items are as
follows: “My partner and I have the right physical
‘chemistry’ between us”, “Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship”, and “One consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she
would reflect on my career.” The internal consistency
for the subscales in the original study by Hendrick
was as follows: α = .82, α = .68, α = .84, α = .77, α = .69,
α = .85, for Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and
Agape respectively. In the present study, in the first
assessment the internal consistency for the subscales
was as follows: α = .81, α = .34, α = .86, α = .66, α = .66,
α = .80, for Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and
Agape respectively. In the second assessment, the internal consistency for the subscales was as follows:
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α = .76, α = .30, α = .82, α = .72, α = .61, α = .82, for
Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and Agape respectively. Considering that the coefficient α in the
first and the second assessment was below .50 for the
Ludus scale in the studied sample, no analyses were
conducted for this scale. The low reliability of the Ludus scale was also determined in prior research. For
instance, in their study of a Chinese sample, Sprecher
and Toro-Morn (2002) found the coefficient α to be
below .50 for both the Eros and Ludus scales. Similarly, also another study determined the low Cronbach
α coefficient (.57) for the Ludus scale (Shurts & Myers, 2008). In turn, the test-retest reliability of the
subscales was as follows: Eros, r = .39, p < .001 (twotailed); Storge, r = .46, p < .001 (two-tailed); Pragma,
r = .58, p < .001 (two-tailed); Mania, r = .56, p < .001
(two-tailed); and Agape, r = .64, p < .001 (two-tailed).
Marital Attitudes Scale (MAS; Braaten & Rosén, 1998;
Polish adaptation – Adamczyk, 2019). The MAS is
a self-report measure designed to assess the global
perception of heterosexual marriage. Participants
are asked how strongly they agree or disagree with
23 statements regarding marriage – from 0 (strongly
agree) to 3 (strongly disagree). Sample items are as
follows: “1 have little confidence that my marriage
will be a success” and “I have doubts about marriage.”
Six of the items refer to feelings regarding participants’ present, or possibly future, marriage, while the
remaining items require the participants to react to
statements concerning general concepts regarding
marriage. The MAS is calculated by adding up individual items’ scores. The total MAS score can range
from a minimum of 23 to a maximum of 92. Higher
scores indicate a more positive attitude toward marriage. The MAS has been shown to have favorable
psychometric properties with high internal consistency, α = .82 (Braaten & Rosén, 1998). In the present
study, in the first assessment, the internal consistency for the total scale was α = .87. In the second assessment, the internal consistency for the total scale was
α = .67. In addition, the test-retest reliability of the
scale was r = .47, p < .001 (two-tailed).
Love as a basis for marriage. Following studies by
Kephart (1967), Simpson, Campbell, and Berscheid
(1986), and Sprecher and Toro-Morn (2002), the
present study included questions concerning love
as a basis for marriage. These questions were as follows: 1) “If a man (woman) had all other qualities
you desire, would you marry this person if you were
not in love with him (her)?” (Kephart, 1967); 2) “If
a man (woman) had all the other qualities you desire and you experienced friendship/companionate
love but not sexual attraction or passionate love for
him (her), would you marry him (her)?” (Sprecher
& Toro-Morn, 2002); 3) “If love has completely disappeared from a marriage, I think it is probably best
for the couple to make a clean break and start new
lives” (Simpson et al., 1986); 4) “In my opinion, the
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disappearance of love is not a sufficient reason for
ending a marriage, and should not be viewed as such”
(Simpson et al., 1986); 5) “In your opinion, if passionate love or sexual attraction has disappeared from
a marriage, but the two still love each other in a companionate/friendship way, is it probably best for the
couple to make a clean break and start new lives?”
(Sprecher & Toro-Morn, 2002); 6) “How important
is to you that marriage be emotionally satisfying for
you to want to continue it?” (Sprecher & Toro-Morn,
2002); and 7) “How important is to you that marriage
be physically pleasurable for you to want to continue
it?” (Sprecher & Toro-Morn, 2002). In addition, the
test-retest reliability of individual items was as follows: importance of love for entering into marriage,
r = .20, p = .032 (two-tailed); importance of passionate
love for entering into marriage, r = .32, p < .001 (twotailed); importance of love for maintaining marriage,
r = .41, p < .001 (two-tailed); importance of passionate love for maintaining marriage, r = .28, p = .002
(two-tailed); importance of emotional satisfaction for
maintaining marriage, r = .41, p < .001 (two-tailed);
and importance of physical pleasure for maintaining
marriage, r = .52, p < .001 (two-tailed).

Results
Preliminary analyses
As a starting point, to determine stability over time
in the domains of marital and love attitudes and of
the love–marriage connection, a one-way repeatedmeasures ANOVA was performed (see Table 2).
As shown in Table 2, there were no differences
between the first and the second assessment in the
domains of marital and love attitude and the love–
marriage connection. Therefore, it can be concluded
that these variables displayed stability over a oneyear interval.
Substantive analyses
The mean-level differences in marital and love attitudes and the love–marriage connection. To determine
the potential mean-level differences in the domain of
marital and love attitudes, as well as in the domain of
love–marriage connection, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed (see Tables 3 and 4).

Table 2
Means, standard deviations, effect sizes, and significance levels for the first and second assessments. Results
of a one-way repeated measures ANOVA
1st assessment
(N = 117)
M (SD)

2nd assessment
(N = 117)
M (SD)

F ratioa

η2

34.84 (4.76)

35.05 (6.23)

0.14

.00

Eros

6.04 (2.52)

6.44 (2.59)

2.43

.02

Storge

9.88 (3.59)

10.26 (3.24)

1.36

.01

Pragma

10.66 (3.02)

10.29 (2.98)

2.17

.02

Mania

9.08 (2.92)

9.47 (2.58)

2.68

.02

Agape

8.48 (2.84)

8.73 (2.92)

1.21

.01

Importance of love for entering marriage

1.89 (1.06)

2.00 (1.03)

0.83

.01

Importance of passionate love for entering
marriage

2.12 (1.11)

2.26 (1.07)

1.35

.01

Importance of love for maintaining marriage

2.98 (1.28)

2.93 (1.22)

0.17

.00

Importance of passionate love for
maintaining marriage

2.22 (1.18)

2.35 (1.17)

0.97

.00

Importance of emotional satisfaction
for maintaining marriage

1.39 (0.62)

1.43 (0.63)

0.30

.00

Importance of physical pleasure
for maintaining marriage

2.15 (0.85)

2.09 (0.82)

0.46

.00

Variables

Marital attitudes
Love attitudes

Love-marriage connection

Note. aF ratio is provided for the Greenhouse–Geisser test.
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As demonstrated in Tables 3 and 4, no significant
differences in the domain of marital attitudes between
single individuals and individuals in non-marital relationships emerged in the first assessment (T1),
F(1, 115) = 1.83, p = .179, η2 = .02, or in the second assessment (T2), F(1, 115) = 2.10, p = .150, η2 = .02.
In regard to love styles, the following differences
were observed: 1) single individuals scored higher on
the Eros love style than individuals in non-marital relationships in the first assessment (T1), F(1, 115) = 10.97,
p < .001, η2 = .09, but this pattern of results was not replicated in the second assessment (T2), F(1, 115) = 1.15,
p = .287, η2 = .01; 2) single individuals scored lower on
the Mania love style than individuals in non-marital relationships in the first assessment (T1), F(1, 115) = 4.04,
p = .047, η2 = .03, as well as in the second assessment
(T2), F(1, 115) = 5.95, p = .016, η2 = .05.
Furthermore, regarding the love–marriage connection only one significant difference emerged in the
first assessment (T1) between single individuals and
individuals in non-marital relationships in the domain

of the attitude termed importance of love for entering
into marriage. Specifically, single individuals scored
higher on importance of love for entering into marriage in comparison to individuals in non-marital relationships, F(1, 115) = 4.48, p = .037, η2 = .04. At the
same time, this pattern of results was not replicated in
the second assessment (T2), F(1, 115) = 0.00, p = 1.00,
η2 = .00, and single individuals reported the same level
of importance of love for entering into marriage as
coupled individuals (see Table 4).
Marital and love attitudes and the love–marriage
connection at T1 as predictors of relationship status
at T2. To examine whether all marital and love attitudes analyzed in the current investigation and the
love–marriage connections measured in the first assessment can be significant predictors of relationship status in the second assessment, binary logistic
regression analysis with the enter method was performed. The performed analysis revealed the significance of the tested model, χ2(12) = 23.73, p = .022. Furthermore, the tested model correctly classified 70.10%

Table 3
Means and standard deviations for marital attitudes, love attitudes, and love–marriage connection in the first
assessment
Variables

1st assessment
Partnered
individuals
(n = 81)

F value

η2

Single
individuals
(n = 36)

M (SD)
Marital attitudes

35.24 (4.94)

33.95 (4.25)

1.83

.02

Eros

5.54 (1.93)

7.15 (3.26)

10.97**

.09

Storge

9.99 (3.53)

9.63 (3.75)

0.25

.00

Pragma

10.82 (3.11)

10.31 (2.80)

0.72

.01

Mania

9.44 (2.99)

8.28 (2.62)

4.04*

.03

Agape

8.21 (2.61)

9.10 (3.25)

2.47

.02

Importance of love for entering marriage

1.75 (0.92)

2.19 (1.28)

4.48*

.04

Importance of passionate love for entering
marriage

2.01 (1.07)

2.36 (1.18)

2.50

.02

Importance of love for maintaining marriage

2.94 (1.27)

3.08 (1.32)

0.32

.00

Importance of passionate love
for maintaining marriage

2.32 (1.21)

2.00 (1.07)

1.87

.02

Importance of emotional satisfaction
for maintaining marriage

1.38 (0.62)

1.42 (0.60)

0.08

.00

Importance of physical pleasure
for maintaining marriage

2.16 (0.86)

2.11 (0.85)

0.08

.00

Love styles

Love–marriage connection

Note. **p < .01, *p < .05.
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Table 4
Means and standard deviations for marital attitudes, love attitudes, and love–marriage connection in the second
assessment
Variables

2nd assessment
Partnered
individuals
(n = 81)

F value

η2

Single
individuals
(n = 36)

M (SD)
Marital attitudes

35.60 (5.77)

33.80 (7.09)

2.10

.02

Eros

6.27 (2.58)

6.83 (2.59)

1.15

.01

Storge

10.14 (3.28)

10.55 (3.19)

0.40

.00

Pragma

10.44 (3.08)

9.94 (2.77)

0.68

.01

Mania

9.85 (2.45)

8.62 (2.70)

5.95*

.05

Agape

8.60 (2.10)

9.03 (2.76)

0.55

.01

Importance of love for entering marriage

2.00 (1.04)

2.00 (1.01)

0.00

.00

Importance of passionate love for entering
marriage

2.31 (1.11)

2.14 (0.96)

0.63

.01

Importance of love for maintaining marriage

2.93 (1.24)

2.94 (1.19)

0.01

.00

Importance of passionate love
for maintaining marriage

2.36 (1.12)

2.33 (1.29)

0.01

.00

Importance of emotional satisfaction
for maintaining marriage

1.44 (0.67)

1.39 (0.55)

0.19

.00

Importance of physical pleasure
for maintaining marriage

2.14 (0.86)

2.00 (0.72)

0.68

.01

Love styles

Love–marriage connection

Note. *p < .05.

Table 5
Results of logistic regression predicting relationship status at T2 from love styles at T1
B (SE)
Constant

Odds ratio

95% CI for odds ratio
Lower

Upper

0.73 (2.39)

Independent variable
Eros

–0.24* (0.10)

0.79

0.64

0.96

Mania

0.18* (0.09)

1.20

1.00

1.43

Note. R21 = 6.06 (Hosmer & Lemshow), 0.18 (Cox & Snell), 0.26 (Nagelkerke).
Dependent variable: Relationship status (0 – single status, 1 – partnered status). *p < .05.

of participants. The analysis revealed that among all
variables introduced into the model, significant predictors of young adults’ relationship status were the
Eros and Mania love styles (see Table 5).
As shown in Table 5, the odds ratio [Exp(B)] for the
Eros love style (OR = 0.79) is less than 1. Therefore, this
odds ratio indicates that with the increase in scoring on
the Eros love style, the odds of the outcome occurring

(i.e., having a partner) decrease. In turn, the odds ratio
[Exp(B)] for the Mania love style (OR = 1.20) is higher
than 1. Therefore, this odds ratio indicates that with the
increase in scoring on the Mania love style, the odds of
the outcome occurring (i.e., having a partner) increase.
Relationship status at T1 as predictor of marital and
love attitudes and the love–marriage connection at T2.
To examine the alternative model predicting marital
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and love attitudes and the love–marriage connection
at T2 from young adults’ relationship status at T1, linear regression analyses with the entry method were
performed separately for marital and love attitudes
and for the love–marriage connection at T2.

As Table 6 demonstrates, relationship status at T1
was predictive only for the Mania love style at T2
(β = .22) and explained 5% of the variance in the Mania love style. Being partnered at T1 was predictive
of a higher level of the Mania love style at T2.

Table 6
Linear regression analysis predicting marital attitudes at T2, love attitudes at T2, and love–marriage connection
at T2 using relationship status at T1
Variables

B

SE

33.80

1.03

β

95% CI

t

Marital attitudes at T2
Constant
Relationship status at T1
R2

31.75, 35.85 32.68
.13

–0.66, 4.27

1.45

5.97, 7.68

15.84

–1.58, 0.47

–1.07

9.48, 11.62

19.47

.02

Eros at T2
Constant

6.83

0.43

Relationship status at T1
R2

–.09
.01

Storge at T2
Constant

10.55

0.54

Relationship status at T1

–0.41

0.65

–.06

–1.70, 0.88

–0.63

0.50

.08

8.96, 10.93

19.98

–0.69, 1.68

0.83

7.78, 9.45

20.43

0.23, 2.24

2.44

8.07, 10.00

18.51

–1.60, 0.73

–0.74

R2

.00

Pragma at T2
Constant

9.94

Relationship status at T1
R2

.01

Mania at T2
Constant

8.62

0.42

Relationship status at T1

1.24

0.51

R2

.05

.22*

Agape at T2
Constant

9.04

0.49

Relationship status at T1

–0.44

0.59

R2

–.07

.01

Importance of love for entering marriage 1
Constant

2.00

0.17

–1.60, 0.73

11.65

Relationship status at T1

0.00

0.21

1.66, 2.34

0.00

R2

.00
1.79, 2.49

11.99

–0.26, 0.59

0.79

Importance of passionate love for entering marriage 2
Constant

2.14

0.18

Relationship status at T1

0.17

0.21

R2

.01

.07

(Table 6 continues)
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Table 6
(Table 6 continued)
Variables

B

SE

Constant

2.94

0.21

Relationship status at T1

–0.02

0.25

Constant

2.33

0.20

Relationship status at T1

0.03

0.24

Constant

1.39

0.11

Relationship status at T1

0.06

0.13

Constant

2.00

0.14

Relationship status at T1

0.14

0.16

R

.01

β

95% CI

t

2.54, 3.36

14.39

–0.51, 0.47

–0.08

1.95, 2.72

11.92

–0.44, 0.49

0.11

1.18, 1.60

13.10

–0.20, 0.31

0.44

1.73, 2.27

14.62

–0.19, 0.46

0.83

Importance of love for maintaining marriage 3

R

–.01

2

Importance of passionate love for maintaining marriage 4

R

.01

2

Importance of emotional satisfaction for maintaining
marriage 5

R

.04

2

Importance of physical pleasure for maintaining marriage

2

.08

Note. 1 = partnered status, 0 = single status; *p < .05.

Discussion
The present investigation aimed to determine the
predictive role of marital and love attitudes and of
the love–marriage connection for Polish young
adults’ relationship status. Based on prior research,
it was hypothesized that individuals having a partner would hold more positive attitudes toward marriage than single individuals (H1) and that marital attitudes at Time 1 would predict young adults’
relationship status at Time 2 (H2). Contrary to the
expectations, the above-formulated hypotheses were
not confirmed by the obtained results. With respect
to marital attitudes, the study demonstrated that
single young adults and young adults in non-marital
relationships do not differ from each other. Prior research (e.g., Sassler & Schoen, 1999) indicated that
individuals expressing positive attitudes about marriage are significantly more likely to marry. Similarly,
Willoughby and colleagues (2015) found that negative relationship experiences or a lack of relationship
experience (e.g., breaking up, remaining single) were
related to a decrease in marital salience over time.
Therefore, in the present study, it was expected that
young adults who express positive attitudes toward
marriage would be more likely to be in a relationship

that might eventually and potentially lead to marriage. As a result, one might expect that single individuals would hold more negative attitudes toward
marriage than individuals in committed relationships
and that these negative attitudes would contribute to
maintaining a single status. This expectation could
come from the negative stereotyping of singles in the
United States and Poland, which involves perceiving
singles as inflexible, stubborn, flirtatious, looking for
a partner, independent in comparison to married individuals (DePaulo & Morris, 2005), willing to give
up starting a family in favor of a professional career,
and attaching value mostly to freedom, independence
and self-decision making (Czernecka, 2008). These
traits, often associated with single people, might lead
to the conviction that single people may hold a negative view of marriage, and, as a result, may not be
willing to become involved in serious relationships
which could potentially culminate in a marriage. The
results of this study, however, showed that single
young adults and young adults in a non-marital relationship perceived marriage in a similar way. When
attempting to explain these findings, it might be postulated that the lack of a partner and holding positive attitudes toward marriage are not mutually exclusive. It may be related to the notion that for some
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people remaining single is merely a certain phase in
life before getting married or becoming committed to
a serious relationship (Kaiser & Kashy, 2005). Thus,
single individuals may perceive their singlehood as
a temporary state eventually leading to marriage
(Palus, 2010). Furthermore, in a study by Fowers,
Lyons, Montel, and Shaked (2001), which concerned
positive illusions about marriage, single and married individuals had a very similar level of positive
illusions concerning both their underestimates of divorce likelihood and their unrealistic confidence in
having an exceptional marriage. In addition, as Fowers and colleagues (2001) suggested, positive marital illusions among single individuals may indicate
that overestimates of marital success are a broader
phenomenon than marriage itself. Therefore, marital
attitudes as positive marital illusions may linger, although in Poland, as in many societies around the
world, singlehood is becoming more common among
young adults, as they wait longer before they marry
and fewer people get married compared to the past
times (e.g., Such-Pyrgiel, 2014).
With respect to love attitudes and the love–marriage connection in the present study, two open research questions were formulated. The first research
question concerned the possible differences between
single young adults and young adults in non-marital
relationships regarding love attitudes and the love–
marriage connection. The second research question
was related to the predictive role of love attitudes
and the love–marriage connection as measured in
the first assessment for young adults’ relationship
status after a one-year interval.
The performed analyses showed two significant
differences between single and partnered individuals
in the domain of the Eros love style in the first assessment, and in the domain of the Mania love style
in the first and second assessments. Specifically, in
the first assessment, single young adults were found
to be more erotic than young adults in non-marital
relationships, whereas young adults in non-marital
relationships were more manic than single young
adults. When attempting to explain this pattern of
results, it may be pointed out that one of the traits of
the Eros love style is the belief in “love at first sight”
and the desire for intimacy from the very beginning
of a relationship (Hahn & Blass, 1997). It can be assumed that this type of love style may be characteristic of single individuals as they are not in committed
relationships and – at the same time – they desire
such relationships. This desire may, in turn, make
single people particularly prone to fall instantly and
completely in love with a stranger (i.e., to experience “love at first sight”), and be rapidly preoccupied
with pleasant thoughts about the potential partner
(Regan, 2008). In addition, these traits correspond to
romantic beliefs of, for example, “love at first sight”
(i.e., belief that true love can happen without prior
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interaction). In turn, idealized romantic beliefs that
presume effortless relationship formation and perfection of the partner as well as of the relationship are
considered to be unrealistic standards of marital relationships (Medora, Larson, Hortaçsu, & Dave, 2002).
High levels of romantic ideals may lead to negative
consequences (Murray & Holmes, 1997), such as disappointment with the relationship, marital conflict,
or even divorce (Baucom & Epstein, 1990). Therefore,
in the light of the obtained results, we may state that
erotic attitudes to love are associated with single status in young adulthood.
Regarding the Mania love style, we can indicate
that it is an obsessive and jealous love which makes
individuals desperate to fall in love and to be loved,
wanting to see the partner daily, forcing the partner
to show love and commitment, and distrusting the
partner’s sincerity (Regan, 2008). Manic individuals,
for instance, like to spend plenty of time with their
partners, and they tend to fear that they will give too
much to their partners without being reciprocated
(Hahn & Blass, 1997). The traits listed above seem to
be specific to individuals in committed, quite wellestablished relationships in which partners value
such aspects of their relationship as intimacy, sharing common activities and interests, or the desire
that the relationship will work well. If so, it is not
surprising that individuals in non-marital relationships scored significantly higher on the Mania love
style than single individuals, as the present study
demonstrated.
With respect to the issue of the love–marriage
connection, the results of the present study revealed
only one significant difference in the first assessment
between single individuals and individuals in nonmarital relationships. Specifically, single individuals
to a higher degree were more willing to hold the conviction that love is important for entering into a marriage in comparison to individuals in non-marital
relationships. This pattern of results may be understood in reference, for instance, to romantic beliefs
(Medora et al., 2002), and reflect an idealistic view of
marriage held by single individuals that has not yet
been verified by their experiences of being in a relationship. In turn, individuals who have a partner
may have different experiences than single individuals, and they have other reasons than just love for
being in a given relationship.
Finally, and most importantly, the present study
also demonstrated the predictive role of the Eros and
Mania love styles for young adults’ relationship status. To be precise, a higher level of the Eros love style
and a lower level of the Mania love style contribute
to single status. In other words, the more erotic and
the less manic the individuals are, the more probable
they are to remain single. Once again we can conclude that traits associated with the Eros and Mania
love styles may, at least in the case of the present
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study, prevent individuals from forming a romantic
relationship. In turn, in prior studies, Hendrick and
Hendrick (2002) found that individuals who were
not currently in a romantic relationship preferred
the Ludus love style. As Mandal and Latusek (2018)
suggested, it is reasonable to assume that individuals who prefer the game-playing love type simply
do not desire to marry. This association between the
Eros and Mania love styles and relationship status is
consistent with the observation that beliefs about romantic relationships have important implications for
relational initiation, maintenance, and termination,
and that individuals’ beliefs about love influence the
approach to and performance of their romantic encounters and relationships (Levine et al., 2006). As
Medora and colleagues (2002) explained, the complexity of idealized romantic beliefs lies in the fact
that they can serve an important function in relationships when they buffer the effects of negative events
and facilitate resilience. On the other hand, romantic
beliefs that entail the assumptions that relationships
are formed and maintained with little effort because
one’s partner and the relationship will be perfect are
unrealistic and likely to lead to disappointment with
the partner and dissatisfaction with the relationship.
Furthermore, to verify the predictive role of marital and love attitudes and of the love–marriage connection at T1 for relationship status at T2, an alternative model predicting marital and love attitudes,
and the love–marriage connection at T2 from relationship status at T1 was investigated. The linear
regression analyses performed separately for marital
attitudes, six love styles, and six love–marriage connections revealed that relationship status at T1 predicted only the level of the Mania love style at T2.
In regard to all other variables, relationship status at
T1 was not a significant predictor. The pattern of the
majority of non-significant associations between relationship status at T1 and marital and love attitudes,
and the love–marriage connection seems to support
the claim that the Eros love style and the importance
of love for entering into marriage are predictive of
the relationship status at T2 rather than the relationship status at T2 being predictive of marital and love
attitudes (except for the Mania love style), and the
love–marriage connection.
Although this investigation was exploratory, there
are several limitations of the present study. Firstly,
the sample used in the present study was small and
consisted mainly of partnered individuals. Therefore, larger samples are needed to provide stronger
evidence for the relationships revealed in the present study. In future research, it would also be beneficial to determine the measurement invariance of
love and marital attitudes across single and partnered
individuals, i.e., to determine whether the research
tools used to measure the same constructs among
these two groups, as it was determined in regard to

gender. Specifically, Cramer, Marcus, Pomerleau, and
Gillard (2015) demonstrated that the subscales of the
42-item Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick,
1986) are invariant across genders, and therefore
any gender comparisons regarding the love subscales should be performed with caution (Cramer
et al., 2015). Secondly, the sample used in the present study represents a specific developmental stage,
as it consisted of young adults who had never married and were childless and heterosexual. In future
studies, it would be useful to compare, for instance,
individuals of different relationship history, expanding the single and partner status category to include
also divorced, separated, and widowed individuals.
The study group consisted mainly of students who
are going through the period of emerging and young
adulthood. It is the time when young people postpone their decisions to form a relatively stable relationship, start a family, give birth to their first and
next child, and leave their family home (Borchet,
Lewandowska-Walter, & Rostowska, 2018; Brzezińska, Kaczan, Piotrowski, & Rękosiewicz, 2011), and
“this population of emerging adults has shown that
they gradually achieve important developmental
markers for adulthood (…)” (Barry, Madsen, Nelson, Carroll, & Badger, 2009, p. 220). Moreover, our
sample was predominated by women, and – as prior
studies demonstrated – gender differences do exist in
the domain of love styles (Mandal & Latusek, 2018),
with women perceiving love as Mania or Pragma
(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1995). Therefore, the predominance of women in our sample might have affected
the results obtained. Thirdly, although the present
study provides a better insight into the causal link between marital and love attitudes, and the love–marriage connection, it does not investigate mechanisms
underlying this link. Therefore, in future studies, it
would be useful to include also other variables, for
instance, parents’ marital satisfaction and quality of
marriage, and individuals’ romantic styles. Relatedly,
further research oriented toward investigating and
recognizing mechanisms explaining this association
is necessary. Fourth, the analysis of psychometric
properties of scales used in the present study in regard to the test-rest reliability showed low reliability
of the scales during a one-year interval. Therefore,
the results obtained in the present study should be
interpreted with caution, and future studies should
be aimed at determining the test-retest reliability of
the scales used in the present study. Finally, although
the present study was conducted on a sample of Polish youth, it is possible to expand the generalizability of the results by carrying out further research of
a cross-cultural nature, since cultural factors may
influence the experience of love in different societies
(Dion & Dion, 1993) and affect the variability with
which love is valued as a basis for marriage (Sorrell,
2005). Moreover, Poland is still a country of tradition-
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al values, where most adolescents and young adults
desire to marry and have a successful marriage and
family life (e.g., Rostowski, 2009). In addition, Polish
culture is heavily influenced by the Roman Catholic religion, which affects social norms and attitudes
concerning family formation, and the level of social
disapproval of alternative marital and family forms
(Baranowska-Rataj, Matysiak, & Mynarska, 2013).
Therefore, it is probable that these factors additionally influence marital and love attitudes. Despite these
limitations, the present study highlights the importance of further research on the connection between
different love attitudes, the love–marriage connection, and relationship status in young adulthood.
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