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ABSTRACT 

Introduction.  In the last couple of decades, obesity rates have increased steadily.  

Understanding and increasing physical activity is a key to tackling this issue, especially 

for college students.  Additionally, these young adults are entering into more intimate and 

committed relationships.  The connection between exercise and dating relationships is 

unknown, as studies of social influences on exercise have neglected this central 

relationship in college students’ lives.  Another feature to understanding both exercise 

and dating relationship patterns are mood and trait associations.  A review of the existing 

research connects these four variables and offers possible models for their mechanisms.  

Methods.  Analyses included data for mood and traits from the Positive Affect and 

Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) and the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire 

(MPQ), respectively.  Novel measures of the exercise and relationship variables were 

developed from the Motivational Structure Questionnaire (MSQ). The relationship 

variables included dating goals, relationship satisfaction, and dating relationship status.   

Results. All analyses performed for total group and separately for each sex, and many sex 

differences were found.  Analyses replicated previous associations found between mood 

and both physical activity and dating relationship variables.  For novel findings, various 

types of analyses (correlations, ANOVAs, chi-square, and multiple regression) indicated 

associations between the exercise and dating relationship variables.  Analyses also 

included mediation of negative affect between exercise and relationship satisfaction.  

Lastly, the investigation explored associations between alternative physical activity 

measures as well as desired body change, including weight loss, with the mood, exercise, 

and dating relationship variables.  

Conclusions.  Dating relationship patterns were associated with exercise variables, and 

negative affect may mediate this association for relationship satisfaction.  Sex differences 

were found. 



 

ii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

ABSTRACT……………………….……………………………………….….…. 

LIST OF TABLES……………………………………………………….………  

LIST OF FIGURES………………………………..…………………….……… 

INTRODUCTION……………………………………………………….........…. 

Exercise………………………………………………………….……….. 

Health behaviors context…………………….……..…….……..… 

Mood…………………………………………………….... 
Traits……………………………………………………… 
Social influence…………………………………………… 

Mood & Exercise…………………………………………………. 

Traits & Exercise………………………………………………..... 

Social Influences on Exercise…………………………..………… 

Social support……………………………….…….…….… 
Spousal relationships……………………………………… 
Socialization motives……………………………...……… 
Psychosocial traits……………………………………...…. 
Exercise dependency…………………………………….... 
Measure…………………………………………..……….. 

Relationships..……..…………………………………………...………… 

Social Support and Companionship……..…………………...…… 

Social Interaction………………………………………………..... 

Relationship Goals and Relationship Status…………..………….. 

Mood………………...……………………….………..….. 
Traits……………………………………………………… 

                         Relationship Satisfaction/Quality…………………….………...... 

i 

vi 

xvi 

1 

3 

3 

5 
6 
7 
 
7 
 
16 
 
19 
 
19 
23 
25 
25 
26 
26 
 
27 
 
27 
 
29 
 
31 
 
31 
32 
 
33 
 



 

iii 

Mood………………...………………………………..….. 
Traits………………………………………….………….. 

Relationship Status and Satisfaction………………….…….…….. 

Exercise-Relationship Models…………………………………………... 

Mood-as-Mediator Models…...………………………………..…. 

Trait Models………………………………………….…….……... 

Conclusions…………...…………………………………………..……… 

HYPOTHESES……………..…………………………………………………..... 

METHODS…..………………...……………………………………..………….. 

 Participants………………………………………………………………. 

 Procedures……………………………………………………………….. 

 Materials…………………………………………………………………. 

  MSQ………………………………………………………………. 
  PANAS……………………………………………………………. 
  MPQ………………………………………………………………. 

Variables…………………………………………………………………. 

  Physical Activity………………………………………………….. 
  Dating Relationship Patterns……………………………………… 

 Interrater Reliability……………………………………………………..  

RESULTS……...…………………………………………………………….…... 

Physical Activity..…………………………………………………..……. 

Mood……………………………………………………………… 
Traits……………………………………………………….……... 

Dating Relationship Patterns……………………………………………  

33 
35 
 
38 
 
40 
 
40 
 
42 
 
46 
 
48 
 
50 
 
50 
 
50 
 
51 
 
51 
53 
53 
 
54 
 
54 
54 
 
55 
 
58 
 
58 
 
59 
59 
 
60 
 
 



 

iv 

            Dating Goals……...……………………………………………… 

Mood……………………………………………………… 
Traits………...……………………………………………. 

Relationship Satisfaction….…………………………………….. 

Mood……………………………………………………… 
Traits………...……………………………………………. 

Dating Relationship Status………………..…………………….. 

Mood……………………………………………………… 
Traits………...……………………………………………. 

 Physical Activity and Dating Relationship Patterns…………………... 

  Bivariate Analyses……………………………………………….. 

Dating Goals…………..…………..……………………… 
Relationship Satisfaction……………………………....….. 
Dating Relationship Status………..………………………. 

  Multiple Regressions and Mediation Analyses………………… 

 Exploratory Findings……………………………………………………. 

  Physical Activity: Health versus Organization MSQ Areas….. 

   Factor Analysis…………………………………………… 

  Body Image………………………………………………………. 

                                    Desired Weight Loss……………………………………… 
                                    Desired Body Change…………………………………….. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION……………………………………………………… 

 Replication Findings…………………………………………………….. 

              Physical Activity…………………………..……………………. 

                                    Mood……………………………………………………… 

61 
 
61 
61 
 
61 
 
61 
62 
 
62 
 
62 
63 
 
64 
 
64 
 
64 
65 
66 
 
68 
 
70 
 
70 
 
71 
 
72 
 
73 
74 
 
77 
 
77 
 
77 
 
77 
 



 

v 

                                    Traits……………………………………………………… 

  Dating Relationship Patterns…………………………………… 

                                    Mood……………………………………………………… 
                                    Traits……………………………………………………… 

 Novel Findings…………………………………………………………… 

  Physical Activity and Dating Relationship Patterns…………... 

                                    Dating Goals……………………………………………… 
                                    Relationship Satisfaction…………………………………. 
                                    Dating Relationship Status………………………………..  

  Mood Mediation…………………………………………………. 

 Exploratory Findings……………………………………………………. 

  Physical Activity: Health versus Sports………………………... 

  Desired Body Change……………………………………………. 

 Implications for Application……………………………………………. 

 Limitations……………………………………………………………….. 

 Future Directions………………………………………………………... 

REFERENCES…………………………………………………………………... 

APPENDICES...…………………………………………………………………. 

            TABLES……...…………………………………………………………... 

            FIGURES..……………………………………………………………….. 

            MSQ INSTRUCTIONS…………………………………………………. 

            MSQ CODING INDICES AND EXAMPLES………………….……… 

78 
 
79 
 
79 
80 
 
81 
 
81 
 
81 
82 
82 
 
83 
 
84 
 
84 
 
85 
 
87 
 
87 
 
88 
 
91 
 
111 
 
111 
 
213 
 
230 
 
235 
 



 

vi 

LIST OF TABLES  

Table 1. Correlations between Relationship Status and Life Happiness, Life 

Satisfaction, and Distress (from Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005) 

111 

Table 2. Correlations between Trait and Mood Measures (from Watson, 1988) 112 

Table 3. Means and Standards Deviations of Exercise, Dating Relationship, 

Mood, and Trait Variables and Demographics 

113 

Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, 

Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Exercise Level (Total Group) 

114 

Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, 

Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Exercise Level (Females) 

116 

Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, 

Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Exercise Level (Males) 

117 

Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, 

Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Activity (Total Group) 

118 

Table 8. Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, 

Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Activity (Females) 

119 

Table 9. Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, 

Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Activity (Males) 

120 

Table 10. Correlations (N) between Exercise, Dating Relationship, and Mood 

Variables (Total Group) 

121 



 

vii 

 
Table 11. Correlations (N) between Exercise, Dating Relationship, and Mood 

Variables (Females) 

122 

Table 12. Correlations (N) between Exercise, Dating Relationship, and Mood 

Variables (Males) 

123 

Table 13. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative and 

Positive Affect by Exercise Level (Total Group) 

124 

Table 14. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative Affect by 

Exercise Level (by Sex)  

125 

Table 15. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Positive Affect by 

Exercise Level  (by Sex)  

126 

Table 16. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative and 

Positive Affect by Activity (Total Group) 

127 

Table 17. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative Affect by 

Activity (by Sex)  

128 

Table 18. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Positive Affect by 

Activity  (by Sex) 

129 

Table 19. Significant Correlations between Exercise, Dating Relationship 

variables and MPQ Scales (Total Group) 

130 

Table 20. Significant Correlations between Exercise, Dating Relationship 

variables and MPQ Scales (Females) 

131 



 

viii 

 
Table 21. Significant Correlations between Exercise, Dating Relationship 

variables and MPQ Scales (Males) 

132 

Table 22. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics by Dating Goals (Total Group) 

133 

Table 23. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics by Relationship Satisfaction (Total Group) 

135 

Table 24. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics for the Dating Relationship Status Variable 

(Total Group) 

137 

Table 25. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics by Dating Goals (Females) 

138 

Table 26. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics by Relationship Satisfaction (Females) 

139 

Table 27. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics for the Dating Relationship Status Variable 

(Females) 

140 

Table 28. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics by Dating Goals (Males) 

141 

Table 29. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics by Relationship Satisfaction (Males) 

142 



 

ix 

 
Table 30. Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, 

and Demographics for the Dating Relationship Status Variable 

(Males) 

143 

Table 31. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative and 

Positive Affect by Dating Goals (Total Group) 

144 

Table 32. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative and 

Positive Affect by Relationship Satisfaction (Total Group) 

145 

Table 33. Analysis of Variance for Negative and Positive Affect by Dating 

Relationship Status 

146 

Table 34. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative Affect 

by Dating Goals (by Sex) 

147 

Table 35. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative Affect 

by Relationship Satisfaction (by Sex) 

148 

Table 36. Analysis of Variance for Negative Affect by Dating Relationship 

Status (by Sex) 

149 

Table 37. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Positive Affect by 

Dating Goals (by Sex) 

150 

Table 38. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Positive Affect by 

Relationship Satisfaction (by Sex) 

151 

Table 39. Analysis of Variance for Positive Affect by Dating Relationship 

Status (by Sex) 

152 



 

x 

Table 40. Chi-Square Analyses for Exercise Level/Activity and Dating Goals 153 

Table 41. Chi-Square Analyses for Exercise Level/Activity and Relationship 

Satisfaction 

154 

Table 42. Chi-Square Analyses for Exercise Level/Activity and Dating 

Relationship Status 

155 

Table 43. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Goals by 

Exercise Level (Total Group) 

156 

Table 44. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship 

Satisfaction by Exercise Level (Total Group) 

157 

Table 45. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Relationship 

Status by Exercise Level (Total Group) 

158 

Table 46. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Goals by 

Exercise Level (by Sex) 

159 

Table 47. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship 

Satisfaction by Exercise Level (by Sex) 

160 

Table 48. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating 

Relationship Status by Exercise Level (by Sex) 

161 

Table 49. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Goals by 

Activity (Total Group) 

162 

Table 50. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship 

Satisfaction by Activity (Total Group) 

163 



 

xi 

Table 51. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship 

Satisfaction by Activity (Total Group) 

164 

Table 52. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Goals by 

Activity (by Sex) 

165 

Table 53. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship 

Satisfaction by Activity (by Sex) 

166 

Table 54. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating 

Relationship Status by Activity (by Sex) 

167 

Table 55. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Exercise Level by 

Dating Goals (Total Group) 

168 

Table 56. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Exercise Level by 

Relationship Satisfaction (Total Group) 

169 

Table 57. Analysis of Variance for Exercise Level by Dating Relationship 

Status (Total Group) 

170 

Table 58. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Exercise Level by 

Dating Goals (by Sex) 

171 

Table 59. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Exercise Level by 

Relationship Satisfaction (by Sex) 

172 

Table 60. Analysis of Variance for Exercise Level by Dating Relationship 

Status (by Sex) 

173 

Table 61 ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Activity by Dating 

Goals (Total Group) 

174 



 

xii 

Table 62 ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Activity by 

Relationship Satisfaction (Total Group) 

175 

Table 63 Analysis of Variance for Activity by Dating Relationship Status 

(Total Group) 

176 

Table 64 ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Activity by Dating 

Goals (by Sex) 

177 

Table 65 ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Activity by 

Relationship Satisfaction (by Sex) 

178 

Table 66 Analysis of Variance for Activity by Dating Relationship Status (by 

Sex)  

179 

Table 67 Multiple Regression of Dating Goals on Exercise Level and 

Negative Affect (Total Group) 

180 

Table 68 Multiple Regression of Dating Goals on Exercise Level and 

Negative Affect (Females) 

181 

Table 69 Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation 

between Exercise Level and Relationship Satisfaction Using 

Multiple Regression (Total Group) 

182 

Table 70. Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation 

between Exercise Level and Relationship Satisfaction Using 

Multiple Regression (Females) 

183 

Table 71. Correlations (N) for All Physical Activity Variables with Mood 

(Total Group) 

184 



 

xiii 

Table 72. Correlations (N) among Dating Relationship Variables and Physical 

Activity in Different MSQ Life Areas (Total Group)  

185 

Table 73. Correlations (N) for All Physical Activity Variables with Mood 

(Females)  

186 

Table 74. Correlations (N) among Dating Relationship Variables and Physical 

Activity in Different MSQ Life Areas (Females) 

187 

Table 75. Correlations (N) for All Physical Activity Variables with Mood 

(Males)  

188 

Table 76. Correlations (N) among Dating Relationship Variables and Physical 

Activity in Different MSQ Life Areas (Males) 

189 

Table 77. Significant Correlations of MPQ Scales with Physical Activity in 

Different MSQ Life Areas 

190 

Table 78. Rotated Factor Loadings of the Physical Activity Variables (Total 

Group) 

191 

Table 79. Rotated Factor Loadings of the Physical Activity Variables 

(Females) 

192 

Table 80. Rotated Factor Loadings of the Physical Activity Variables (Males) 193 

Table 81. Analysis of Variance with Desired Weight Loss as the Predictor 

Variable (by Sex) 

194 

Table 82. Analysis of Variance for Desired Weight Loss (Females) 195 



 

xiv 

 
Table 83. Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation 

between Exercise Level and Desired Weight Loss Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

196 

Table 84. Testing Mediator Effects of Exercise Level on the Relation between 

Negative Affect and Desired Weight Loss Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

197 

Table 85. Chi-Square Analyses for Exercise Variables and Desired Body 

Change 

198 

Table 86. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences of Negative Affect 

by Desired Body Change (by Sex) 

199 

Table 87. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences of Desired Body 

Change by Exercise Level (Females) 

200 

Table 88. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences of Organization 

Activity by Desired Body Change (Females) 

201 

Table 89. ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences of Health Activity by 

Desired Body Change (by Sex) 

202 

Table 90. ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences of Exercise Level by 

Desired Body Change (Females) 

203 

Table 91. Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation 

between Exercise Level and Desired Body Change Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

204 



 

xv 

Table 92. Testing Mediator Effects of Exercise Level on the Relation between 

Negative Affect and Desired Body Change Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

205 

Table 93. Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation 

between Desired Body Change and Exercise Level Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

206 

Table 94. Testing Mediator Effects of Desired Body Change on the Relation 

between Negative Affect and Exercise Level Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

207 

Table 95. Testing Mediator Effects of Desired Body Change on the Relation 

between Exercise Level and Negative Affect Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

208 

Table 96. Testing Mediator Effects of Exercise Level on the Relation between 

Desired Body Change and Negative Affect Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

209 

Table 97. Correlations (N) for Dating Relationship Commitment 210 

Table 98. Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation 

between Exercise Level and Dating Relationship Commitment 

Using Multiple Regression (Total Group) 

211 

Table 99. Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation 

between Exercise Level and Dating Relationship Commitment 

Using Multiple Regression (Females) 

212 



 

xvi 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1 Simple Model Relating Physical Activity and Dating Relationship 

Association 

213 

Figure 2 Full Model Relating Physical Activity, Dating Relationship, Mood 

and Traits  

214 

Figure 3 Mood-as-Mediator Model: Social Support Model 215 

Figure 4 Mood-as-Mediator Model: Exercise Origin Model 216 

Figure 5 Mood-as-Mediator Model: Bidirectional Feedback Model 217 

Figure 6 Trait Direct-Effects Model 218 

Figure 7 Affectivity Model 219 

Figure 8 Mood Regulation Model 220 

Figure 9 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Negative Affect on the 

Relation between Exercise Level and Relationship Satisfaction  

221 

Figure 10 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Negative Affect on the 

Relation between Exercise Level and Desired Weight Loss  

222 

Figure 11 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Exercise Level on the 

Relation between Negative Affect and Desired Weight Loss 

223 

Figure 12 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Negative Affect on the 

Relation between Exercise Level and Desired Body Change 

224 

Figure 13 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Exercise Level on the 

Relation between Negative Affect and Desired Body Change 

225 



 

xvii 

 
Figure 14 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Negative Affect on the 

Relation between Desired Body Change and Exercise Level 

226 

Figure 15 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Desired Body Change on the 

Relation between Negative Affect and Exercise Level 

227 

Figure 16 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Desired Body Change on the 

Relation between Exercise Level and Negative Affect 

228 

Figure 17 Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Exercise Level on the 

Relation between Desired Body Change and Negative Affect 

229 



1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

There is a current focus on obesity as an epidemic in the US, and exercise has 

been the suggested focus for treatment (Mann et al., 2007).  Besides being part of the 

body weight equation, exercise is also integral to general health and considered an 

important part of a healthy lifestyle.  It has been part of the national agenda, although the 

results have been less than desired (McGinnis, 1992).  College students are one segment 

of the population that may particularly benefit from greater understanding and 

intervention.  During this transitional stage, individuals take on more responsibility for 

their lifestyle choices.  Unfortunately, it appears that most young adults are not meeting 

this challenge as a steep decline in physical activity often occurs (Bell & Lee, 2005; 

Wallace, Buckworth, Kirby, & Sherman, 2000).  In fact, most college students fail to 

meet the American College of Sports Medicine recommendations (Dinger & Waigandt, 

1997; Leslie, Owen, Salmon, Bauman, & Sallis, 1999).  There are significant gender 

differences with female college students (and women, in general) participating in less 

physical activity, particularly vigorous exercise (Bell & Lee, 2005; Dinger & Waigandt, 

1997; Malina, 2001; Sylvia-Bobiak & Caldwell, 2006). 

The psychology of exercise concerns the understanding of both the antecedents of 

adoption and adherence, as well as the consequences of, physical activity.  To this end, 

traits and social influences have been examined as antecedents, whereas mood effects1 

are generally considered consequences of exercise (Lox, Martin, & Petruzzello, 2003).  

All three of these variables have been studied with regard to exercise patterns, although 

                                                 
1 This review is limited to moods in the normal range and not depression or anxiety.  For a review of the 
effects of exercise on these mental health issues for college students, see Petruzzello & Motl (2006). 
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not together and therefore possible mediations are unknown.  Also, typically viewed as 

distinct in the study of exercise, there are conceptual and empirical links between 

personality and mood. 

A great deal of research exists about college-aged exercise and physical activity 

determinants.  This development stage is also an important time of increased intimacy 

and social dating tasks (Arnett, 2000; Cantor & Sanderson, 1998; Erikson, 1968; Robins, 

Caspi, & Moffitt, 2002; Vera & Betz, 1992).  Across all ages, most people consider their 

close intimate relationships to be of utmost importance and to provide meaning to their 

lives (Klinger, 1977).  Further, involvement in stable and satisfying relationships is 

intricately tied to their emotional well-being and has effects on their health (for a review, 

see Simpson & Tran, 2006).  In addition to mood, traits are also important in the study of 

social relationships and research across different aspects of the dating process exists. 

How these two important components, social relationships and exercise patterns, 

of college students’ lives intersect is considered in the context of their respective 

associations with mood and trait.  Social influence theories with regard to health impacts 

have evolved over the years.  Initially, the social network, measured by the number of 

social contacts a person has, was the variable of interest.  More recently, the quality of 

social interactions and perceived social support are viewed as the most important factors.  

Although the samples are of older individuals2, the effects of spousal relationships on 

exercise behavior and attitudes have also received attention and are relevant to the current 

                                                 
2 Unless otherwise indicated, all of the participants in these studies are between 18 and 30 with the majority 
focusing on young adults in college (average age 20 years). 
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topic.  Dating relationships have not been addressed due to limitations of the measures 

most often used in exercise studies. 

After reviewing literature specific to these topics, various possible models are 

offered for the associations between exercise, relationships, mood, and trait.  The focus of 

this review is on three primary areas:  Proposing an association between exercise and 

dating relationship patterns, the mediating role of mood, and the effects of traits. 

Exercise 

Health behaviors context. Wiebe & Fortenberry (2006) review the theoretical 

models of personality and health.  Personality traits are most closely connected to 

exercise in the health behavior model both as a direct route and via their impact on mood, 

following the stress moderation model.  The authors mention effects of mood in their 

review of relevant research, but mood is not included in the models presented.   For other 

researchers, mood regulation takes a central role, such as Thayer's (1996) view of the 

connections between health and mood.  His research and suggestions for mood-regulation 

strategies include a comparison of exercise with other health behaviors, such as smoking, 

nutrition, and sleep. 

Social relationships have also received a great deal of attention as factors 

influencing health and health behaviors.  Cohen, Gottlieb, & Underwood (2000) offer a 

model of possible pathways through which social relationships may influence physical 

health via health-promoting behaviors.  The pathways from social relationships to these 

behaviors are various, including social influence and psychological states (including 

moods).  The most studied construct within the social relationship-health connection is 
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social support (Uchino, 2004).  Other authors have theorized about the various aspects of 

relationships that might affect health.  For example, Lakey & Cohen (2000) suggest that 

companionship, low conflict, and intimacy influence health both directly and indirectly 

via the social support construct.  Reis & Collins (2000) also include the conflict and 

intimacy dimensions as well as offer other aspects (such as satisfaction and closeness), 

and differentiate these relationship processes from social support. 

Sarason & Sarason (2001) contend that companionship and social control should 

be studied with regard to their impact on health and health behaviors. They also 

distinguish these alternate mechanisms from social support.  The relevance of 

companionship to this review will be addressed in the relationship section.  Social control 

includes both the general influence as well as regulation of health behaviors provided by 

personal relationships.  In particular, the authors describe studies that address attempts of 

others to encourage or persuade the participants to stop behaviors that compromise health 

and adopt those that promote health, such as exercise.  The participants of these studies 

are middle-aged rather than college students perhaps because marital partners exert most 

attempts at social control and are more common in this older population. 

Umberson (1992) included a national sample of adults 24 years and older but did 

not report any findings of age difference on the effects of social control.  Using a single-

item measure of social control (“how often does anyone tell or remind you to do anything 

to protect your health? Would you say often, sometimes, rarely, or never?”), they found 

support for the social control hypothesis on various health behaviors, including physical 

activity, over a 3-year period.  Although married men report receiving overall more social 
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control than unmarried men, the physical activity levels of the two groups did not differ 

in this sample.  Social control was associated with increased physical activity for married 

women, but with reduced physical activity for unmarried women.  Particularly since 

higher levels of physical activity were associated with unmarried status for women, this 

deleterious effect of social control deserves more attention. 

One possibility may be to look at specific relationships as in a study by Lewis & 

Rook (1999).  They collected data for social control attempts from both the overall social 

network (for all health behaviors by anyone they knew) and one specific network 

member (for a specific health-changing situation by one person in the participant’s life).  

Participants reported social control attempts by a specific person directed at increasing 

exercise second only to decreasing smoking.  The results revealed that more social 

control from the overall network was associated with worse health behaviors in general 

whereas social control attempts from one specific member of a specific behavior were 

associated with health behavior changes in the desired direction. 

Mood.  Various behaviors have effects on health: Some are largely health-enhancing 

(exercise and sleep), some are not (smoking), and others depend on their specifics 

(nutrition).  These behaviors have differing effects on mood and also on one another.   In 

an experiment comparing mood associations from the Activation Deactivation Adjective 

Checklist (AD ACL) with either consuming a sugar snack or a taking a brisk 10-minute 

walk, the exercise had better results (Thayer, 1987).  Specifically, the walk condition was 

followed by self-ratings of increased energy and lowered tension for 2 hours.  

Conversely, the sugar snack resulted in initial improvements in energy and tiredness, but 



6 

 

one-hour after consumption, participants reported higher tension and tiredness and lower 

energy.  In another study by Thayer and colleagues (Thayer, Peters, Takahashi, & 

Birkhead-Flight, 1993), participants were randomly instructed to either take a 5-minute 

brisk walk or to be sedentary.  Their mood and urges were assessed before and after the 

instructions.  The walk condition both improved mood (increased energy and reduced 

tension) and reduced urges to either smoke (experiment 1) or for a sugar snack 

(experiment 2).  Furthermore, the walking condition extended the time until the next 

cigarette or sugar snack by 50%. 

Traits.  Within the health behavior model, exercise patterns are often assessed within an 

index of other health behaviors, such as diet, weight, smoking, etc.  These various health 

behaviors are combined, and then associations with various traits and mood measures are 

assessed.  Robbins, Spence, & Clark (1991) administered items from the 

Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (MPQ) Alienation and Stress Reaction 

scales along with other “undesirable” as well as several “desirable” trait measures.  The 

female participants who reported more frequent Health Maintenance Activities (HMA) 

scored lower on the undesirable characteristics.  In general, the HMA composite scores 

were more strongly (positively) related to the desirable characteristics for both genders.   

In a larger, international study by Steptoe, Wardle, Vinck, Tuomisto, & et al. (1994), 

administration of the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ) provided scores for 

Neuroticism (N) and Extraversion (E).  The constructed health practices index of 16 

positive health practices (including “vigorous exercise or sport over the last 2 weeks”) 

was negatively correlated with N and positively correlated with E. 
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Social influences.  Ford, Ahluwalia, & Galuska's (2000) analysis of the National Health 

and Nutrition Examination Survey III (NHANES III) provides an empirical examination 

of the connection between social relationships and health behaviors.  Of the 19,458 

participants who reported individual relationships, 42% were 18-39 years old.  This age 

group also had the highest mean score for this variable; however the findings were 

reported across all ages.  In addition to physical activity levels (categorized as “none” or 

“any”), data on four other health behaviors related to cardiovascular disease were 

assessed.  Three questions assessed the frequency of contact with family, friends, or 

neighbors, which were then summed and divided into quintiles.  The authors concluded 

that overall there was a threshold response for individual relationships on physical 

activity levels.  That is, all of those participants above the second quintile of social 

contact (more than one or two contacts per week) had approximately the same increased 

odds ratio for physical activity as compared to those in the first quintile (zero social 

contacts per week).  However, the association between physical activity and personal 

contact differed for the genders. The findings for the men were in a U or V shape whereas 

for women, a linear inverse relationship was found. 

Mood and Exercise. Reviews (e.g., McAuley, 1994) of the exercise-mood 

relationship literature generally report positive effects on, and associations with, mood, 

but others also express strong criticisms (Scully, Kremer, Meade, Graham, & Dudgeon, 

1998).  These papers include all ages, types of mood (clinical, non-clinical, and normals), 

and types of exercise designs (experimental, correlational, and longitudinal).  One 

exception to the age variable is a recent review by Petruzzello & Motl (2006), which 
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focuses on college students (yet covers only depression and anxiety).  Another recent 

review by Reed (2005) emphasizes the effects of acute (i.e., a single bout of) exercise on 

the various moods states as well as considering the various mood measures used in 

exercise studies, including the Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS), 

Profile of Moods States (POMS), Feeling Scale (FS), and the Activation Deactivation 

Adjective Checklist (AD ACL).3 

Steptoe et al. (1993) provide an approach to integrating the evidence from acute 

exercise with cross-sectional studies to understand longer-term benefits.  These authors 

discuss how an accumulation of mood improvements from individual bouts may lead to 

overall benefits observed.  Another view on these associations between desired effects of 

exercise on mood comes from the mood-regulation approach.  Thayer, Newman, & 

McClain (1994) conducted a series of studies to name and evaluate strategies on altering 

bad moods as well as changing energy and tension states.  They concluded that exercise 

was the most effective behavior for regulating mood states.   In the same manner, when 

asked to “nominate acts they use for getting rid of an unpleasant mood”, participants also 

commonly reported exercise though more often by males (Larsen, 2000a). 

The empirical evidence regarding the effects of exercise on the target population, 

with normal mood, ranges across the different designs.  These studies provide various 

views on the exercise-mood relationship with a near consensus of overall benefits.  

McIntyre, Watson, & Cunningham (1990) assessed the effects of an acute bout of 

exercise for all participants.  To obtain pre-exercise scores, the PANAS was administered 

                                                 
3The first author of this review previously published evidence for combining the positive- and negative-
valenced scales within these measures across studies for quantitative reviews (Reed & Serfass, 2003).  
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at the beginning of the week.  Then at some point during the week, the participants 

exercised (e.g., brisk walk, jog, swim) on their own, and immediately afterwards 

completed the PANAS again.  The results showed that PA significantly increased after 

exercise from baseline, but NA scores were not affected. 

Several experimental studies have evaluated the effects of a bout of exercise on 

mood.  Two compared active with sedentary participants as well.  Reed, Berg, Latin, & 

La Voie (1998) used the FS for pre-exercise mood ratings and then randomly assigned 

participants to either 24 minutes on an ergometer cycle or a reading condition within a 

counterbalanced design.  For each condition, FS ratings were taken every 3 minutes 

during, and 5 and 20 minutes post.  The two groups of participants responded differently 

to both the exercise and reading conditions.  The sedentary participants were significantly 

more positive from pre-exercise to 20-minutes post-exercise.  The active participants’ 

ratings did change throughout the exercise, but they were more positive than the 

sedentary participants during and 5-minutes post-exercise.  In comparing the reading and 

exercise conditions, only the active group showed significant improvements in FS ratings 

and only at the end of exercising and 20-minutes post-exercise.  For all participants, 

lower initial mood ratings provided the greatest opportunity to benefit from exercise:  

Those with the lowest FS scores at pre-exercise had greater improvements during and 

after exercise compared to those with higher FS scores at baseline. 

A second experiment that used both active (“sportsmen”) and inactive participants 

added a second exercise condition (Steptoe et al., 1993).  After completing the POMS, 

this men-only sample was randomly assigned to 20 minutes of maximal or sub-maximal 
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exercise on the ergometer cycle, or a light exercise control.  The POMS subscales of 

exhilaration, mental vigour and tension-anxiety were reassessed at 2 and 30 minutes post-

exercise.  The active participants’ scores on mental vigour and exhilaration were 

significantly more positive than the sedentary participants across the maximal exercise 

ratings.  Additionally, the sportsmen reported a significant decrease in tension-anxiety 

from pre- to post-exercise.  Both groups were higher in exhilaration following maximal 

exercise.  Within the sub-maximal condition, all participants experienced little change in 

tension-anxiety throughout both of the exercise conditions but rated this subscale 

significantly lower at 30 minutes post-exercise.  The authors noted a possible floor effect 

for tension-anxiety, as all participants rated low on this subscale.  Mental vigour 

increased from pre- to 2-minutes post-exercise and then returned to baseline at 30-minute 

post-exercise.  These improvements were higher across the maximal exercise condition, 

whereas there was no significant change in the control condition.  Lastly, the exhilaration 

ratings were boosted considerably.  These peaked at the 2-minute post-exercise rating 

then decreased during the 30-minute recovery but remained higher than baseline ratings. 

A final series of experiments compared various mood measures and settings for 

acute bouts of walking (Ekkekakis, Hall, VanLanduyt, & Petruzzello, 2000).  An initial 

randomized-design study used the PANAS, FS, and AD ACL at pre- and post-conditions 

of approximately 10 minutes of outdoor walking or reading.  Results showed a significant 

increase in PA, EA (energetic arousal), and FS from pre- to post-exercise but not for 

reading.  A second study replicated the first, with an addition of a 10-min post-exercise 

rating of the AD ACL (but not the PANAS or FS).  In findings very similar to those for 
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exhilaration in Steptoe et al. (1993), EA increased from pre- to post-exercise but then 

decreased 10 minutes later, though still higher than baseline ratings.  EA in the control 

group decreased below initial ratings by the end of the experiment.  A third experiment 

brought the exercise to an indoor treadmill for 15 minutes of walking and included the 

FS.  The results were similar to Study 2, but 10 minutes post-exercise, EA had returned to 

pre-test levels.  FS ratings increased and then returned to original levels.  TA (tense 

arousal) ratings increased from pre-exercise to the end of exercise and then dropped 

below pre-test levels at 10 minutes post.  Control condition results replicated Study 2 

with EA and FS decreasing below the pretest ratings by the final mood assessment.  The 

last study observed participants over two exercise sessions for 10 minutes of treadmill 

walking and post-exercise mood ratings immediately and 15 minutes after walking.  

Across both occasions of exercise for participants, walking resulted in large increases in 

EA. 

Correlational data address the differences across a greater delineation of physical 

activity levels.  Participants in the earlier reported study by Watson (1988) completed not 

only daily ratings on 24 items from the PANAS and “whether or not [they] had exercised 

at some point during the day” for 49 days, but one month later, they were assessed again 

with the PANAS, this time using the general format (“rate how you feel generally”) for 

60 mood items.  Although the within-subject analyses did not find that daily exercise was 

strongly related to either positive or negative affect, the mean (inverse) correlation with 

NA was significantly higher than with PA.  Between-subjects analyses, however, showed 
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a positive correlation for exercise and daily PA as well as the general PA measure 

collected one month later. 

In a study described in more detail previously, community members (33-34 

average ages) completed both the PANAS and the PAS to assess self-reported exercise 

level for the previous month (Yeung & Hemsley, 1997b).  The results showed exercise 

levels were associated with greater PA levels and inversely correlated with NA even with 

much higher levels of exercise for this sample.  The authors expected that the 

associations would be stronger with more representative samples. 

Stephens (1988) reported on exercise levels and mood measures from four large 

surveys collected in the U.S. and Canada.  The two U.S. sources were the National Health 

and Nutrition Examination Survey I (NHANES I) taken from 1971 to 1975, and the 

National Survey of Personal Health Practices and Consequences (NSPHPC I) from 1979.  

The participants under 40 years in these surveys totaled 1583 for men and 2450 for 

women.  The two Canadian surveys included the 1978-1979 Canada Health Survey 

(CHS) and 1981 Canada Fitness Survey (CFS).  Totals for participants in these studies 

were 6691 men and 8290 women.  The mood measures were obtained from both 

established and post-hoc measures.  In the two Canadian surveys, the Positive and 

Negative Affect Scales, two subscales from Bradburn’s Affect Balance Scale, were used.  

This measure is similar to the PANAS, rating 5 mood items on the frequency of each.  

For NHANES I, the General Well-Being Schedule (GWB) assessed intensity and 

frequency of positive and negative feelings.  Higher scores thus reflect either rare or 

weak negative feelings and frequent or strong positive feelings across several domains.  
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For NSPHPC I, the author created a “blue-cheer” index similar to the GWB, based on the 

frequency ratings of two positive and two negative self-descriptions.  Again, high scores 

indicated positive mood, and low scores a predominantly negative mood. 

The physical activity measures ranged from a single-item approach in NHANES 

I:  “Do you get much exercise in things you do for recreation (sports, or hiking, or 

anything like that), hardly any exercise, or in between?”  This provided three categories 

of activity levels (much/moderate/little or no exercise).  The NSPHPC I used a similar 

measure of frequency divided into five categories.  For the two Canadian surveys, five 

categories were also created but based on frequency and duration (in minutes) of specific 

activities.  The intensity levels for each activity were assessed from other data sources. 

This approach is similar to the Minnesota Leisure-Time Activity Questionnaire in that 

these factors were combined to estimate energy expenditures from 0 to 5 KKD 

(kilocalories of energy expended per kilogram of body weight per day).  Reference 

periods for activity varied from none specified (NHANES I and NSPHPC I) to previous 2 

weeks (CHS) and 12 months (CFS). 

Results revealed significant findings for women across all surveys.  For men, 

there was positive correlation between the GWB and the three categories in the NHANES 

I as well as the PA in the two Canadian surveys.  Only the post-hoc “blue-cheer” index 

was not significantly related to exercise levels.  The author acknowledged that in absolute 

terms, the correlations were small, but also stated this is to be expected with largely 

inactive, mentally healthy populations. 
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Longitudinal studies provide a further perspective on the exercise-affect 

relationship.  This design assesses mood before beginning a program of exercise over 

weeks or months.  Hamid (1990) administered the PANAS (for the last week) to adults 

before the start of one of three 10-week exercise classes (aerobics, weight training, or 

yoga).  In addition, ratings on the participants’ satisfaction with the classes and continued 

involvement after the classes were assessed three times at 5-week intervals.  PA was 

significantly associated with higher satisfaction and a slower drop-off in continuing 

involvement, whereas NA correlated significantly with lower satisfaction and a quicker 

drop-off.  Unlike other studies, these findings examine the effect of mood on exercise 

behavior by only assessing mood prior to exercise patterns rather than immediately 

following a bout of exercise or before and after an exercise program. 

Another longitudinal study by Hughes, Casal, & Leon (1986) did however 

administer the POMS before and after a 12-week program of exercise (treadmill walking 

and stair climbing).  Additionally, a cross-over randomized design placed participants in 

either the exercise condition or passive control condition with a 4 week “wash out” 

period between conditions. Unlike the experimental or correlational studies, this study 

did not find any significant results for any of the subscales or a total mood disturbance 

POMS score.  The participants were limited to sedentary (for one year) males only.  The 

epidemiologic results from Stephens (1988) above emphasized more consistent results for 

women, and Hughes et al. acknowledge that beginning an exercise program may not 

produce mood benefits.  In fact, Hsiao & Thayer (1998) compared self-identified 

beginner and experienced exercisers’ reasons for exercising and found that experienced 
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exercisers rated mood improvement as more important than did beginners.  Stephens 

(1988), however, did not report this distinction from Canadians in the CFS.  The top-

ranked reason for being active “to feel better mentally and physically” was given by both 

sexes as well as both active and sedentary individuals (62% of adults over 20 years old 

reported it as “very important”). Another mood-related reason, “to relax or reduce stress” 

also received a “very important” rating by 36% of the sample. 

A final consideration regarding the exercise-mood relationship concerns 

overactivity.  Although none of the studies described above reported any curvilinear 

associations with activity and mood, Watson (2000) points out that negative mood can 

reflect both underactivity as well as extreme overactivity.  In the latter case, exercise may 

be a counterproductive mood-regulating strategy when a person is already overtaxed.  

This concern is partially addressed in exercise psychology with the topic of exercise 

dependence.  In a review of exercise and psychological well-being, Scully et al. (1998) 

discuss this phenomenon with an emphasis on the doubts of its existence aside from its 

role in an eating disorder or confusion with exercise adherence.  Hausenblas & Downs 

(2002) provide an updated and more thorough review of the topic.  Again, these authors 

consider the concerns regarding definitions and its place in assessing an eating disorder.  

To this end, they describe the difference between primary and secondary exercise 

dependence as well as critique the various measures of this syndrome.  One concern that 

is particularly relevant to the current point is of items that may be confounded with 

respondents’ levels of negative affect.  A second issue addresses the need to consider 

more than respondents’ exercise behavior, that is, the need to include underlying factors 
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such as psychological commitment to exercise.  The authors made a call for universal 

criteria to assist in understanding, diagnosing, and treating this phenomenon. 

Traits and Exercise. There are multiple methods of assessing how traits are 

associated with exercise behaviors.  Individual-differences methods are used almost 

exclusively under the assumption that traits are not easily altered.  The exercise measures 

vary4, and include indications based on a comparison of athletes or active individuals 

with inactive individuals, frequency and intensity of exercise, and attendance or 

adherence.  Broad personality dimension measures include the MPQ, Eysenck measures, 

and variations of the NEO five-factor models. 

Fulkerson, Keel, Leon, & Dorr (1999) compared adolescent (10th through 12th 

grades) athletes with nonathletes and their scores on a short form of the MPQ.  The 

female athletes scored higher on the Positive Emotionality (PE) scale and lower on the 

Negative Emotionality (NE) scale than the nonathletes.  For the male athletes, only NE 

scores were lower and no difference was found on the PE scores.  In a comparison of 

active and inactive men’s scores on the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI), Steptoe, 

Kearsley, & Walters (1993) found no differences in N and higher scores on E for the 

active men.  Szabo (1992) also found gender differences on scores of the EPI between 

habitual exercisers versus nonexercisers.  All exercisers were higher on E; however, the 

female nonexercisers were higher on N than all others (female exercisers and all male 

participants).  Kirkcaldy & Furnham (1991) used a German version of the Eysenck 

                                                 
4 The majority of exercise research relies on self-report measures for physical activity patterns (with the 
exception of experimental bouts of exercise).  For a review of physical activity measures, see Dishman 
2001; for a comparative evaluation of 10 self-report physical activity questionnaires, see Jacobs, 
Ainsworth, Hartman, & Leon (1993).    
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Personality Questionnaire (EPQ) comparing active with passive individuals.  Likewise, 

he found that active individuals scored higher on E. 

In a slightly older population (average age of 33 years), community health and 

fitness center members were compared with adult education class students on the EPQ-R 

(Yeung & Hemsley, 1997b).  Besides their differing recruitment origin, their exercise 

levels were assessed with the Physical Activity Scale, a single-item rating of activity in 

the previous month.  (For this scale, “0” is assigned for completely sedentary and “10” 

for 8 hours of vigorous activity per week.)   They found that N was negatively associated 

with exercise.  In a study by Watson (1988), daily measures were taken over 49 days, 

including “whether or not they had exercised at some point during the day” (p. 1022).  

Prior to these daily measures, the MPQ was administered.  The NE scale was negatively 

correlated with frequency of exercise. 

In a series of studies, Rhodes, Courneya and colleagues used Leisure Score Index 

from the Godin Leisure Time Exercise Questionnaire (GLTEQ) and the NEO-Five Factor 

Inventory (NEO-FFI).  Along with frequency, the GLTEQ includes intensity and duration 

of exercise to create an additional total exercise score.  Courneya & Hellsten (1998) 

administered these two measures and found that exercise behavior was positively 

correlated with E and Conscientiousness (C) and negatively correlated with N.  The same 

results were found in a similar study with only women participants who exercised at 

either a moderate or strenuous intensity (Courneya, Bobick, & Schinke, 1999).  In their 

most recent studies, Rhodes and Courneya have found E to be the most important 

influence (Rhodes & Courneya, 2003; Rhodes, Courneya, & Hayduk, 2002; Rhodes, 



18 

 

Courneya, & Jones, 2002).  They state: “research that has regressed exercise behavior on 

the FFM [five-factor model] simultaneously has found that only E has a significant effect.  

This suggests that the significant variance in N and C is also carried through E” (Rhodes 

& Courneya, 2003, p. 29).  And, more specifically, they have found the “activity” facet of 

E (not actually reflective of physical activity) to be the only significant relationship, 

making the general E nonsignificant (Rhodes & Courneya, 2003; Rhodes, Courneya, & 

Jones, 2002).  These samples have been either all women (Rhodes, Courneya, & Jones, 

2002) or a largely (75%) female sample (Rhodes & Courneya, 2003; Rhodes, Courneya, 

& Hayduk, 2002).5 

Courneya et al. (1999) included a second study of female participants in aerobic 

exercise classes in which attendance over 11 weeks was used as the exercise behavior.  

Results showed that E, C, and N (negatively) approached significance in predicting 

attendance rates.  (Yeung & Hemsley, 1997a) examined another sample of female 

aerobics class to predict attendance over 8 weeks from their scores on the EPQ-R.  Only 

E was found to be a significant predictor.  A related outcome, adherence in gym use over 

a year period, was predicted by N but not by E (Potgieter & Venter, 1995).  Those who 

scored higher on N were less likely to return to the gym a year later. Courneya & Hellsten 

(1998) collected a self-report measure of adherence:  “I have very little trouble 

maintaining a regular exercise program” rated on a 5-point scale and correlated positively 

with E and C and negatively with N on the NEO-FFI.  Finally, scores on E (from an 

Eysenck measure) predicted performance on an ergometer for a sample of men (Shiomi, 

                                                 
5 Although mood was not included in this study, Watson (2002) has reported that the Activity facet of E in 
the FFM is correlated (0.46) with PA in the general form of the PANAS-X.  In order to add greater 
understanding to this finding, it might be useful to compare the trait with a mood measure in future studies. 
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1980).  All participants were low on N so differences could not be examined; however, 

those high on E continued to perform longer across eight trials than those low in E with 

the largest difference occurring in the first trial. 

Social Influences on Exercise.  Several reviews and a meta-analysis of the 

connection between social relationships and physical activity exist, covering varying time 

periods.  Dishman (1994) reviewed 33 studies from 1988 to 1992 that include samples 

from high school to mostly community samples.  They conclude that social support (from 

friends/peers and spouse/family) repeatedly had a positive association with physical 

activity.  Likewise, Trost, Owen, Bauman, Sallis, & Brown (2002) examined 38 studies 

between 1998 and 2000 on adults 18 or older.  This review encompassed a broader set of 

correlates for adherence to physical activity, and nine of the studies included measures of 

social support.  The authors stated that every one of these studies found a significant 

positive association between these two variables.  They also reported that marital status 

showed mixed or weak associations, with the exception of one study during this time that 

found a positive association with physical activity over a 10-year period. 

A meta-analysis reported on studies between 1970 and 1994 that included social 

influence as the independent variable and physical activity as the dependent variable 

(adherence to self-selected exercise or compliance with prescribed exercise; Carron, 

Hausenblas, & Mack, 1996).  The social influence variable included numerous types of 

relationships including family (spouse and children), important others, and those persons 

directly involved with physical activity (e.g., group exercise participants).  The important 

others category includes physicians, work colleagues as well as friends).  For adherence, 
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these important others had a larger effect than family (0.44 versus 0.36) which influenced 

compliance (0.69) more than adherence.  Age was not mentioned; though this finding 

may reflect the likelihood that compliance is more relevant to older participants and their 

spouses’ influence.  This factor will be addressed later in this section. 

An empirical study of six European countries included adults of all ages (18-96 

years) yet found that age was not significantly associated with sedentary behavior (Stahl 

et al., 2001).  The social environment measure included 5-point rankings of 10 items that 

assessed perceived motivation from others for the participants to be involved in sports 

and physical activity.  All personal relationships, including work and school, were 

combined into one score.  Physical activity was defined very broadly and assessed with 

one item.  Participants were then sorted as either active or inactive.  The results revealed 

that those with low perceived social support were over twice as likely to be sedentary as 

those who scored high on this variable. 

De Bourdeaudhuij & Sallis (2002) assessed a large sample of Belgian participants 

also across a wide range of ages (16-65 years), though the analyses were performed 

separately for three age groupings.  The youngest group (16-25 years) represented the 

largest group (41%).  A sum of the frequencies of significant others’ (partner, family, 

friend, colleague) behaviors that impacted the participant’s exercise provided a measure 

of social influence.  These behaviors included how much they modeled, accompanied, 

encouraged, and reminded the participants.  A modified version of the Minnesota Leisure 

Time Physical Activity Questionnaire (as described previously) assessed moderate to 

vigorous exercise behavior over the previous year.  A gender difference emerged:  for 
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males, accompanying and encouraging were most associated with more physical activity 

whereas for females, encouragement and modeling of physical activity had significant 

positive associations with the participants exercise behaviors. 

The remaining social support studies focused exclusively on college students.  

Additionally, these five studies used established measures of social support unlike those 

studies described above.  The most popular measure divides social influence into a peer 

(friends, acquaintances, classmates) factor, the Friend Support for Exercise Scale, and a 

family (anyone living in permanent place of residence) factor, the Family Support for 

Exercise Scale (Sallis, Grossman, Pinski, Patterson, & Nader, 1987).  The items for each 

scale are rated according to the frequency (from never to very often) over the previous 

three months.  These exercise-specific scales were developed by adding novel health-

specific items (created from a pilot study) to the Social Support Scale by Sarason, 

Sarason, Shearin, & Pierce (1987).  This brief measure consists of six questions that 

provide an average of the number of people that can be called upon to give support in a 

range of difficult situations.  One study will be described that used this more general 

scale. 

A recent study using the Sallis et al. (1987) scales administered the Godin-

Shepard Leisure Time Exercise Questionnaire (described previously) as a measure of 

general weekly physical activity (Sylvia-Bobiak & Caldwell, 2006).  Again, results 

differed by gender:  the effects of peer support were greater for males (r = 0.61) than for 

females (r = 0.20).  The family score correlated similarly for both genders (r = 0.33).  

Overall, these variables accounted for 44% of the variance for males yet only 18% for 
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females – however, all of these effects on exercise behavior from social support were 

mediated by self-efficacy.  The findings from Rovniak, Anderson, Winett, & Stephens 

(2002) also revealed an indirect effect of social support via self-efficacy.  This study used 

only the Friend Support for Exercise Scale (assessed for just the previous month) along 

with a modified version of the Aerobics Center Longitudinal Study Physical Activity 

Questionnaire (ACLS) to assess exercise over the past 7 days.  Social support had a 

positive moderate effect on exercise behavior levels reported eight weeks later. 

Another longitudinal study that used both the friend and family scales spanned 6 

months (Wallace & Buckworth, 2003).  After both collection points, the participants were 

divided into four categories:  stable sedentary (SS), stable active (SA), adopters (ADTs), 

or relapsers (RLPs).  The SA group had a significantly greater family social support 

baseline than did the RLPs.  Additionally, RLPs decreased in peer social support from 

baseline to follow-up. 

A large sample of Australian students completed 3 items from the above friend 

and family social support measures and reported their physical activity for the previous 2 

weeks.  Similar to the methods previously described, frequency, intensity, and duration of 

various activities were compiled.  Physical activity levels were ultimately categorized as 

either insufficient or sufficient (800kcal/week or 30 minutes of moderate exercise [e.g., 

brisk walking] per day).  The bivariate analysis resulted in a positive association, i.e., 

participants with high social support from family and friends were more likely to be 

sufficiently active.  The multivariate analysis provided more evidence for gender 

differences with regard to the social support-exercise connection.  The male participants 
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were similar in the effects of the two types of social support.  Those with low social 

support from family were 48% more likely to be insufficiently active than those with high 

family social support compared to 45% with low friend social support.  The female 

participants with low family social support were 55% more likely to be insufficiently 

active than those female participants with high family social support.  In contrast, those 

females who had low friend social support were only 23% more likely to be insufficiently 

active when compared to those female participants with high friend social support.  Both 

family and friends equally influenced the male participants; however, family social 

support had more than twice the effect as from friends for the female participants. 

A final study of this social support-exercise relationship used the brief Social 

Support Questionnaire and also had a 2-week physical activity recall (Steptoe et al., 

1997).  Frequency of exercise was divided into 1-4 or 5+ times over this time period.  

Results from these 21 European countries revealed that those participants with high 

support (over 3 supportive individuals) were more physically active.  This large study 

provided the earliest findings over the last decade of a very consistent positive 

association between social support and physical activity behaviors. 

Social support from spouses has also been shown to have an effect on physical 

activity patterns, particularly on adherence.  In a classic study of sedentary, middle-aged 

married men at risk for coronary heart disease, participants were randomly assigned to 

either exercise (supervised physical activity for 1 hour three times a week for 18 months) 

or a control (nonexercise) condition (Heinzelmann & Bagley, 1970).  Attitudes, beliefs, 

and behaviors were assessed at the start, at 3-4 month intervals, and at the end of the 
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program.  Their reasons for participation were reported at the beginning and at the end of 

the program.  Also at the end, the participants were asked about their best-liked features 

of the exercise program.  Both general social aspects and specific attitudes of the 

participants’ wives toward the program demonstrated large effects on adherence and final 

reports.  At the beginning, participants rated social aspects and wives’ attitudes as least 

important factors, but by the end, 26% rated social aspects as best-liked feature.  The 

effect of wives’ attitudes on the husband’s adherence were more striking:  For those 

whose wives had a positive attitude toward the program, 80% of the husbands had good 

or excellent patterns of adherence and only 20% had fair or poor adherence.  For those 

participants whose wives had neutral or negative attitudes, 40% had good or excellent 

adherence patterns and 60% had fair or poor.  The authors conclude that the participants’ 

adherence was as influenced by wives’ neutral attitudes as they were by wives’ negative 

attitudes toward the exercise program. 

In another effort to assist cardiac health, a 6-month spousal support program was 

used to increase compliance with cardiac rehabilitation patients (Erling & Oldridge, 

1985).  The drop-out rates demonstrated the effects of the program:  10% for those with a 

spouse in the program, 33% for patients without a spouse in the program, and 56% prior 

to the spousal support program. 

A final example of the effects of spousal relationships is a recent study with 

healthy married participants in their 40’s who joined a fitness center either with their 

spouse (married pairs) or without (married singles; Wallace, Raglin, & Jastremski, 1995).  

Monthly attendance and adherence to a prescribed exercise program (supervised three 
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days per week) were recorded over a twelve-month period.  Attendance and adherence 

were significantly greater for married pairs compared to married singles.  Only one 

married couple that joined together dropped out of the program whereas 43% of the 

married singles did.  Also, the female married singles were twice as likely to dropout as 

were the male married singles (60% and 31.1%, respectively).  The most frequent reason 

for dropping out was a combination of family responsibilities and lack of spousal support. 

Although social support has received the most attention as a correlate (and 

predictor) of physical activity, other social aspects have been studied.  In addition to 

those discussed with regard to health behaviors, socialization motives as well as 

individual psychosocial traits of shyness and loneliness have shown associations with 

exercise behavior.  Most broadly, social motives have predicted attendance and 

adherence over one month (Ryan, Frederick, Lepes, Rubio, & Sheldon, 1997).  The 

revised version of the Motivation for Physical Activity Measure (MPAM-R) includes five 

items for the social motive, including to “meet new people” and “be with my friends”.  

Higher levels of both attendance (how often they signed into the center) and adherence 

(frequency of use over five weeks) were positively associated with social motive for new 

registrants at a campus fitness center.  A study described previously, Hsiao & Thayer 

(1998), found an association between socialization and advanced, but not beginning or 

intermediate, exercisers as a reason for exercising. 

Psychosocial personality traits have also been associated with exercise behavior.  

Page & Hammermeister (1995) administered the UCLA Loneliness Scale and the Cheek 

and Buss Shyness Scale along with a question of general exercise frequency to students 
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enrolled in 43 physical education classes.  There were significant effects between the five 

categories of exercise frequency (from 0 to 7 times per week) and both shyness and 

loneliness.  The findings were particularly strong for those students at the extremes:  

Significantly higher scores on shyness and loneliness were associated with students 

reporting no exercise compared to all other groups, and those students reporting exercise 

of seven times a week had significantly lower scores on shyness and loneliness as 

compared to all other exercise groups. 

As with mood associations, the topic of exercise dependency is again relevant.  

One of the seven criteria (three or more are required for a diagnosis) in the definition of 

exercise dependency described by Hausenblas & Downs (2002) includes a conflict 

between important social (and other) activities such that they are given up or reduced 

because of exercise.  Though complex and controversial, exercise dependency warrants 

attention. 

The focus of the present paper is the association of dating relationships and 

exercise patterns; however, none of the above studies has directly addressed this 

connection.  The social relationship research contains categories that could include dating 

partners and the dating process (e.g., meeting new people), but the main social support 

measure was developed in a way that neglects dating relationships of the target 

population.  The content of the Sallis et al. (1987) measure is described above.  This 

measure includes support for both diet and exercise; only the exercise portion will be 

included here.  The development process started with interviews in order to identify 

interpersonal behaviors of participants who had to be 45 years or younger, have a child 
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(age 8 to 16) in the household, and be changing dietary and/or exercise patterns.  The 

average age of the final participants was 36 years.  A second study administered a draft 

scale from the first study primarily to students in an introductory psychology class with 

an average age of 21.3 years.  Also, overrepresentation of several groups was evident:  

75% were female, 90% were Caucasian, and 64% reported exercising regularly.  The 

final two scales (of family or friend support) reflect the lives of parents with a mean age 

of 36, and their spouse or co-parent would fit in the family category.  However, for 

college students, family would consist of parents, siblings, and extended family rather 

than a primary close/romantic relationship.  It could be assumed that friends would 

include dating partners, yet it’s also possible that respondents neglect these relationships 

altogether.  Whether dating relationships are included or not, associations specific to the 

dating realm are unknown. 

Relationships 

Social Support and Companionship.  As mentioned in the previous section, there 

are various aspects of social life that can be examined in relation to exercise patterns, and 

the same is true with regard to associations between both traits and mood and relationship 

patterns.  Social support is central to exercise research, and mood is central to social 

support.  For example, Wills & Shinar (2000) theorize that mood benefits from several 

kinds of support, in particular emotional and companionship support.  Also, mood has 

been shown to influence perceptions of social support (Cohen, Towbes, & Flocco, 1988).  

After random assignment to depressed, elated, or neutral mood conditions (mood 

induction by the Velten 1968 procedure), participants completed measures of both 
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received and perceived social support.  Induced mood had a significant effect on 

perceived social support, but not on scores of received social support.  Specifically, the 

depressed condition scored significantly lower than the participants in the neutral and 

elated conditions.  The latter two conditions did not differ significantly.  This finding 

supports a causal relationship for mood on perceived social support. 

Rook (1987) compared the importance of social support and companionship in a 

series of studies.  In a correlational design, participants completed measures of social 

support, companionship, loneliness, and satisfaction with social relationships.  Of these, 

multiple regression analyses revealed that companionship was the strongest predictor of 

social satisfaction.  In an experiment to assess the importance of companionship and 

social support, participants were presented with three different hypothetical scenarios of a 

college student.  The three conditions described the student as deficient in receipt of 

companionship, emotional or instrumental support.  Participants then rated the 

hypothetical student on several questions, such as how satisfied the person felt with his or 

her current friends, how lonely the person felt, and how much the participant would like 

the student as a friend.  The results showed partial support for the importance of 

companionship outweighing emotional social support.  Participants also reported 

significantly less favorable ratings across all of their reactions for the student deficient in 

companionship when compared to a student deficient in instrumental support.  

Additionally, deficits in emotional support elicited less favorable ratings on loneliness 

and social satisfaction than the condition of deficits in instrumental support.  Both 
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companionship and emotional support are likely more important than instrumental 

support in the college student’s dating life. 

Social Interaction.  Other researchers provide further evidence of the centrality of 

mood in social relationships.  Socializing is commonly reported as a way to get rid of an 

unpleasant mood (Larsen, 2000b).  This tactic has been found empirically as well across 

various types of socialization and time periods of data collection.  In the McIntyre et al. 

(1990) study mentioned previously, participants completed a baseline PANAS for how 

they were feeling “at that moment” at the beginning of the week and then again 

immediately after a social interaction (e.g., a date, a party, or a meal with friends) that 

occurred within the week.  PA scores were significantly increased after the social 

interaction over baseline; however, there were no differences between the baseline and 

post-interaction NA scores. 

Several other studies have collected data over extended periods.  Clark & Watson 

(1988) had participants complete the PANAS daily over 90 days along with their daily 

experiences.  Social events were analyzed separately and showed the strongest 

associations with PA among all the categories.  For most types of social activities, 

including dating, this association was positive whereas NA was unrelated.  The only 

exception was the findings for arguments with others.  This social event was associated 

with the highest NA and the lowest PA scores. 

Other researchers have collected several measures of mood and related traits.  In 

two studies by Watson, Clark, McIntyre, & Hamaker (1992), participants completed 

either weekly (for 13 weeks) or daily (for 6-7 weeks) PANAS ratings and social activity 
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surveys.  In addition, several personality questionnaires (including the general form of the 

PANAS, the EPQ and/or the NEO-PI) were administered either before or after the above 

repeated measures.  The findings were consistent in the association of PA, but not NA, 

with most types of social activities.  The authors did note two exceptions from the 

findings.  For the within-subject analyses, the individual subject level of analysis did not 

agree with results from the average values:  Whereas nearly half of the subjects in their 

second study had significant correlations with PA (all but one was positive), almost 

fifteen percent had a significant correlation between social activity and NA.  After factor 

analyzing the trait measures, two combined factors were created, Extraversion/Positive 

Emotionality and Neuroticism/Negative Emotionality.  The first factor correlated strongly 

with both PA and socializing, and the second factor correlated with NA but not with 

social activity or PA.  These results provide further evidence of the robust associations 

between positive, but not negative, affect dimensions and social relations. 

In a similar design, Berry & Hansen (1996) had participants keep daily social 

interaction diaries for a week.  In a modified version of the Rochester Interaction Record, 

information regarding the frequency, nature, duration, and quality was documented for 

every social interaction that lasted 10 minutes or longer.  Following the week of data 

collection, participants were given a take-home packet with the general PANAS and the 

NEO-FFI.  The PA and Extraversion scores were combined to create a positive affect 

score and likewise a composite variable for negative affect was created from the NA and 

Neuroticism scores.  The results were generally consistent with the other studies 

reviewed.  Higher levels of PA were associated with more social interaction, in both 
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numbers and time spent.  PA was also positively associated with the reported quality of 

the interactions.  NA was unrelated to overall evaluations of the social interactions, but it 

was positively related to the number of, and time spent in, social interactions.  As 

discussed by these authors and previously in this paper, McIntyre et al. (1990) found that 

social interaction did not result in higher NA, so it is more likely that people high in NA 

seek out social interactions.  Another noted difference for high NA scorers was their 

lower proportions of opposite-sex dyadic interactions.  This finding is particularly 

relevant to this paper, as less opposite-sex interactions would conceivably impact 

(heterosexual) dating patterns. 

Relationship Goals and Relationship Status.  As Reis (2001) discusses, social 

interactions are not synonymous with relationships.  Obviously, interactions are required 

to initiate, develop, and maintain a relationship and understanding associations with 

mood and traits is thus important. 

Mood.  Relationship status has also been studied with regard to mood.  Paul, Poole, & 

Jakubowyc (1998) administered the POMS and, during the first semester, categorized 

college students’ relationship patterns as follows: 

1. Not involved in a romantic relationship at the time of coming to college and not 

involved in a romantic relationship now, 

2. Not involved in a romantic relationship at the time of coming to college but 

involved in a romantic relationship now, 

3. Involved in a romantic relationship at the time of coming to college and still 

involved with this person, or 
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4. Involved in a romantic relationship at the time of coming to college but broke up 

while at college. 

Results revealed that relationship status was not sufficient for distinguishing positive and 

negative affect; however, levels of intimacy development interacted with status and 

mood. 

Traits.  In a large sample of young adults, having a satisfying marriage or relationship 

was among the most important individual goals (Roberts & Robins, 2000).  Results from 

regression analyses showed that this goal was not predicted by any of the traits from the 

NEO-FFI.  According to the authors, this was likely due to the highly skewed distribution 

with little variability in the ratings of this goal.  In a subsequent longitudinal study using 

the same measures, associations were found (Roberts, O'Donnell, & Robins, 2004).  

However, this specific goal was combined with other family relationship goals, and 

findings for just the marriage or relationship goal were not reported.  The participants 

completed the questionnaires in their first week and again at the end of each year of 

college.  At the first data collection, E and A were moderately correlated with importance 

of relationship goals.  At the end of the fourth year, correlations with E, A, C, and N 

(negatively) were found.  From the first to last collections, the smallest percentage of 

change of all reported goals was in importance of relationship goals (9%).  The changes 

in relationship goals were associated with changes in E, A, and C. 

Neyer (2004) reviewed the paths of influence between traits and relationships.  He 

discussed both effects of traits on relationship patterns as well as the effects of 

relationships on traits.  In particular, having a partner has been associated with E, C, and 
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N (negatively) cross-sectionally (Neyer & Asendorpf, 2001).  The same nationally 

representative sample of young adults in Germany was then followed longitudinally for 4 

years.  Those who had single status initially and then began a relationship by Time 2 

increased in E and C and decreased N scores.  Participants who had a partner at Time 1, 

regardless of continuing that status or not, or had stable single status, were also stable in 

their trait scores.  The authors discuss how the experience of being in a relationship is 

part of a maturation process as were the subsequent changes in E, C, and N. 

Relationship Satisfaction/Quality.  In the processes perspective put forth by Reis 

& Collins (2000), social support is a consequence of various aspects of the interaction, 

relevant individual predispositions, and relationship properties.  Specifically, the 

combination of individual traits with interpersonal events determines relationship 

properties.  They also describe satisfaction as one of the properties that reflects the 

sentiment (i.e., positive and negative affect) dimension of relationships.  According to the 

authors, the primary measure that captures this dimension is the Relationship Assessment 

Scale (RAS).  This 7-item scale was developed with college student dating couples.  

Other measures of relationship quality and satisfaction focus more on the marital 

relationship across a wider population, such as the Marital Adjustment Test (MAT) and 

the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS).  These two measures have been show to be highly 

correlated with each other whereas the RAS has been correlated with the satisfaction 

subscale of the DAS. 

Mood.  In spite of satisfaction reflecting the sentiment dimension of relationships, the 

connection between mood and satisfaction has not garnered much attention.  The Watson 
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et al. (2000) study described previously also administered the general form of the 

PANAS.  Both PA and NA were significantly correlated with relationship satisfaction for 

both genders.  However, the order of the associations was opposite for the genders:  for 

women NA yielded one of the strongest correlations (though the only negative one) of all 

the measures, whereas for men this was true for PA.  Together, the trait and affect 

measures accounted for 25-35% of the variance in the aggregated index scores. 

The causal influence of mood on relationship ratings has been assessed in several 

experiments.  In the first, participants were randomly assigned to either a positive or sad 

mood manipulation (Conway & Hassebrauck, 1997).  Following the mood induction, 

global satisfaction ratings were assessed with the RAS for participants’ current or most 

recent relationship.  Although no significant differences in the RAS were found between 

the two mood conditions, the results confirmed expectations for ratings of other features 

relevant to judging relationship quality.  A second study conducted two experiments 

testing the effect of mood on relationship judgments (Forgas, Levinger, & Moylan, 

1994).  In the first, moviegoers were approached either before (control condition) 

watching a film or after a self-selected happy or sad film.  After reporting their ages and 

the length of their relationships, participants rated their feelings about their current or 

most recent relationship on seven bi-polar adjectives.  The judgments were factor 

analyzed and all scales loaded on a single evaluation factor.  Main effects were found for 

mood on the relationship evaluations.  Participants in the good mood condition rated their 

relationships significantly more positively than those in the neutral or sad mood 

conditions.  The neutral mood (pre-film participants) also rated their relationships more 
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positively than those in the sad condition.  The mood conditions did not interact with 

either of the other two variables. 

A second lab experiment used 10-minute videotapes to manipulate a happy, sad, 

or neutral mood (Forgas et al., 1994).  Effort was made to ensure that a third of the 

respondents came from three relationship durations:  short (less than 24 months), 

intermediate (24-48 months), and long (more than 48 months).  After the mood induction, 

participants rated their global feelings about their relationship and also their feelings 

toward their partner.  The former was assessed with a similar measure as in the previous 

experiment, with 6 bi-polar scales that again loaded on a single evaluation factor.  

Consistent with the first experiment, main effects were found for mood in this lab 

experiment.  Those in the happy condition rated their relationships much more positively 

than those in the control and sad conditions.  The difference between the control and sad 

conditions was not significant.  There was also a curvilinear relationship between 

relationship duration and evaluation, with those in the longest and shortest relationships 

reporting more satisfaction than participants in relationships with intermediate duration.  

Factor analysis of the ratings for feelings for the partner resulted in four factors, two of 

which had significant mood-congruent effects from the manipulations.  These were found 

across all relationship durations.  All of these findings provide strong evidence for the 

effects of even transient mood changes on relationship evaluations. 

Traits.  Examples of how satisfaction is associated with the five factor model are 

provided by several studies.  Two studies of unmarried couples in committed 

relationships for at least 6 months used the RAS (the second used a German version).  
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White, Hendrick, & Hendrick (2004) administered the NEO PI-R and found only N to be 

significantly (negatively) associated with satisfaction and the only predictor in a 

regression analysis of satisfaction for the combined and male participants only (not for 

women alone).  Neyer & Voigt (2004) used the NEO-FFI and found effects for A and C 

for both genders, though the effect of C was stronger for women.  The authors noted that 

the sample had trait scores that differed from norms:  higher E, A, and C and lower N and 

O (Openness to Experience).  The NEO-FFI was administered to another sample of 

dating couples along with an aggregate index of relationship satisfaction (Watson et al., 

2000).  The scores from a modified DAS and the two subscales of the SMU Relationship 

Questionnaire (Intimacy and Conflict) were highly correlated and thus combined.  

Results showed gender differences in order of strength for the traits but were generally 

consistent in which traits were associated with relationship satisfaction: For women, C 

and N (negatively) and less so A; whereas for men, high to low correlations for A, C and 

E were found.  These studies provide evidence for associations with four of the five 

factors, though a negative correlation with N was the most consistent finding. 

One final correlational and two additional longitudinal studies used the MPQ to 

assess trait-satisfaction associations.  A cohort of New Zealanders in a national health and 

behavior investigation provided data for both the correlational and a longitudinal study.  

Robins, Caspi, & Moffitt (2000) analyzed the data from when the cohort was 21 years old 

and included participants who were married (7%), engaged, cohabiting (41%), or dating 

for 6 months or more (52%).  Relationship quality and satisfaction were assessed via 

interview questions (20 and 14, respectively).  The main finding revealed that NE scores 
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had the strongest and most consistent associations with both relationship measures.  Both 

male and female NE scorers reported lower quality and satisfaction.  The results for PE 

were weaker than NE but also showed a consistent pattern:  high PE respondents had 

higher quality and satisfaction scores.  Lastly, male participants who scored high on the 

Constraint factor reported happier relationships, but women scores on Constraint were 

not associated with relationship quality or satisfaction scores. 

In the longitudinal analysis of this cohort, selection of participants was based on 

relationship status in their 20th and 25th years (Robins et al., 2002).  They had to have 

been in an exclusive relationship for at least one month during both of these time periods.  

Relationship properties were again assessed via interviews and included three aspects: 

quality (28 questions), conflict (18 questions), and abuse (13 items).  Comparisons were 

made between trait measures at age 18 and 26 and relationship experiences at age 21 and 

26.  The findings support effects in both directions with associations between early trait 

measures and later relationship scores as well as early relationship experiences with later 

personality scores.  The results paralleled the correlational study using this same cohort.  

High NE scorers at age 18 had lower quality and higher conflict and abuse in their 

relationships at ages 21 and 26.  The association between NE scores and the relationship 

variables was even stronger for those assessed at age 26.  Again, the PE associations were 

weaker and less consistent, though the effects of PE were stronger and more consistent 

for the positive, than for the negative, aspects of relationships.  Constraint findings were 

similar to PE with higher scores associated with higher quality and lower conflict and 

abuse levels.  Analysis of relationship experiences at age 21 and trait changes from age 
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18 to 26 revealed that those individuals who were in low-quality/high-conflict and 

abusive relationships at age 21 increased in NE by age 26.  Associations were not found 

between relationship experiences and changes in PE or Constraint. 

Donnellan, Larsen-Rife, & Conger (2005) also conducted a longitudinal study 

using the MPQ and assessed relationship quality and satisfaction with the 6-item Quality 

of Marriage Index.  Approximate ages at time(s) of collection were 18 years for the MPQ 

and were 23 and 25 years for the relationship data.  Unlike the previous longitudinal 

study, only effects of traits on relationship scores could be assessed, not vice versa.  PE 

was positively and NE negatively associated with relationship quality in both of the 

subsequent data collections.  Each factor also predicted their respective direction in 

changes from the first to second relationship assessment.  Constraint was not associated 

with relationship quality at either of the time points. 

Relationship Status and Satisfaction.  In a final and particularly relevant study, 

young adults reported relationship status and relationship happiness as well as life 

happiness and distress (Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005).  Also, this study was unique in their 

categories of relationship status.  As with the studies reviewed thus far, most often status 

is either single or in a serious relationship (including married) although for this 

population, casual dating is an important part of the relationship process.  The categories 

of relationship status, along with percentage of participants and average ages, were:  

Married (31%; 27.93 years); cohabiting (8%; 24.48 years); dating one person steadily 

(30%; 22.51 years); dated someone during the previous month, but not one person 

steadily (21%; 22.39 years); and had not dated anyone during the previous month (11%; 
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23.98 years).  Relationship happiness was assessed for the first three categories of 

participants with a seven-item scale, and a single item assessed global happiness: 

“Overall, how happy would you say you are these days?” Would you say you are (1) not 

very happy, (2) pretty happy, or (3) very happy?”  In addition, a measure of life 

satisfaction was based on the mean of items across various aspects of life.  Distress was 

measured with the mean of the items from the Langner (1962) scale.  These measures 

were collected to portray subjective well-being, which is defined by high levels of 

positive affect with low levels of negative affect. 

The authors discussed the central theme of relationship commitment and how 

increasing commitment is linked to identity and therefore likely to be reflected in 

happiness and distress levels.  The increasing average ages of the participants from the 

least to most committed relationships reflect this process, as well as the positive 

correlation of age with being married, and its negative correlation with dating one person 

steadily and dating several people.  The remaining correlations (as shown in Table 1) 

support the authors’ central hypotheses as well (variable labels reported per the study 

authors):  “Married” was positively correlated with life satisfaction and negatively with 

distress, “Dating Multiple People” was negatively correlated with life happiness and 

satisfaction and positively correlated with distress, and “Not Dating” was also negatively 

correlated with life happiness and satisfaction.  Neither “Dating One Person Steadily” nor 

“Cohabiting” correlated significantly with any of the measures of well-being.  Although 

relationship happiness was not correlated with any relationship status, it was positively 

correlated with global happiness and life satisfaction and negatively with distress.  Lastly, 
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over 60% of the participants were assessed on these measures twice over a five-year 

period allowing for longitudinal analyses.  About half of those participants were in the 

same relationship at both times, 38% were in a more-committed status and 10% moved 

into a lower-commitment status.  Subjective well-being was negatively associated with 

movement into a more-committed status.  That is, people who had lower levels of 

subjective well-being were more likely to move into a more committed type of dating 

pattern.  Additionally, those respondents who increased their relationship commitment 

levels also showed an increase in subjective well-being.  These findings further support 

the importance of social norms of dating and the impact on the sense of well-being 

including both positive and negative mood states. 

Exercise-Relationship Models 

Since dating relationships have been neglected in the exercise literature, the first 

step is to demonstrate an association (see Figure 1).  The next step is to explore their 

associations with mood and trait, and subsequently causal pathways (see Figure 2).  

However, as reviewed in the social influences subsection under the exercise section, the 

preponderance of the research examining exercise-relationship patterns does not include 

mood or trait variables.  Yet the other sections reviewed research that connects mood and 

traits with both exercise and relationship patterns.  This section will address various 

models that could represent these connections. 

Mood-as-Mediator Models.  The most predominant aspect of social relationships 

studied with regards to health and health behaviors such as exercise has been social 

support.  As discussed previously, social support has been theoretically associated with 
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mood (Wills & Shinar, 2000).  Therefore, the first model could assert that mood mediates 

the effects of social influence on exercise patterns (Figure 3).  Additionally, Charles & 

Mavandadi (2004) proposed their socioemotional health model that highlights the 

importance of emotion regulation via social relationships and the effects on health.  They 

review research that provides support for their model with relationships across the 

lifespan and with various health processes, including studies on behavioral pathways (and 

a brief mention of exercise).  They also state that the mechanism between social support 

and health is largely unknown, and future research with these variables should include 

emotion regulation. 

Another pathway could have exercise as the origin of mood changes that then 

have effects on relationships (Figure 4).  Addressing each causal link separately supports 

this novel model.  For the exercise side, particularly relevant research would include 

mood-regulation strategies of exercise (Thayer, 1987, 1996; Thayer et al., 1993) and the 

effects of bouts of exercise on mood (Ekkekakis et al., 2000; McIntyre et al., 1990; Reed 

et al., 1998; Steptoe et al., 1993). On the relationship side, the experimental mood effects 

on perceived social support (Cohen et al., 1988) and the experimental effects of mood on 

relationship evaluations (Forgas et al., 1994) would support this causal pathway.  

Additionally, Watson (1988) has suggested mood states could influence social relations 

because a preference for social activity has been correlated with PA. 

A third model reflects the complicated nature of mood and allows for 

bidirectional feedback between its associations with both exercise and relationships 

(Figure 5).  Again the two sides of the model are addressed separately by the reviewed 
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research.  Specifically, for the path between mood and exercise, research data that best fit 

into this model are both cross-sectional (Stephens, 1988; Yeung & Hemsley, 1997b) and 

longitudinal (Hamid, 1990); and for the path between mood and relationships, research 

topics include social events (Clark & Watson, 1988), relationship satisfaction (Watson et 

al., 2000) and relationship status (Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005).  Additionally, two 

studies with a focus on mood report associations of both exercise and social relationships 

with mood without clearly indicating any causal directions.  Larsen (2000b) asked 

specifically how participants get rid of a bad mood, and socializing and exercise were 

most frequently indicated. There was a gender difference such that men reported 

exercising more often whereas women reported talking more often.  McIntyre et al. 

(1990) assessed mood at baseline and then immediately following both a social 

interaction and a bout of exercise, suggesting an effect of each of these activities on 

mood.  However, it could be the case that a change in mood precipitated those events, 

since they were self-selected rather than randomly assigned.  In a review of the relevant 

literature, Watson (1988) offers various explanations for the association between mood 

and social relations but emphasizes that they are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 

Trait Models. The literature reviewed in this paper also provides some evidence 

for the influence of traits on exercise and relationship experiences (see Table 2 for an 

overview of the reported findings).  Other literature exists to suggest several other 

models, including how trait and mood are related.  These are in addition to the above 

mood models, and not mutually exclusive from one another.  Given that traits are 

assumed to not be easily altered, a direct-effects model represents the simplest set of 
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associations (Figure 6).  Much of the research in the traits sections under both exercise 

and relationships would fit under this model for the paths between traits and exercise and 

relationships, respectively. 

For the path between traits and mood, Gilboa & Revelle (1994) provide a review 

and theoretical views about this connection and cite numerous studies that have 

demonstrated strong correlations between mood and trait measures.  In particular, two 

associations between mood and traits have been repeatedly established.  The first is 

between Extraversion (in the NEO-FFI, EPQ, or EPI) or Positive Emotionality (from the 

MPQ) and positive affect (from the PANAS).  The second is between Neuroticism (in the 

NEO-FFI, EPQ, or EPI) or Negative Emotionality (from the MPQ) and negative affect 

(from the PANAS).  These two dimensions were confirmed in a reanalysis of studies that 

included most of the mood measures reviewed in this paper (PANAS, AD ACL, and 

POMS), which found a stable and robust structure of positive and negative affect 

(Watson & Tellegen, 1985).   Both the PE and NE subscales of the MPQ and PA and NA 

from the PANAS are largely independent (e.g., Tellegen, 1985).  Additionally, N and E 

of the FFM load on separate factors with NE and PE respectively (for a review, Watson 

& Clark, 1992).  These findings remain whether state or trait mood is measured (Meyer 

& Shack, 1989). 

A related model would assume that traits and mood reflect broader affectivity 

dimensions that then act on exercise and relationship patterns (see Figure 7).  This model 

builds on the research from the previous model, but emphasizes the associations between 

trait and mood.  Two studies in the relationship section factor analyzed the trait and mood 
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results and, given their strong loadings, reported the combined results (Berry & Hansen, 

1996; Watson et al., 1992).  In a review of the positive affectivity construct, Watson, 

(2002) stated that “…the underlying causality appears to be directional, with social 

activity and positive affectivity mutually influencing each other….Thus, positive 

affectivity is both a cause and effect of social behavior” (p. 113).  One study in the 

exercise section included both measures of mood and trait and found similar results 

among the positive affect measures independent of the negative affect measures (Yeung 

& Hemsley, 1997b).  Additionally, Watson (1988) collected data on both exercise and 

social interaction and factor analyzed the results from these variables with the mood and 

trait measures.  The author found that all four variables loaded highly on a single factor 

of positive affectivity (with only NE from the MPQ included from the negative 

affectivity measures).  This author also provided correlations for the MPQ and both state 

(daily mean across the 6-7 week daily ratings) and trait PANAS (see Table 3 for these 

correlations).  He also reported unpublished data from the MPQ and trait PANAS 

indicating substantial correlations (.58 for negative affectivity and .62 for positive 

affectivity measures).  Further, Watson and Clark have reviewed the history, theoretical 

and empirical evidence, and significance of the broad dispositions of positive and 

negative affectivity as independent constructs (Watson, 2002; Watson & Clark, 1984). 

Often this affectivity model is explained as two psychobiological systems with the 

E/Positive Emotionality being more sensitive to rewards than to punishment whereas 

N/Negative Emotionality is sensitive to both reward and punishment (see Tellegen, 1985; 

Watson, 2002; Cacioppo, Gardner, & Berntsen, 1999, for reviews).  Evidence for this 
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trait-mood connection is supported by Larsen & Ketelaar (1991) who experimentally 

induced mood and confirmed that those high in N were more susceptible to the negative-

mood induction whereas those high in E reacted more to the positive-mood induction.  

This view fits well with the recent emphasis on the importance of enjoyment in exercise 

participation and especially adherence (Leslie et al., 1999; Raedeke, 2007; Ryan et al., 

1997; Salmon, Owen, Crawford, Bauman, & Sallis, 2003; Wankel, 1993), given the 

repeated association with E in the reviewed research in this paper.  Since exercise often 

results in both positive and negative affect, reactivity to the positive affect is especially 

important. 

A final model connecting these four variables arises from the mood regulation 

literature (Figure 8).  The association between trait and mood could be mediated by the 

behaviors such as exercise and social relationships.  Mood regulation has generated much 

discussion and frequently mentions both exercise and social relationships (e.g., Larsen & 

Prizmic, 2004).  Although most of the research here does not address this model directly, 

several studies point to the use of exercise and social relationships for mood regulation 

and improvement (Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005; Larsen, 2000b; Thayer et al., 1994).  

Also, Watson (1988) theorized that socializing may be the mechanism between 

extraversion and positive affect.  Outside of these specific strategies, use of mood 

regulation by extraverts has been demonstrated in self- and peer-rated questionnaires as 

well as a laboratory setting (Lischetzke & Eid, 2006).  Specifically, extraverts were found 

to use “habitual mood maintenance” (but not mood repair), and this mediated the trait-

mood association.  Although neuroticism has not been studied in this way, the negative 
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affectivity variables are also (inversely) associated with exercise and relationship 

patterns.  Perhaps if individuals high on this trait can overcome their propensity to avoid 

unpleasant aspects of exercise by being disciplined (i.e., high levels of C), they too can 

reap the benefits of exercise (in the form of decreases in NA) as shown in the research on 

exercise bouts.  These benefits may assist in increased involvement in more committed 

relationships, which was shown to also result in increased subjective well-being (Kamp 

Dush & Amato, 2005).  As suggested earlier, the accumulation of mood improvements 

from individual bouts of exercise may best explain the long-term benefits (Steptoe et al., 

1993), and perhaps traits are the driving force behind the mood-exercise and mood-

relationship associations. 

Conclusions 

The opportunity for college students to forge healthy and happy lives is impacted 

by choices regarding both their lifestyles and social relationships.  Of course, their 

dispositions influence these choices and outcomes but even dispositions have been shown 

to be influenced over time by relationship experiences.  Central to this review is the 

importance of dating relationships in young adults’ lives, but the social influence aspect 

of exercise research has neglected to include them. 

A great deal of literature supports the associations between mood and traits with 

exercise and relationship patterns.  Research on exercise within the health behaviors 

context and in correlational, longitudinal, and experimental studies has provided strong 

evidence for associations with mood and traits.  Social influences have been associated 

with exercise, as have psychosocial traits of loneliness and shyness.  The limitations of 
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the social support measures reveal the potential reason for the neglect of dating 

relationships.  In particular, the Sallis et al. (1987) scales used a very different sample 

from college students for its development.  The result is two scales (for friends and 

family) that don’t provide clear inclusion of dating relationship partners.  Additionally, 

various aspects of the dating process, including social support and companionship, social 

interaction, status, and satisfaction have been associated with mood and traits. 

Following the extensive literature demonstrating various associations, some 

possible models were suggested.  Although these models warrant further attention, an 

association between exercise and dating relationship patterns followed by an exploration 

of mood as a mediator and the direct effects of traits are necessary first steps before 

causal links can be addressed.
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HYPOTHESES 

The literature review reveals a gap in the study of social influences on exercise, in 

that dating relationships have not been considered.  Dating relationships take a central 

role in one’s development, particularly among university students, and thus exercise 

could also influence dating relationship patterns.  As described in the introduction, dating 

relationship patterns vary with regard to goals, status, and satisfaction.  The literature 

review of exercise and dating relationships and their associations with mood and traits 

suggests the following hypotheses.  The first two hypotheses are constructive replication 

of findings from previous studies.  The final two are novel hypotheses and are based on 

the models as described in the previous section.  Specifically, the third hypothesis is the 

Simple Model and fourth hypothesis is based on the possible Mood-as-Mediator models.  

Hypothesis 1:  Exercise levels will be correlated with mood and traits: Negative affect 

and emotionality negatively will be correlated with level of exercise and positive affect 

and emotionality will be positively correlated with level of exercise.  Female participants 

are expected to have stronger and more mood-exercise and trait-exercise associations 

than males. 

Hypothesis 2:  Dating goals, relationship satisfaction, and dating relationship status will 

be correlated with mood and traits:  Negative affect and emotionality will be negatively 

correlated with these dating relationship patterns and positive affect and emotionality 

positively correlated with these three dating relationship patterns.  For these mood-

relationship associations, females are expected to have stronger associations than men for 
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negative affect whereas men are expected to have stronger associations than women for 

positive affect. 

Hypothesis 3:  Exercise levels will be positively correlated with dating goals, relationship 

satisfaction, and dating relationship status.  These associations are expected to be stronger 

and significant for more of the males’ exercise-relationship associations than for the 

females’ exercise-relationship associations. 

Hypothesis 4:  Mood (via negative and/or positive affect) will mediate the association 

between exercise levels and dating relationship patterns (i.e., dating goals, relationship 

satisfaction, and dating relationship status).  That is, when mood is added to the exercise-

relationship model, the strength of the direct exercise-relationship association will be 

reduced.   

Additional exploratory analyses will be performed for alternative physical activity 

measures and also for desired body changes data.  No specific hypotheses are predicted 

for these analyses. 
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METHODS  

Participants 

A normative study of a motivational-assessment instrument, conducted at the 

University of Minnesota-Morris over the 1993 academic semesters, provided data for the 

current project.  Nearly 400 undergraduate students were recruited from introductory-

level courses and participated in the study for extra credit toward their course grade.  

Participants came from various ethnic backgrounds, including Caucasian (74%), 

Asian American (10.5%), Hispanic (6.8%), Native American (4.2%) and African 

American (1.8%).  Ages ranged from 17 to 37 years, with a mean and mode age of 19.4 

years, and a standard deviation of 1.86.  About a third originated in a large metropolitan 

area, and most of the remainder from smaller cities, towns, and farms over a four-state 

Midwest area.  Reported marital status was primarily single, never married or cohabited 

(96%) with the remaining 4% made up of married, domestic partner, separated, and 

divorced or broken up with domestic partner.  Ninety-five percent reported having no 

children. 

Procedures 

Collection of data comprised group sessions of students (less than 50 students per 

group) over two sessions.  All but three subjects participated in the second session of the 

study four to ten days after the completion of the first session.   In session one, the 

Motivational Structure Questionnaire (MSQ) was administered; in session two, the 

PANAS and MPQ were administered.  (Other measures not relevant to the present study 

were also administered during session two.)  
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Materials 

MSQ.  Participants received either the MSQ-Long (N = 245) or the MSQ-Short (N 

= 153) for their first session of the study (Cox, 2004; Klinger & Cox, 2004).  The MSQ 

includes a combination of idiographic and nomothetic techniques; however, the present 

study uses only the idiographic portions (Steps 1 and 2).  The general instructions for the 

MSQ state:  “The purpose of this questionnaire is for us to get a picture of what your life 

is like now.  We would like you to tell us about your interests, the activities you are 

involved in, your problems, the things that concern you, your goals, joys, 

disappointments, hopes, and fears…we want to know about all of the things that you feel 

are important in helping us to know you better—the things that make you feel good, as 

well as the things that make you feel bad” (Cox & Klinger, 2004, p.155).   

The questionnaire is divided into many different life categories so that 

participants are primed to include information across all life areas.  For each step, 

participants are guided to complete each life area category before moving on to the next 

category, across all of the life area categories.  For the current study, novel measures of 

exercise levels and dating relationship patterns were created by further categorization of 

the MSQ idiographic data.  Entries included those in the life area categories relevant to 

marriage, dating, intimate relationships, friends, and acquaintances for the dating 

relationship variables, and physical health/health maintenance and organizations 

(sports/hobbies/recreation) for the physical activity variables. 

The next MSQ instructions are: “for step 1, BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 

THINGS IN YOUR LIFE; In step 1, we simply want you to list briefly the things that 
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affect your life: your interests, the activities you are involved in, your problems, the 

things that concern you, your goals, joys, disappointments, hopes, and fears.  Later in 

STEPS 2 to 12, you will have an opportunity to tell us what you would like to do about 

the things, and to describe them in greater detail” (Cox & Klinger, 2004, p.156).  

Participants are guided to complete each category before moving on to the next category, 

across all life-area categories.  Additionally, they are instructed that in “some areas you 

may have several things to list; in others areas only one or none.  List as many things as 

you can in order to let us know what your life is like” (Cox & Klinger, 2004, p.156). 

In step 2 “Action Word”, participants are instructed “Now that you have listed 

things that affect your life, what would you like to do about each one?  For example, let’s 

suppose that you described being bored with your present job.  What would you like to 

do about this?  One possibility is that you may want find out more about other interesting 

jobs to change to” (Cox & Klinger, 2004, p.157).  For each entry in step 1, the 

participants have 13 groups of Action Words to choose from on a separate sheet and are 

to “decide what you would like to do (or are now doing) about each thing that you listed 

by choosing an Action Word from the ACTION WORDS list. …write a brief sentence to 

describe what you want to do (or are now doing).  The sentence should begin, ‘I want 

to…’” (Cox & Klinger, 2004, p.157) See Appendix C for the parts of the MSQ described 

above, including the full instructions for Steps 1 and 2, a list of action words, and the 

listings of life area categories in the MSQ-Long and MSQ-Short.)   

The psychometric properties of the MSQ have been detailed elsewhere (Klinger 

& Cox, 2004; Ch. 9); however, an example of support for the validity of the MSQ is 
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provided by a study by Church, Klinger, & Langenberg (1984).  The activities listed in 

the MSQ were compared with a diary of daily activities for the month following 

completion of the MSQ.  Results indicated that 81% of the activities reported during the 

week following the MSQ administration were related to MSQ concerns, and 60% of the 

activities reported a month later were still related to the earlier MSQ concerns. This 

shows that subsequent behaviors can be predicted by the MSQ.  This same study also 

asked independent raters (unaware of the purpose of the study) to match participants' 

descriptions of their daily activities with their descriptions listed in the MSQ.  The results 

showed strong agreement between raters' and participants' judgments, providing 

confirmation of the accuracy of the participants' reports. 

PANAS-X.  In the second session, most participants (N = 376) completed a 

measure of mood, the Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS-X; Watson & 

Clark, 1994; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The PANAS-X is a questionnaire that 

lists 60 adjectives (e.g., cheerful, lonely, blameworthy) that are each rated from one to 

five indicating “to what extent” the participant has “felt this way during the past few 

weeks”. 

MPQ.  Those who received the MSQ-Short also received a measure of normal 

personality traits, the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (MPQ; Tellegen, 1982; 

Tellegen & Waller, 2008; N = 122).  The 276 items in the MPQ are answered whether 

true or false for the participant.  The MPQ assesses 11 first-order traits and 3 broad 

higher-order traits.  The three broad traits are Negative Emotionality (NEM), Positive 

Emotionality (PEM), and Constraint (CON); however, all eleven scales that represent 
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primary trait dimensions (Wellbeing, Social Potency, Achievement, Social Closeness, 

Stress Reaction, Alienation, Aggression, Control, HarmAvoidance, Traditionalism, and 

Absorption) were included in analyses.   

Variables 

Physical Activity.  The exercise data included four categories:  Inactive (n = 108; 

including participants without an entry [n = 30]), moderately active (n = 160), active 

(regularly; n = 87), and very active (n = 43).  These four categories became the Exercise 

Level variable, assigned 1 through 4.  An additional exercise variable consisted of a 

comparison of inactive participants (coded as “0”) and active participants (the combined 

three active categories of Moderately Active, Active, and Very Active were coded as “1”) 

and will be referred to as Activity.   

Dating Relationship Patterns. The relationship data were sorted into seven 

categories:   

1. Not in relationship and not dating or seeking to date; (n = 40; including 
participants without an entry [n = 3])  

2. Not in a relationship and dating (or wanting to date) several people (n = 38)  
3. Not in a relationship and seeking one person (n = 140)  
4. In a relationship and want to continue (stable/content; n = 64)  
5. In a relationship and want to improve/repair it (with problems; n = 56)  
6. In a relationship & want to make it more “serious” (via engagement or marriage; 

n = 51)  
7. In a relationship & want to end it (n = 7).    
 

From the seven categories, three relationship variables demonstrated consistent results:  

dating goals (only for those not in a relationship), relationship satisfaction (for those in a 

relationship), and dating relationship status (the combined dating goals and relationship 

satisfaction categories).  The Dating Goals variable consists of the first three categories in 



55 

 

the order listed above.6 Also an ordered variable, the Relationship Satisfaction variable, 

consists of:  in a relationship and want to improve/repair it (with problems), in a 

relationship and want to make it more serious (via engagement or marriage), and in a 

relationship and want to continue (stable/content).  The category of “in a relationship and 

want to end it” was dropped due to low count.  A third variable combined the Dating 

Goals categories (1 through 3) with the Relationship Satisfaction categories (4 through 

6).  This variable included all participants (whether in a relationship or not) and will be 

referred to as Dating Relationship Status because it attempted to replicate the ordered 

status variable in the Kamp Dush & Amato (2005) study. 

Interrater Reliability 

Two raters independently categorized the MSQ data (Steps 1 and 2 of the relevant 

life areas).  For both raters, the data for these steps were extracted from the 

questionnaires and did not include any other information about the participant (age, sex, 

etc).  After ongoing discussion with this investigator regarding general guidelines to 

create the dating and exercise coding indices as described above, the first rater 

categorized all of the data.   

The categories from Kamp Dush and Amato (2005) were used as a starting point 

in creating categories for the dating relationship data (i.e., not dating, dating multiple 

people, and dating one person steadily).  Since the MSQ also includes goals, the 

component of “seeking” was added in order to best reflect the data.  For example, a Step 

1 entry of “I hope to have a good relationship with a girl I recently met” with a Step 2 

                                                 
6 Significant results were also found for an alternate ordering of the categories in the Dating Goals variable (1 = Not in a Relationship and Dating (or Wanting to 

Date) Multiple People, 2 = Not in a Relationship and Not Dating or Seeking, and 3 = Not in a Relationship and Seeking One Person) that will not be reported in this 

paper due to the lack of a theoretical basis.  However, the differences between these categories are described in the least significant difference results. 
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entry of “I want to get a steady woman” was coded into the “not in a relationship and 

seeking one person” category.  Also, the satisfaction of relationships was assessed by first 

determining whether the participants were in a relationship and then by what the 

participants stated that they wanted to do about their relationships (indicated by the action 

word in Step 2).  For example with a Step 1 entry of ”making sure my relationship lasts”, 

if the action word was “maintain”, the participant was categorized into “in a relationship 

and want to continue (stable/content)” whereas if the action word was “improve”, then 

the participant was categorized into “in a relationship and want to improve/repair it (with 

problems)”.   

The exercise categories were based on Stephens (1988) and again considered the 

goal component of the responses.  For those who listed an action word that indicated they 

had not yet started the listed activity (e.g., “get” or “obtain”), they were categorized as 

Inactive (for example, “get (into a habit of exercise)”).  The Moderately Active category 

included those who indicated some activity whereas as for the Active category, the 

participants indicated being regularly active.  Finally, the Very Active included those 

who listed many activities with action words such as “continue” or “maintain”.  (See 

Appendix D for examples of Steps 1 and 2 responses of all of the categories for both 

exercise and dating relationship categories.) 

A second rater was provided the data coding indices (the list of categories) and a 

sample (15-20%) of the data separately for both the dating relationship and exercise 

variables.  The rater was asked to assign each participant to one of the categories of the 

coding index for either the exercise or dating relationship variable.  After providing the 
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above description of the MSQ Steps 1 and 2, minimal discussion occurred between the 

rater and this investigator in order to clarify the categories (a more specific or formal 

procedure was not used).  Interrater reliability (of the categories before the variables were 

created) for the exercise data resulted in a kappa of 0.786 (n = 63), and for the dating 

relationship data, a kappa of 0.755 (n = 78). 
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RESULTS 

Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, and sample sizes for all variables 

by sex and total group.  Independent-sample t-tests showed sex differences for PA (t = 

2.05, df = 368, p = 0.041, d = 0.24) and for Constraint (t = -2.40, df = 119, p = 0.018, d = 

0.455).  The analyses are reported for mood and traits first by exercise variables (Exercise 

Level and Activity), and then by dating relationship variables (Dating Goals, 

Relationship Satisfaction, and Dating Relationship Status).  These analyses include 

correlations, analyses of variance (ANOVAs), and least significant differences (LSD) 

using estimated marginal means tests (p < 0.05).  Next, the bivariate analyses for the 

physical activity with dating relationship variables are reported using the above tests.  

Additionally, chi-square tests consider the dating relationship patterns as categorical 

variables in addition to the linear analyses.  Finally, models including the physical 

activity, mood, and relationship variables are analyzed with multiple regressions.  

Statistical details are not included if they are presented in a table.  Only statistically 

significant results are reported in the text; however, effect sizes and confidence intervals 

are also included in the tables (as well as for statistically nonsignificant ANOVAs). All 

analyses were run with two-tailed hypotheses. 

Physical Activity 

For a description of dating relationship variables, mood, trait, and demographics 

(in the total group, then for females and males, separately) by Exercise Level, see Tables 

4-6, and by Activity, see Tables 7-9.  The correlations for all of the physical activity, 

dating relationship patterns, and mood variables are in Tables 8-10.  
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Mood.  Exercise Level was significantly correlated with NA and PA in the total 

group (Table 10).  Likewise, for females, both NA and PA were associated with Exercise 

Level, and Activity approached a significant correlation with NA (Table 11).  There were 

no significant correlations, ANOVAs, or LSD results between either NA or PA and the 

exercise variables for the males (Tables 12, 14, 15, 17, and 18).   

ANOVAs for Exercise Level on NA were not significant, but the ANOVA for 

Activity on NA approached significance for females, distinguishing the means of the 

inactive and of the active female participants (Table 17).  Additionally, the mean of NA 

for Inactive participants was less than for the Very Active in the total group and for 

females (Tables 13 and 14, respectively). 

ANOVAs for Exercise Levels were significant on PA in the total group (Table 

13) and for females (Table 15).  The following differences among means exceeded the 

LSD:  the means of PA for Inactive and Moderately Active were lower than the means of 

PA for Active and Very Active in the total group (Table 13).  For females, the means of 

PA for Inactive and Moderately Active were both significantly less than for Active and 

Very Active (Table 15).   

Traits.  Tables 19-21 include the significant correlations with the MPQ scales for 

the physical activity and dating relationship variables.  Exercise Level was positively 

associated with Wellbeing and Social Closeness for females only (Table 20).   ANOVAs 

were also performed with Exercise Level on the three broad traits, and none had a 

significant F test.  However, for NEM, differences among means exceeded the LDS: for 

females, the mean of NEM for Moderately Active (138.9, N = 32) was greater than the 
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mean of NEM for Active (128.0, N = 12); and for males, the mean of NEM for Inactive 

(129.9, N = 8) was smaller than the mean of NEM for Moderately Active (140.8, N = 10). 

There were several correlations between Activity and the following traits:  Social 

Potency, Alienation, and Aggression in the total group (Table 19); for females, with 

Absorption (Table 20); and for males, Negative Emotionality, Social Potency, Alienation, 

and Control (Table 21).  Of the three broad traits, the ANOVA for Activity was 

statistically significant on NEM (F (1,36) = 5.376, p = 0.026, adjusted R2 = 0.106, partial 

η2 = .130) for males.  The following differences among means exceeded the LDS:  the 

mean of NEM for Inactive (129.9, N = 8) males was smaller than the mean for Active 

(140.1, N = 30). 

Dating Relationship Patterns 

  The data for exercise, mood, trait, and demographic variables by the relationship 

variables are presented in Tables 22-30 (reported for the total and by sex separately).  For 

ease of reading the results in the text and tables, the categories in the Dating Goals 

variable are referred to as “Not Dating” (not in a relationship and not dating or seeking to 

date), “Multiple” (not in a relationship and dating (or wanting to date) several people), 

and “Seeking One” (not in a relationship and seeking one person), and for the 

Relationship Satisfaction variable as “Steady/Improve” (in a relationship and want to 

improve/repair it [with problems]), “Steady/More Serious” (in a relationship and want to 

make it more serious [via engagement or marriage]), and “Steady/Content” (in a 

relationship and want to continue [stable/content]).  
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Dating Goals 

Mood.  Negative Affect was negatively correlated with Dating Goals for females 

(Table 11) but was not significant for males (Table 12) or in the total group (Table 10).  

PA was not significantly associated (correlations, ANOVAs or LSD results) with Dating 

Goals for any of the groups of participants (Tables 10-12, 31, and 37). 

ANOVAs for Dating Goals were significant on NA in the total group (Table 31), 

for females (Table 34), and approached significance for males (Table 34).  The following 

differences among means exceeded the LDS: in the total group (Table 31), the means for 

NA of Multiple were greater than for Not Dating, and for males, the mean of NA for 

Multiple were greater than for Not Dating (Table 34).  For females, the mean of NA for 

Not Dating was significantly greater than for Seeking One (Table 34).   

Traits.  The Dating Goals variable did not have any significant correlations, 

ANOVAs, or LSD results with the traits. 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Mood. Relationship Satisfaction was significantly correlated with Negative Affect 

in the total group (Table 10) and for females (Table 11).  There were no significant 

correlations, ANOVAs, or LSD results found between NA and Relationship Satisfaction 

for males (Tables 12, 35, and 38). 

The ANOVAs for Relationship Satisfaction on NA were also significant in the 

total group (Table 32) and for females (Table 35).  Differences among means exceeded 

the LSD: the means of NA for Steady/Improve and for Steady/Content both in the total 

group and for females (Tables 32 and 35).  There were no significant associations found 
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between PA and Relationship Satisfaction in the total group, or females or males (Tables 

10-12, 32, and 38). 

Traits.  Relationship Satisfaction was not associated with any traits in the total 

group.  However, for females, there was a significant negative correlation with Harm 

Avoidance (Table 20); and for males, Relationship Satisfaction was negatively correlated 

with Positive Emotionality, Wellbeing, and Achievement (Table 21).  Of the three broad 

traits, the ANOVA for Relationship Satisfaction was statistically significant on PEM (F 

(2,8) = 5.507, p = 0.031, adjusted R2 = 0.474, partial η2 = .579) for males.  The following 

differences among means exceeded the LDS:  the mean of PEM for males in the 

Steady/Improve group (169.5, N = 4) was greater than the mean of PEM both for males in 

the Steady/More Serious (142.5, N = 2) and in the Steady/Content groups (148.0, N = 5). 

Dating Relationship Status 

Mood. The combined Dating Relationship Status variable did not significantly 

correlate with either Positive or Negative Affect (Tables 10-12).  And for males, there 

were no significant ANOVAs or LSD results between the mood variables and Dating 

Relationship Status (Tables 37-39).   

ANOVAs performed with this variable were significant on NA in the total group 

(Table 33) and for females (Table 36).  In addition to the results reported for the 

categories within each of the Dating Goals and Relationship Satisfaction variables, 

differences among means exceeding the LSD were also found across the Dating Goals 

and Relationship Satisfaction groups (i.e., those participants not in a relationship and 

those in a relationship).  In the total group, the mean of NA for Multiple was greater than 
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for Steady/Content, and the mean of NA for Seeking One was less than for 

Steady/Improve (Tables 31 and 32).  For females, the mean of NA for Seeking One was 

less than Steady/Improve (Tables 34 and 35).   The only significant result for PA and 

Dating Relationship Status was the following differences among means exceeded the 

LSD: the mean for PA females in the Not Dating group was significantly less than 

females in the Steady/Content group (Tables 34 and 35).     

In sum, there were no differences in mood found between those participants not in 

a relationship and seeking one person for a relationship (Seeking One) and those who 

were content in a steady relationship (Steady/Content).  Also, for males the mean of 

Negative Affect was highest in the Multiple category and was also higher than in the Not 

Dating group (for males) and in the Seeking One or Steady/Content groups (for males 

and in the total group).  For females, the mean of Negative Affect was highest in the Not 

Dating and Steady/Improve groups, which were both higher than the mean of NA in the 

Seeking One group.  The only significant difference in the means of Positive Affect was 

found such that the mean of PA for females in the Not Dating group was lower than for 

those in the Steady/Content group.  

Traits.  In the total group, the correlation between the Dating Relationship Status 

variable and Positive Emotionality approached significance (Table 19).  There was also a 

significant negative correlation between this variable and Achievement in the total group 

and for females, and approached significance for males (Tables 19, 20, and 21, 

respectively). 
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Physical Activity and Dating Relationship Patterns 

Bivariate Analyses   

Dating Goals.  There was a significant correlation between Exercise Level and 

Dating Goals in the total group (Table 10).  This result was also significant with a 

categorical analysis of the variables (Table 40).  (Only significant results for the chi-

square analyses are presented in the tables).  Neither linear nor categorical analyses of 

Dating Goals and Exercise Level for either sex separately were significant.  The 

correlation and chi-square analyses were also both significant for Activity and Dating 

Goals in the total group (Tables 10 and 40) and for males (Tables 12 and 40).  

For ANOVAs with the Dating Goals as the dependent variable, Exercise Level 

was a significant predictor in the total group (Table 43) as was Activity in the total group 

(Table 49) and for males (Table 51).  The following differences among means exceeded 

the LSD: the means of Dating Goals for the Inactive group was lower than for all of the 

other Exercise Level categories in the total group (Table 49); for females, the mean of 

Dating Goals for the Inactive group was lower than for the Very Active (Table 48); and 

for males, the mean of Dating Goals for the Inactive group was less than for both 

Moderately Active and Very Active (Table 48).   

For ANOVAs with Exercise Level as the dependent variable, Dating Goals was a 

significant predictor in the total group (Table 55). Dating Goals was also a significant 

predictor of Activity in the total group (Table 61), and approached significance for both 

females and males (Table 64).  Differences among means exceeded the LSD for the 

means of both Exercise Level and Activity such that the means for Not Dating were 
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lower than Seeking One in the total group (Tables 55 and 61).  For females, the Activity 

mean for Not Dating was lower than for both the Multiple and Seeking One groups 

(Table 64).  For males, the results for Exercise Level were different than for the Activity 

variable:  the means of Exercise Levels for the Multiple group was less than for the 

Seeking One group (Table 58), whereas for the Activity means, the Not Dating group was 

lower than the Seeking One group (Table 64). 

Relationship Satisfaction.  There were many significant associations between 

Relationship Satisfaction and both Exercise Level and Activity: in the total group, 

correlations were the same (Table 10); for females, the correlation with Exercise Level 

was significant (Table 11); and for males, Relationship Satisfaction was significantly 

correlated with both Exercise Level and Activity (Table 12).  The chi-square analyses 

supported most of the correlational findings (Table 41).  In the total group and for 

females, the chi-square analyses showed a significant categorical association between 

Relationship Satisfaction and both Exercise Level and Activity.  A chi-square analysis 

also resulted in a significant categorical association of Relationship Satisfaction with 

Activity for males. 

For ANOVAs with the Relationship Satisfaction as the dependent variable, both 

Exercise Level and Activity were significant predictors in the total group (Tables 44 and 

50).  For females, Exercise Level was a significant predictor and Activity approached 

significance (Tables 47 and 53).  For males, both Exercise Level and Activity were 

significant predictors of Relationship Satisfaction (Tables 47 and 53, respectively).  In the 

total group, differences among means exceeded the LSD such that the mean of 
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Relationship Satisfaction for Inactive was lower than for the other exercise levels, and the 

means of Relationship Satisfaction for both Moderately Active and Active levels were 

greater than for Inactive but less than for Very Active (Table 44).  For females, the mean 

of Relationship Satisfaction for the Very Active group was significantly greater than for 

the other exercise levels (Table 47); and for males, the mean of Relationship Satisfaction 

for Inactive was lower than for all of the other exercise levels (Table 47).  

For ANOVAs with Exercise Level as the dependent variable, Relationship 

Satisfaction was a significant predictor in the total group only (Table 56). Relationship 

Satisfaction was also a significant predictor of Activity only in the total group (Table 62).  

The following differences among means exceeded the LSD for the means of both 

Exercise Level and Activity:  the means for Steady/Improve and Steady/More Serious 

were lower than for Steady/Content in the total group (Tables 56 and 62) and for females 

(Tables 59 and 65), and the means of Exercise Level and Activity for Steady/Improve 

was lower than for Steady/Content for males (Tables 59 and 65).   

Dating Relationship Status.  There was also a statistically significant correlation 

between the combined Dating Relationship Status variable and Exercise Level in the total 

group (Table 10) and with Activity for the males (Table 12).  Chi-square analyses 

showed a significant categorical association with Activity in the total group, for females, 

and for males (Table 42). 

For ANOVAs with the Dating Relationship Status variable as the dependent 

variable, Activity approached significance as a predictor in the total group (Table 51) as 

did the Exercise Level variable for females (Table 48).  For males, Activity was a 
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significant predictor (Table 54).  In the total group, a difference among the means 

exceeded the LSD such that the mean of the Dating Relationship Status variable for 

Inactive was lower than for Very Active in the Exercise Level variable (Table 45).  For 

females, the mean for the Very Active group was significantly greater than for all of the 

other exercise levels (Table 48), and the mean of Dating Relationship Status for Inactive 

males was lower than for the Moderately Active (Table 48).  

For ANOVAs with Exercise Level as the dependent variable, Dating Relationship 

Status was a significant predictor in the total group (Table 57), and for both sexes (Table 

60).  Likewise, for ANOVAs with Activity as the dependent variable, Dating 

Relationship Status was a significant predictor in the total group (Table 63) and for both 

females, and males (Table 66).   

With the above ANOVAs, the following differences among means exceeded the 

LSD in the total group:  the means of Exercise Level for Not Dating and Multiple were 

greater than for Steady/Content, and the mean of Exercise Level for Seeking One was 

greater than for Steady/Improve (Tables 55 and 56).  For females, the mean of Exercise 

Level for Not Dating was less than for Steady/Content, and the mean for Seeking One 

was greater than for Steady/More Serious (Tables 58 and 59).  And for males, the mean 

of Exercise Level for Multiple was less than for Steady/Content, and the mean for 

Seeking One was greater than for Steady/Improve (Tables 58 and 59).  For Activity, 

differences among means also exceeded the LSD in the total group:  the mean of Activity 

for Not Dating was greater than for Steady/Content, and the Activity mean for Seeking 

One was greater than for both Steady/Improve and Steady/More Serious (Tables 61 and 
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62).  For females, the mean of Activity for Not Dating was less than for Steady/Content, 

and the Activity mean for both Multiple and Seeking One were greater than for both 

Steady/Improve and Steady/More Serious (Tables 64 and 65).  And for males, the 

Activity mean for Not Dating was less than for both Steady/More Serious and 

Steady/Content, the mean of Activity for Multiple was less than for Steady/Content, and 

also the Activity mean of Seeking One was greater than for Steady/Improve (Table 64 

and 65). 

As noted with regard to the mood and dating relationship results, there were no 

significant differences in the exercise patterns found between those participants not in a 

relationship and seeking one person for a relationship (Seeking One) and those who were 

content in a steady relationship (Steady/Content).  Also, the participants in the 

Steady/Content category exercised more than any other category in the total group and 

for both females and males.  The male participants in the Multiple category exercised less 

than those in Seeking One and in Stable/Content (for the males and in the total group). 

Multiple Regression and Mediation Analyses   

For those sets of exercise, mood, and relationship variables that had significant 

bivariate correlations between all variables, multiple regression analyses were performed.  

Using the enter method, analyses for possible models that included relationship variables, 

negative affect, and exercise showed significant effects of exercise and negative mood on 

relationship outcomes.  Significant models were demonstrated on Dating Goals with 

Negative Affect and Exercise Levels as predictor variables in the total group (Table 67) 

and for females (Table 68).  Since the correlation between Exercise Level and Negative 
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Affect were not significant for the sub-samples in these regressions, mediation analyses 

were not performed.   

However, mediator effects were tested for models that included Exercise Level 

and Negative Affect as predictors on Relationship Satisfaction (in the total group and for 

females).  (Note: Since there was a significant correlation between Exercise Level and 

PA for females, mediation of Positive Affect was investigated.  However, the Exercise 

Level-PA correlation was not significant for the sub-sample of female participants.)  

According to the method developed by Kenny and Baron (Baron & Kenny, 1986; see 

Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004), there are four steps needed to analyze this mediational 

hypothesis, which are performed with three regressions.  Figure 9 illustrates the paths 

involved and compared in the mediational analyses.  Tables 69 and 70 contain the results 

for these analyses and show that all of the requirements were met for mediation of 

Negative Affect between Exercise Level and Relationship Satisfaction.  Specifically, for 

females, this shows a partial mediation because the relation between Exercise Level and 

Relationship Satisfaction is smaller when Negative Affect is included but still greater 

than zero (as would be for a complete mediation; Table 70).  Next, it is necessary to test 

whether the drops from Paths c to c′ are significant by dividing the product of Paths a and 

b by a standard error term (Sobel, 1982; also see Frazier et al., 2004).  The mediated 

effect divided by its standard error yields a z score of the mediated effect.  If the z score is 

greater than 1.96, the effect is significant at the .05 level.  The following standard error 

equation was used: the square root of b2sa2 + a2sb2, where a and b are unstandardized 

regression coefficients and sa and sb are their standard errors.   
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The calculations to test for significance were as follows:  the unstandardized 

regression coefficient weights for Path a (-0.198) and Path b (-0.240) were multiplied and 

then divided by the square root of (0.0576)(0.0067) + (0.0392)(0.0108) = 0.0475/0.0284 

= 1.67.  This z score is less than 1.96; therefore, Negative Affect was not a significant 

mediator between Exercise Level and Relationship Satisfaction for this female sample. 

Exploratory Findings 

The results in this section use p-value criteria, but without advance hypotheses, 

statistical significance cannot be truly attained. 

Physical Activity: Health versus Organization MSQ Areas  

As described above, the exercise data were based on two life areas in the MSQ, 

namely the health and organization areas.  Three new variables were created from these 

data (not mutually exclusive):  activity in health area (“Health Activity”), exercise in 

organization area (“Organization Activity”), and sports in organization area (“Sports”).  

As with the Activity variable above, these three variables were coded “0” for not 

indicated and “1” for any level of activity.  Independent-sample t-tests showed sex 

differences for organization exercise (t = -2.925, df = 370, p = 0.004, d = 0.313) and for 

sports (t = 2.628, df = 369, p = 0.009, d = 0.282).   

Tables 71-76 present the results of the correlations between all five of the 

physical activity, mood, and dating relationship measures.  The physical activity 

measures were all significantly correlated with one another for the total group (Table 71) 

and for all but the Sports variable for females (Table 73).  For males, Health Activity was 

positively correlated with Exercise Level and Activity, Organization Activity was 
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negatively correlated with Sports, and the Sports variable was correlated with both 

Exercise Level and Activity (Table 75).  There was only one significant correlation 

between these new physical activity measures and mood:  for males, Positive Affect was 

positively correlated with Sports (Table 75).  Finally, the Dating Relationship Status 

variable approached significance in very low correlations with both Health Activity and 

Organization Activity in the total group (Table 72).   

Table 77 presents the significant correlations for these physical activity measures 

with the MPQ scales.  The Sports variable showed positive correlations across all groups 

with Positive Emotionality and Social Potency, and negatively with Harm Avoidance in 

the total group and for females.  Social Closeness was correlated with Health Activity 

and Sports for females, and with Organization Activity and Sports for males.  Also for 

males, Organization Activity was negatively correlated with Negative Emotionality, 

Alienation, and Absorption.  The Sports variable was also positively correlated with 

Aggression in the total group. 

Factor Analysis.  The Activity variable and the three area physical activity (Health 

Activity, Organization Activity, and Sports) variables were subjected to a principal factor 

analysis with a varimax rotation separately for the total group, for females, and for males.  

Two factors emerged for each of the three groups (total, females, and males), accounting 

for 70% of the common variance for all groups.  The rotated factors are shown in Tables 

78-80.  The loadings for the total group and for females are very similar with the 

Activity, Health Activity, and Organization Activity variables loading on the first factor 

(Tables 78 and 79, respectively).  The second factor contains the Sports variable.  
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However, for males, the Activity and Health Activity variables load highly on factor one 

with a moderate loading of the Sports variable (Table 80).  The second factor for males 

includes the Organization Activity variable.  The coding for physical activity appears to 

reflect the health area entries for both sexes.  The difference between the sexes seems to 

indicate that more organization health entries for females and more sports entries for 

males were included in the coding process.  It is important to note that the sex of the 

participant was never included with the data while coding.   

Body Image  

 Another factor to consider as a mediator of mood, exercise, and relationship 

variables is related to body image.  In the MSQ, 133 participants indicated that they 

wanted to change their bodies (n = 265 did not indicate any desire for body change):  get 

in shape (n = 28), add muscle (n = 14), and/or lose weight (n = 91).  Two variables were 

created from these categories.  First, a Desired Weight Loss variable compared the 

participants who did not indicate any desire to change their bodies with the participants 

who indicated a desire to lose weight.  Second, a Desired Body Change variable with “0” 

as No Changes, “1” for Get in Shape and “2” for Lose Weight was created.  The category 

of “Get in Shape” is ambiguous with regard to body image concerns as this statement 

could be reflecting a desire to change one’s fitness level rather than one’s body shape.  

Nevertheless, getting in shape reflects a desire to change one’s body and is likely 

indicative of lesser body image concern than a desire to lose weight.  No previous 

research was found that examined a “get in shape” goal.7   

                                                 
7This second variable may be comparing two of the four Reasons for Exercise:  Appearance/Weight 
Management and Fitness/Health Management (Stress/Mood Management and Socializing are the other 
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Desired Weight Loss.  An independent-sample t-test showed sex differences for 

the Desired Weight Loss variable (t = -2.594 df = 331, p = 0.010, d = 0.314).  For the 

male group, correlations with Desired Weight Loss reached significance with two 

variables:  Negative Affect (r = 0.237, p = 0.024, n = 91), and Wellbeing (r = -0.556, p = 

0.001, n = 34).  For the female group, correlations with Desired Weight Loss reached 

significance with several variables also:  Negative Affect (r = 0.224, p = 0.001, n = 219), 

Exercise Level (r = -0.221, p = 0.001, n = 228), Activity (r = -0.190, p = 0.004, n = 228), 

Health Activity (r = -0.137, p = 0.039, n = 228), and Organization Activity (r = -0.163, p 

= 0.014, n = 228).  In the total group, correlations with Desired Weight Loss were 

significant with the same variables as for the males and females listed above.  However, 

since Desired Weight Loss had only one correlation (with Negative Affect) that was 

significant for both males and females (whereas all other variables were significant for 

either males or females, but not for both), all further analyses are reported by sex only 

and not for the total group. 

Analysis of variance was significant for Desired Weight Loss on Negative Affect 

for females and for males (Table 81).  Several ANOVAs between the physical activity 

variables and Desired Weight Loss were significant (Table 81).  For females, Desired 

Weight Loss was a significant predictor of Exercise Level, Organization Activity, and 

Health Activity for females.  For males, Desired Weight Loss approached significance as 

                                                                                                                                                 
two; e.g., Cash, Novy, & Grant, 1994; Smith, Handley, & Eldredge, 1998).  Cash et al. (1994) reported that 
for their female sample, Appearance/Weight Management motive was associated with a more negative 
body image (independent of actual body mass) and was the only motive related to self-reported frequency 
of exercise.  However, these results were not replicated with a more diverse sample in a subsequent study 
(Smith et al., 1998).  Instead, only the health and fitness motive predicted women's frequency of exercise.  
Also, there were no significant associations between women's dissatisfaction and any reasons for 
exercising, but the participants with greater body dissatisfaction did report exercising for appearance and 
weight management. 
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a predictor of Sports.  With Desired Weight Loss as the dependent variable (Table 82), 

Exercise Level was a significant predictor for females. Least significant differences were 

found such that the means of Desired Weight Loss for inactive was lower than for the 

other exercise levels.  All analyses to examine associations between Desired Weight Loss 

and any relationship variable were not significant. 

For females, multiple regression analyses were performed for all possible models 

that included Exercise Level, Negative Affect, and Desired Weight Loss.  Using the enter 

method, analyses showed significant results for two models (per the Kenny and Baron, 

1986, method described above):  Negative Affect mediating Exercise Level to Desired 

Weight Loss and Exercise Level mediating Negative Affect to Desired Weight Loss. 

Figures 10 and 11 portray the paths that are compared, and Tables 83 and 84 present the 

results.  Since the mediated regressions were smaller than the original regressions 

(although not zero), the Sobel (1982) test was again used to test the significance of the 

partial mediations.  The calculations to test for significance were used as described 

previously, and the results are given in the notes of the tables.  Neither of the mediations 

was significant. 

Desired Body Change.  Analyses for the Desired Body Change variable resulted 

in similar, but also more and stronger, findings than those for the Desired Weight Loss 

variable.  An independent-sample t-test showed sex differences (t = -2.600 df = 353, p = 

0.010, d = 0.450).  For the male group, correlations with Desired Body Change reached 

or were near significance with three variables: Negative Affect (r = 0.195, p = 0.044, n = 

107), Dating Relationship Status (r = 0.175, p = 0.067, n = 110), and Wellbeing (r =  
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-0.531, p = 0.001, n = 36).  For the female group, correlations with Desired Body Change 

also reached significance with several variables:  Negative Affect (r = 0.194, p = 0.003,  

n = 238), Exercise Level (r = -0.223, p = 0.001, n = 243), Activity (r = -0.197, p = 0.002, 

n = 243), Health Activity (r = -0.147, p = 0.022, n = 243), and Organization Activity (r = 

-0.154, p = 0.016, n = 243).  Again, for the same reason as described above for the 

Desired Weight Loss variable, all further analyses will be by sex only and not in the total 

group. 

Chi-square analyses showed significant categorical associations between Desired 

Body Change and Exercise Levels and Activity for females (Table 85).  Additionally, 

chi-square analyses found significant associations for Desired Body Change and Health 

Activity for both females and males and with Organization Activity for females (Table 

85).   

Analysis of variance was significant for Desired Body Change on Negative Affect 

for females and least significant differences were found such that the mean of NA for 

Lose Weight was higher than the means of NA for both No Changes and for Get in Shape 

(Table 86).  For males, least significant differences were significant between the means 

of NA for No Changes and Lose Weight (Table 86). 

Several ANOVAs between the physical activity variables and Desired Body 

Change were significant.  For females, Desired Body Change was a significant predictor 

of Exercise Level (Table 87) and Organization Activity (Table 88).  Desired Body 

Change was also a significant predictor of Health Activity for males and approached 

significance for females (Table 89).  For all of the ANOVAs for both males and females, 
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least significant differences were significant between the mean of Health Activity for 

both the No Changes and Lose Weight.  With Desired Body Change as the dependent 

variable, Exercise Level was a significant predictor for females and least significant 

differences were found such that the mean of Desired Body Change for Inactive females 

was lower than for all of the other exercise levels (Table 90).   

As with the Desired Weight Loss variable, all analyses to examine associations 

between Desired Body Change and any relationship variable were not significant. 

For females, multiple regression analyses were performed for all possible models 

that included Exercise Level, Negative Affect, and Desired Body Change.  Again, using 

the enter method, analyses for these variables showed significant results for every model.  

Figures 12-17 portray the paths that are compared.  Interspersed among the Figures are 

Tables 91-96 that give the results for the predictor variables entered into the models 

required to test for mediation per the Kenny and Baron (1986) method described above.  

Also, since all of the mediated regressions were smaller than the original regressions 

(although not zero), the Sobel (1982) test was again used to test the significance of the 

partial mediations.  The calculations to test for significance were used as described 

previously, and the z-score results are given in the notes of the tables.  Desired Body 

Change was a significant partial mediator between Exercise Level and Negative Affect in 

both directions as depicted in Figures 5 and 6 and as reported in Tables 94 and 95. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

This study built on previous research with regard to the associations of mood and 

traits with physical activity and dating relationship patterns.  This section compares the 

current findings with the hypotheses made for this study based on the review of existing 

literature.  In addition, the present study examined directly how physical activity was 

associated with dating relationships patterns, including the influence of mood, and 

patterns from those novel findings are summarized and compared to the stated 

hypotheses.  The exploratory results are also reviewed within the context of existing 

literature.  Finally, implications for applications, limitations, and future directions for 

research are addressed.    

Replication Findings 

Hypothesis 1:  Exercise levels will be correlated with mood and traits: Negative affect 

and emotionality negatively will be correlated with level of exercise and positive affect 

and emotionality will be positively correlated with level of exercise.  Female participants 

are expected to have stronger and more mood-exercise and trait-exercise associations 

than males. 

Physical Activity 

Mood.  As hypothesized, exercise levels were negatively correlated with negative 

affect and positively correlated with positive affect for the total group and for females.  

Additionally, inactive females reported higher negative affect than all of the active 

females (as one category).  Males’ mood did not vary significantly between the different 

levels of exercise.  
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Traits.  Previous research has linked PEM (and Extraversion in other trait 

measures) with exercise level and activity (not active versus active).  PEM was not 

associated with exercise in the present study.  In the total group, activity was positively 

correlated with Social Potency (a scale associated with PEM).  For females, exercise 

level was positively associated with two other PEM-associated scales:  Wellbeing and 

Social Closeness.  Activity was also positively correlated with Social Potency for males.   

For scales associated with NEM, being active (as opposed to inactive) was 

positively correlated with Alienation and Aggression in the total group.  The active males 

scored higher on NEM which is opposite of other research findings.  Also, activity in 

males was positively correlated with Alienation and Aggression.   

Prior research has also shown a positive correlation with Conscientiousness (a 

trait similar to the MPQ Constraint).  In the present study, only Control (a scale 

associated with Constraint) was negatively correlated with Activity for males.  The 

specific hypothesis for the broad traits and sex differences were not supported; however, 

the primary trait dimensions associated with the broad traits (not previously reported) 

supported the general patterns hypothesized. 

Hypothesis 2:  Dating goals, relationship satisfaction, and dating relationship status will 

be correlated with mood and traits:  Negative affect and emotionality will be negatively 

correlated with these dating relationship patterns and positive affect and emotionality 

positively correlated with these three dating relationship patterns.  For these mood-

relationship associations, females are expected to have stronger associations than men for 
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negative affect whereas men are expected to have stronger associations than women for 

positive affect. 

Dating Relationship Patterns 

Mood.  This hypothesis was partially supported.  In the total group, negative 

affect was negatively associated with relationship satisfaction but not with dating goals or 

dating relationship status.  For females, negative affect was negatively correlated with 

dating goals and relationship satisfaction but not the combined dating relationship status 

variable.  For the dating goals variable (which included only participants who were not in 

a relationship), those who did not want to date had higher negative affect than those 

wanting to have a steady relationship.  For the relationship satisfaction variable, those 

content in a steady relationship had lower negative affect than those seeking to improve 

their relationship.   

The dating relationship status variable was not correlated with negative affect 

because female participants seeking one person for a steady relationship had similar (low) 

negative affect as those participants who were content in a steady relationship.  Across all 

of the dating relationship categories (including both participants not in a relationship and 

those in a relationship), negative affect among the females seeking to improve their 

relationships, not dating (or seeking to date), and those wanting to date multiple people 

were all significantly higher than those seeking a steady relationship and those content in 

a relationship.  Apparently, for these female participants, seeking a steady relationship is 

very similar to actually being content in a steady relationship with regard to their level of 

negative affect. 
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 For the males, there were no significant linear correlations between mood and 

dating relationship variables; however, in the estimated marginal means test, negative 

affect for those dating (or wanting to date) multiple people was significantly higher than 

for both those not dating or those seeking to date one person (and was the highest mean 

of NA across all of the dating relationship categories). 

The only significant correlation with positive affect was with the dating 

relationship status variable for females only.   

Traits.  The hypotheses with regard to traits and the dating relationship patterns 

were not supported.  In fact, PEM was negatively correlated with the dating relationship 

status variable for both the total group and the males as well as with relationship 

satisfaction for males.  The primary trait dimension that appears to primarily account for 

the strength of the results for PEM is Achievement.  This scale is associated with PEM 

and was negatively correlated with dating relationship status (in the total group, for 

females and for males) and with relationship satisfaction for the males.  The college 

students who scored high on Achievement were likely very focused on their classes 

rather than on dating relationships. Additionally, for the males, Wellbeing (another MPQ 

scale associated with PEM) was negatively correlated with relationship satisfaction.   

NEM and the related primary trait dimensions were not significantly associated 

with any of the relationship variables.  Prior research has shown positive associations 

between relationship variables and Constraint.  Although there were no significant 

correlations with the broad trait, males who scored lower on Control (a scale associated 

with Constraint) were higher on the dating relationship status variable, which suggests 
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they were in a steady relationship.  This finding is opposite of previous findings and 

counterintuitive in that relationships would seem to benefit more from a planful, 

deliberate disposition (typical of high scorers of Control), but perhaps males who are 

highly controlled are less attracted to intimate relationships, in which they may foresee 

losing some control. 

Novel Findings 

Hypothesis 3:  Exercise levels will be positively correlated with dating goals, relationship 

satisfaction, and dating relationship status.  These associations are expected to be stronger 

and significant for more of the males’ exercise-relationship associations than for the 

females’ exercise-relationship associations. 

Physical Activity and Dating Relationship Patterns 

This hypothesis was supported across all of the dating relationship variables.  

Also, these associations were stronger and more were significant for the male participants 

than for the female participants.   

Dating Goals.  Participants who were not interested in dating relationships were 

less active, and those participants seeking one person were more active.  Additionally, 

female participants who were interested in dating multiple people were more active than 

those not interested in dating at all, whereas male participants who were seeking to date 

multiple people were less likely to be active than those males seeking to date one person 

steadily.  Young women may be seeking their one partner by dating multiple people 

while young men may be dating multiple people instead of seeking to date one person.  

And there may be an effect of dating goals on these exercise behavior:  young women are 
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using physical activities as a means to meet potential relationship partners, but men are 

busy seeking and/or dating multiple people instead of exercising. 

Relationship Satisfaction.  Inactive participants were more likely to want to 

change their relationships (i.e., improve, or make more serious via engagement or 

marriage) than participants in the other exercise levels, and the participants who were 

content in a steady relationship were more active than those who wanted to change their 

relationships.  Also, the very active women were more likely to be in stable, steady 

relationships than those with lower levels of exercise.  These patterns may indicate that 

exercise leads to better relationships, or that people who are in a content relationship may 

have more time to exercise than those who are focused on changing their relationships. 

Dating Relationship Status. Inactive participants were less likely to be in a 

relationship those participants who reported being active, and generally those in a content 

relationship exercised more than all other relationship categories except those seeking to 

have a relationship with one person.  Also, those participants who were seeking to date 

one person exercised more than those participants who wanted to change their 

relationships (improve or make more serious).  As with negative affect, there were no 

significant differences in the exercise patterns found between those participants seeking 

one person for a relationship and those who were content in a steady relationship.  

Additionally, the very active women were more likely in a relationship than those 

participants who reported being less active. Again, the women and men differed with 

regard to those wanting to date multiple people:  these women were more active than 
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women who wanted to change their relationships whereas these men were less active than 

men who were content in a steady relationship.     

Given the cross-sectional nature of these data, interpretation of the findings must 

consider both causal directions along with unknown third variables.  For example, those 

who exercise more may be more likely to want to be in a steady relationship, or those 

who want a steady relationship may exercise more.  It’s also possible that lower negative 

affect (or another factor) leads to higher exercise levels as well as a desire and/or ability 

for a steady relationship.  

Hypothesis 4:  Mood (via negative and/or positive affect) will mediate the association 

between exercise levels and dating relationship patterns (i.e., dating goals, relationship 

satisfaction, and dating relationship status).  That is, when mood is added to the exercise-

relationship model, the strength of the exercise-relationship association will be reduced. 

Mood Mediation 

In the total group and for the females, analyses for a model of exercise level and 

negative affect, as predictors of relationship satisfaction were significant.  However, 

differences between regression coefficients before and after accounting for the mediator 

variables did not meet significance at the 0.05 level.  Additionally, in the total group and 

for females, models that included negative affect and exercise level predicting dating 

goals were significant (though with less evidence for potential mediation of negative 

affect).  These models warrant further research in order to better understand connection 

between exercise, negative affect, and dating relationship patterns. 



84 

 

An interesting comparison of existing literature with regard to direction of effects 

can be made with the longitudinal data presented by Kamp Dush & Amato (2005).  Their 

results suggested that improved mood follows the movement into more committed 

relationships rather than a change in mood leading to changes in relationship status.  The 

multiple regression models (of these cross-sectional data) were significant for physical 

activity and negative affect as predictors of dating relationship variables but not for any 

other model (i.e., with physical activity or mood as the dependent variable). 

Exploratory Findings 

Physical Activity: Health versus Sports. One study reviewed earlier compared 

athletes with nonathletes (Fulkerson et al., 1999).  The researchers compared the NEM 

and PEM between high school athletes and nonathletes for females and males.  They 

reported that female athletes scored significant lower on NEM and lower on PEM than 

nonathletes whereas male athletes scored lower on NEM than nonathletes.  In the  

current study, PEM was significantly higher for those participants who indicated being 

active in sports, in the total group and for both females and males.  Two scales associated 

with the PEM trait were also positively correlated with the sports variable:  Social 

Potency (for all groups) and Social Closeness (for females).  NEM was not significantly 

correlated with the sports variable; however Aggression was significantly correlated in 

the total group.  Also, a scale associated with the broad trait of Constraint, Harm 

Avoidance, was negatively correlated both in the total group and for females.  The only 

significant correlation among these physical activity variables separating those 

participants who reported physical activity in the health versus organization life areas and 
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mood was for positive affect for females active in sports.  There were not any significant 

assocations between any of the dating relationship variables and these distinctions of 

health-versus-sport types of physical activity. 

Desired Body Change.  Previous literature has assessed attitudes toward one’s 

body using a variety of measurements (Ben-Tovim & Walker, 1991).  Body image and 

body concerns have been examined with regard to fitness and athletics (Bock, 1994; 

Hallinan, Pierce, Evans, DeGrenier, et al., 1991; Koff & Bauman, 1997; McCabe, 

Roberts, & Morris, 1991; Parsons & Betz, 2001; Rainey, McKeown, Sargent, & Valois, 

1998), reasons for exercise (Cash, Novy, & Grant, 1994), and exercise participation and 

enjoyment (Frederick & Shaw, 1995).  Zabinski, Calfas, Gehrman, Wilfley, and Sallis 

(2001) report on a study that examined body dissatisfaction before and after an exercise 

intervention that was not effective in reducing body dissatisfaction. 

The current findings support the general consensus that body concerns are 

associated with exercise patterns.  The desired body change that had the most consistent 

findings was the goal to lose weight; however, those participants were less likely to 

exercise.  This finding is not consistent with previous research.  Rainey et al. (1998) 

found that active adolescent participants were more likely to be trying to lose weight; 

and, in an adult population, reported physical exercise was associated with the desire to 

lose weight (Steptoe et al., 1997).  Additionally, for the present study, inclusion of both a 

desire to get in shape along with a desire to lose weight in the body concern variable 

resulted in more significant findings than for weight loss alone.  These goals may reflect 
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prior research regarding the reasons for exercise (i.e., fitness versus appearance; Cash et 

al., 1994; Smith et al., 1998). 

The present study appears to be the first look at mood, exercise, and body 

concerns in one sample.  Models that included negative affect, exercise, and the desired 

body change variable were all significant such that for each as the outcome variable, the 

remaining two were significant predictor variables.  Also, the desired body change was a 

significant partial mediator between exercise and negative affect in both directions.  This 

indicates that body concerns may be an important component of understanding the causal 

influence of exercise patterns and negative affect.  Possible pathways include:  negative 

affect may result in greater body dissatisfaction which may in turn result in less exercise, 

or those who do not exercise may have greater body dissatisfaction which may then result 

in increased negative affect. 

The literature also connects body image and body dissatisfaction with dating 

(Cash, Theriault, & Annis, 2004; Cooper, 1994; Davison & McCabe, 2005; Sheets & 

Ajmere, 2005; Weller & Dziegielewski, 2004) and marital (Friedman, Dixon, Brownell, 

Whisman, & Wilfley, 1999; Markey, Markey, & Birch, 2001, 2004; Pole, Crowther, & 

Schell, 2004) relationships.  The dating relationship variables used in the present study 

were not associated with the desired body change variable.  The results from the present 

research additionally support previous findings regarding sex differences such that 

females are more dissatisfied with their bodies than males though both internalize and are 

thereby affected by the differing cultural standards for their own sex (Hoyt & Kogan, 

2001; Stanford & McCabe, 2002).   
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Implications for Application 

 In addition to the existing knowledge regarding how mood is related to physical 

activity and dating relationship patterns, the connection of physical activity with 

relationship variables could prove useful.  In particular, the potential to influence dating 

relationship patterns, especially increase relationship satisfaction, may help in the efforts 

to increase exercise level.  Since this data set is cross-sectional, it could be that those who 

are in more satisfied relationships are more likely to exercise, or there is another variable 

(perhaps mood or traits) that is causing both of these outcomes.  Previous literature has 

shown that even moving from sedentary to any physical activity has health benefits 

(McGinnis, 1992); though moderate doses of activity on most days is recommended (Pate 

et al., 1995).  In the present study, comparisons of inactive to active (at any exercise 

level) showed significant associations with mood and dating relationship patterns. 

Limitations 

 Since the physical activity and dating relationship variables were novel measures 

created from the idiographic data in the MSQ, it is unknown how these compare to 

established measures of similar or related concepts.  Also, although an important first 

step, these data are cross-sectional and therefore cannot provide causal information.  

There may have also been a limitation from the small sample size of some categories of 

variables, particularly for the males and the MPQ.  Likewise, the exploratory findings are 

based on variables created from MSQ data that have not been previously used.  Finally, 

these findings are only preliminary in providing support for the larger theory regarding 

the associations between dating relationships and exercise patterns.  Corroboration via 
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constructive replication would be particularly useful.  Though statistical significance was 

achieved for many results, this is never a sufficient condition for making any meaningful 

claims (Lykken, 1968).  

Future Directions 

 The limitations of this study give directions for future research.  Namely, the 

variables created from the MSQ data should be directly compared with established 

measures for physical activity, dating relationship patterns, and body concerns.  The 

MSQ provides rich opportunity for future research as well, including the goal component 

of the dating status (as discussed previously).  Additionally, the nomothetic data could 

allow for a weighting of the goals listed (e.g., by its importance, expected emotional 

reactions to success or failure, and expected probability of success).   

Another avenue of research would to help place these findings into the existing 

literature.  Namely, given the results of this study that dating relationships are associated 

with exercise patterns, dating relationships should be incorporated into the current 

measure of social support for physical activity (Sallis et al., 1987).  Future research could 

also explore causal relationships with an experimental design.  Specifically, since the 

regression analyses point to exercise and mood as predictors of dating relationship 

patterns, a design should measure dating relationship patterns and mood before an 

exercise intervention, then measure for mood changes and then subsequent relationship 

pattern changes.  It can be much more difficult, and ethically challenging, to alter 

people’s relationship experiences, but that direction is also necessary to fully understand 

the causal relationships.  Also, mood has been successfully manipulated in lab settings, 
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but again, it is more challenging to implement a longer-term change in mood (especially 

to foster negative affect over time) as would be most relevant to actual exercise and 

relationship experiences.   

Another aspect of the current study that has not been considered previously is the 

inclusion of dating goals along with the actual dating status (i.e., the present study’s 

categories of “not dating (and not seeking to date)”, “dating (or wanting to date) multiple 

people”, and “seeking to date one person”).  The seeking to date one person steadily 

appeared to be more similar to those who were content in a steady relationship than to the 

other two single status categories with regard to mood as well as physical activity 

patterns.  This motivation perspective of the MSQ provides an important additional level 

of analysis.  In future research with these variables, college students seeking a steady 

relationship could be considered the same as those content in a steady relationship and 

compared as a group to students who are not wanting to date and those who are wanting 

to date multiple people.  These categories may better replicate the idea of an ordered 

commitment variable as put forth by (Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005) but also includes a 

goal component.8  It appears that for this young adult population, wanting to be in a 

steady relationship is quite similar to actually being in a steady relationship because this 

developmental stage of increased intimacy starts with the readiness and desire to be in a 

relationship. 

Lastly, the desired body changes, negative affect, and exercise models also 

provide a variety of opportunities to explore causal relationships as each significantly 

                                                 
8 In preliminary analyses of current data with Seeking One added to Steady/Content categories (and all 
other categories the same), several significant results were found. See Tables 97 for correlations, and 
Tables 98 and 99 for results of regression and mediational analyses. 
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predicted the others in the multiple regression analyses.  Since desired body change was 

the only significant partial mediator, this may be a particularly interesting pathway to 

examine further.  Finally, the results of this study indicate that sex differences with regard 

to any of the studied variables should be considered in future research. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table 1  

Correlations between Relationship Status and Life Happiness, Life Satisfaction, and 

Distress (from Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005) 

 Variable 1 2 3 

1 Married --   

2 Dating multiple people -- --  

3 Not dating -- -- -- 

4 Life happiness .15 -.17 -.12 

5 Life satisfaction .15 -.11 -.08 

6 Distress -.12 .11 .07 

 

Note.  Bold coefficients significant at p < .05 (two-tailed) 
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Table 2 

Correlations between Trait and Mood Measures (from Watson, 1988) 
 
 Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 NE --        

2 Trait NA .36 --       

3 Mean state NA .35 .48 --      

4 PE -.37 -.07 -.09 --     

5 Trait PA -.35 .17 -.01 .50 --    

6 Mean state PA -.24 .06 .14 .44 .70 --   

7 Mean social activity -.03 -.01 .01 .34 .25 .28 --  

8 Exercise frequency -.28 .11 .02 .12 .32 .29 .05 -- 

 

 Note. Bold coefficients significant at p < .05 (two-tailed).  NE = Negative Emotionality 

scale (from MPQ). Trait NA = Negative Affectivity (from general PANAS).  Mean state   

NA = Negative Affectivity (from daily PANAS).  PE = Positive Emotionality scale (from 

MPQ).  Trait PA = Positive Affectivity (from general PANAS).  Mean state  

PA = Positive Affectivity (from daily PANAS).
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Table 3 

Means and Standards Deviations of All Exercise, Dating Relationship, Mood, and Trait 

Variables and Demographics 

 Females Males Totals 

Variable M or %    SD        N M or %   SD        N M or %   SD        N 

Exercise Level 2.12        0.92     250 2.27      1.00     122 2.17      0.95     372 

Activity 0.73        0.45     250 0.73      0.45     122 0.73      0.45     372 

Dating Goals 2.49        0.80     131 2.44      0.75       70 2.47      0.78     201 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 

 

2.07        0.83     113 

 

1.94      0.82       50 

 

2.03      0.83     163  

Dating Relationship 

Status  

 

3.70        1.55     242 

 

3.47      1.45     120 

 

3.63      1.52     363 

Negative Affect 2.37        0.71     253 2.37      0.65     117 2.37      0.69     370 

Positive Affect 3.02        0.69     253 3.18      0.67     117 3.07      0.68     370 

NEM 135.1      15.2       82 137.9    11.6       39 136.1    14.1     121 

PEM 156.4      10.9       82 157.7    11.7       39 156.8    11.1     121 

CON 163.8      13.4       82 157.3    15.5       39 161.7    14.4     121 

Age 19.3        2.07     261  19.5      1.34     130 19.4      1.86     391 

Nonwhite (%) 24.9 27.2 25.7 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = 

Constraint
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Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations of Relationship Variables, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Exercise Level (Total Group) 

 Not Active Moderately Active  Active Very Active Totals 

Variable M          SD          N  M           SD         N M           SD          N M          SD           N M           SD          N 

Dating Goals 2.20      0.90        50 2.56       0.72        84 2.49       0.73        45 2.73       0.70        22 2.47       0.78      201 

Rel Satisfaction 1.78      0.77        49 2.07       0.82        60 2.00       0.86        36 2.67       0.59        18 2.03       0.83      163  

Dating Rel Status 3.38      1.54      106 3.60       1.45      156 3.65       1.53        84 4.00       1.66        43 3.60       1.52      389 

Negative Affect 2.47      0.74        96 2.40       0.72      141 2.32       0.63        76 2.19       0.47        40 2.38       0.70      353 

Positive Affect 3.00      0.69        96 3.00       0.72      141 3.26       0.62        76 3.07       0.72        40 3.07       0.69      353 

NEM 134.0    14.6        36 139.3     15.2        42 133.1     11.1        22 136.3     13.8        16 136.1     14.1      116 

PEM 156.1    10.6        36 157.2     12.5        42 155.8     9.94        22 160.0     10.3        16 157.0     11.1      116 

CON 162.1    13.2        36 161.1     14.6        42 161.7     15.6        22 162.1     17.4        16 161.2     14.6      116 

Note. Rel = Relationship; MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint
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Table 4 (continued) 

Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Exercise Level (Total Group) 

 Not Active Moderately Active  Active Very Active Totals 

Variable M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  

Age 19.5      2.44      101 19.2       0.98      145 19.4       1.49        82 19.5       3.06        40 19.3       1.87      368 

Female (%) 67.3                     73.6 59.0 60.0 67.2 

% of Female N 27.2 43.6 19.6 9.6  

% of Male N 27.0 32.0 27.9 13.1  

Nonwhite (%) 32.7 22.5 28.0 20.5 26.3 
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Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Exercise Level (Females) 

 Not Active Moderately Active  Active Very Active Totals 

Variable M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M           SD          N 

Dating Goals 2.27       0.94        30 2.55       0.75        64 2.46       0.76        26 2.82       0.60        11 2.49       0.80      131 

Rel Satisfaction 1.86       0.80        36 2.12       0.80        42  1.91       0.92        22 2.77       0.44        13 2.07       0.83      113 

Dating Rel Status 3.68       1.56        66 3.57       1.49      106 3.66       1.56        47 4.46       1.62        24 3.70       1.55      243 

Negative Affect 2.52       0.76        67 2.37       0.75      106 2.30       0.65        46 2.13       0.46        24 2.38       0.72      243 

Positive Affect 2.96       0.68        67 2.89       0.68      106 3.29       0.65        46 3.35       0.70        24 3.03       0.70      243 

NEM 135.2     15.7        28 138.9     16.8        32 128.0     7.01        12 129.7     10.7          6 135.2     15.2        78 

PEM 155.4     9.63        28 156.8     12.7        32 155.6     7.96        12 162.8     9.66          6 156.6     10.8        78 

CON 162.1     11.3        28 163.8     14.7        32 163.5     15.5        12 173.3     13.1          6 163.9     13.6        78 

Age 19.5       2.87        68 19.1       0.96      108 18.9       1.16        49 19.7       3.81        24 19.3       2.07      249 

Nonwhite (%) 37.3 19.0 32.7 8.3  

Note. Rel = Relationship; MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint   
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Table 6   

Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Exercise Level (Males) 

 Not Active Moderately Active  Active Very Active Totals 

Variable M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M or %   SD          N  M          SD           N 

Dating Goals 2.10       0.85        20 2.60       0.60        20 2.53       0.70        19 2.64      0.81        11  2.44      0.75         70 

Rel Satisfaction 1.39       0.66        13 1.94       0.87        18 2.14       0.77        14 2.40       0.89          5 1.94      0.82         50 

Dating Rel Status 3.00       1.37        33 3.71       1.39        38 3.64       1.50        33 3.50       1.55        16 3.47      1.45       120 

Negative Affect 2.52       0.76        67 2.37       0.75      106 2.30       0.65        30 2.13       0.46        16 2.38      0.65       110 

Positive Affect 3.08       0.62        67 3.27       0.75      106 3.20       0.57        30 2.99       0.73        16 3.16      0.67       110 

NEM 130.0     9.85          8 140.1     7.57        10 139.2     12.2        10 140.3     14.4        10 138.0    11.7         38 

PEM 158.5     14.0          8 158.5     12.0        10 156.0     12.4        10 158.3     10.9        10 157.8    11.8         38 

CON 161.8     19.4          8 152.8     11.1        10 159.6     16.3        10 155.3     16.5        10 157.1    15.6         38 

Age 19.3       1.13        33 19.5       0.99        37 20.0       1.70        33 19.3       1.39        16 19.5      1.33       119 

Nonwhite (%) 22.6 32.4 21.2 40  

Note. Rel = Relationship; MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint 
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Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, Mood, Traits, and 

Demographics by Activity (Total Group) 

Not Active Active Totals 

Variable M or %    SD           N  M or %    SD          N  M or %   SD          N  

Dating Goals 2.20        0.90         50 2.56        0.72       150 2.47        0.78       200 

Rel Satisfaction 1.73        0.79         49 2.18        0.84       114  2.04        0.85       163  

Dating Rel Status 3.45        1.53         99 3.69        1.51       264 3.63        1.52       363 

Negative Affect 2.47        0.74         96 2.34        0.68       257  2.38        0.70       353 

Positive Affect 3.00        0.67         96 3.10        0.70       257  3.07        0.69       353 

NEM 134.0      14.6         36  137.0      13.9         80 136.1      14.1       116  

PEM 156.1      10.6         36 157.4      11.4         80 157.0      11.1       116  

CON 162.1      13.2         36 161.5      15.3         80 161.7      14.6       116  

Age 19.5        2.44       101 19.3        1.60       267 19.3        1.87       368 

Female (%) 67.3 67.2 67.2 

% of Female N 27.2 72.8  

% of Male N 27.0 73.0  

Nonwhite (%) 32.7 24.0 26.3 

Note. Rel = Relationship; MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive 

Emotionality; CON = Constraint
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Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, Mood, Traits, and 

Demographics by Activity (Females) 

 Not Active Active Totals 

Variable M or %    SD           N  M or %    SD           N  M or %    SD           N  

Dating Goals 2.27        0.94         30 2.55        0.74       100  2.48        0.80       130  

Rel Satisfaction 1.86        0.80         36 2.22        0.85         77 2.11        0.85       113  

Dating Rel Status 3.68        1.56         66 3.71        1.55       177 3.70        1.55       363 

Negative Affect 2.52        0.76         67 2.32        0.70       176  2.38        0.72       243 

Positive Affect 2.96        0.68         67 3.05        0.71       176 3.03        0.70       243 

NEM 135.2      15.7         28  135.2      15.0         50 135.2      15.2         78 

PEM 155.4      9.63         28 157.3      11.5         50 156.6       10.8        78 

CON 162.1      11.2         28 164.8      14.8         50 163.9      13.6         78 

Age 19.5        2.87         68 19.1        1.68       181  19.3        2.07       249 

Nonwhite (%) 37.3 21.3 25.7 

Note. Rel = Relationship; MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive 

Emotionality; CON = Constraint 
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Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations of Dating Relationship Variables, Mood, Traits, and 

Demographics by Activity (Males) 

 Not Active Active Totals 

Variable M or %    SD           N  M or %    SD           N  M or %    SD           N  

Dating Goals 2.10        0.85         20 2.58        0.67         50 2.44        0.75         70 

Rel Satisfaction 1.38        0.65         13 2.08        0.83         37 1.90        0.84         50 

Dating Rel Status 3.00        1.37         33 3.64        1.45         87 3.47        1.45       120 

Negative Affect 2.36        0.69         29 2.38        0.64         81 2.38        0.65       110 

Positive Affect 3.08        0.62         29 3.19        0.68         81 3.16        0.67       110 

NEM 130.0      9.85           8 140.1      11.7         30 138.0      11.7         38 

PEM 158.5      14.0           8 157.6      11.4         30 157.8      11.8         38 

CON 161.8      19.4           8 155.9      14.6         30 157.1      15.6         38 

Age 19.3        1.13         33 19.3        1.39         86 19.5        1.33       119 

Nonwhite (%) 22.6 29.4 27.6 

Note. Rel = Relationship; MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive 

Emotionality; CON = Constraint 
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Table 10 

Correlations (N) between Exercise, Dating Relationship, and Mood Variables (Total Group) 

     1  2  3  4  5  6  7         

1.  Exercise Level   --  

2.  Activity    --   -- 

3.  Dating Goals   .17** (218) .22** (218) --   

4.  Relationship Satisfaction  .24** (171) .24** (171) --  --   

5.  Dating Relationship Status  .11* (389) .08 (389) --  --  -- 

6.  Negative Affect   -.11* (350) -.08 (350) -.14 (195) -.21** (155) -.02 (350) -- 

7.  Positive Affect   .14** (350) .07 (350) .08 (195) .05 (155) .04 (350) -.07 (376)      -- 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed) 
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Table 11 

Correlations (N) between Exercise, Dating Relationship, and Mood Variables (Females) 

     1  2  3  4  5  6  7          

1.  Exercise Level   --  

2.  Activity    --  -- 

3.  Dating Goals   .15 (130) .14 (131) --   

4.  Relationship Satisfaction  .24** (113) .15 (113) --  --   

5.  Dating Relationship Status  .10 (243) -.00 (243) --  --  -- 

6.  Negative Affect   -.15* (243) -.12 (243) -.22* (128) -.27** (108) -.03 (236) -- 

7.  Positive Affect   .21** (243) .06 (243) .06 (128) .08 (108) .10 (236) -.10 (253)    -- 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed) 
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Table 12 

Correlations (N) between Exercise, Dating Relationship, and Mood Variables (Males) 

     1  2  3  4  5  6  7         

1.  Exercise Level   --  

2.  Activity    --  -- 

3.  Dating Goals   .23 (70) .29* (70) --   

4.  Relationship Satisfaction  .39** (50) .29* (50) --  --   

5.  Dating Relationship Status  .13 (120) .20* (120) --  --  -- 

6.  Negative Affect   -.05 (110) .02 (110) .06 (62) -.09 (46) -.01 (108) -- 

7.  Positive Affect   -.03 (110) .08 (110) .13 (62) -.06 (46) -.11 (108) .02 (117)       -- 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed) 
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Table 13 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative and Positive Affect by Exercise Level (Total Group) 

 
                          Negative Affect                                  Positive Affect    

Category   ANOVA    Mean  N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)  ANOVA    Mean  N         95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive           2.47 96     (2.33, 2.61) 1>4            3.00 96     (2.86, 3.14) 1<3 

2. Moderately Active          2.39       143     (2.27, 2.50)             3.00      143     (2.87, 3.10) 2<3,4 

3. Active           2.35 79     (2.19, 2.50)             3.25 79     (3.10, 3.40) 3>1,2 

4. Very Active           2.18 41     (1.97, 2.40) 4<1            3.22  41    (3.01, 3.43) 4>2 

df         3; 355             3; 355  

F        1.697            3.602 

p        0.2           <0.02 

Adjusted R Squared      0.006            0.021 

Partial η Squared      0.014            0.030       

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 14 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative Affect by Exercise Level (by Sex) 

 
                 Females            Males     

Category   ANOVA    Mean  N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)  ANOVA    Mean  N         95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive           2.52 67     (2.35, 2.69) 1>4           2.36 29     (2.12, 2.60)  

2. Moderately Active          2.37       106     (2.24, 2.51)            2.47 35     (2.25, 2.69)  

3. Active          2.30 46     (2.10, 2.51)            2.34 30     (2.11, 2.58) 

4. Very Active          2.13 24     (1.86, 2.40) 4<1           2.28 16     (1.95, 2.60) 

df         3; 239             3; 106 

F         2.000             0.377 

p         0.1              0.8 

Adjusted R Squared       0.012            -0.017 

Partial η Squared       0.024             0.011 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test. 
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Table 15 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Positive Affect by Exercise Level  (by Sex) 

 
                 Females             Males     

Category   ANOVA    Mean  N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)  ANOVA    Mean  N         95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive           2.96 67     (2.80, 3.13) 1<3,4            3.08 29     (2.83, 3.32)     

2. Moderately Active          2.88       106     (2.75, 3.01) 2<1,3            3.27 35     (3.05, 3.50)  

3. Active           3.29 46     (3.10, 3.49) 3>1,2            3.20 30     (2.96, 3.44) 

4. Very Active           3.35 24     (3.08, 3.63) 4>1,2            2.99 16     (2.66, 3.32)  

df        3; 239            3; 106 

F        6.049            0.890 

p      <0.001            0.4 

Adjusted R Squared      0.059          -0.003 

Partial η Squared      0.071            0.025       

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.



 

127 

Table 16 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative and Positive Affect by Activity (Total Group) 

 
                         Negative Affect                                  Positive Affect    

Category    ANOVA    Mean  N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)  ANOVA    Mean   N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive            2.47       96     (2.33, 2.61)             3.00 96     (2.86, 3.14)  

2. Active            2.34     263     (2.26, 4.43)             3.10      263     (3.02, 3.18)  

df         1; 357             1; 357 

F         2.341             1.543 

p          0.13             0.22 

Adjusted R Squared       0.004             0.002 

Partial η Squared       0.007             0.004 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 

Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test. 
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Table 17 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative Affect by Activity (by Sex) 

 
                Females            Males     

Category    ANOVA    Mean   N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)  ANOVA   Mean   N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05)  

1. Inactive            2.52 67     (2.35, 2.69) 1>2           2.36 29     (2.12, 2.60)  

2. Active            2.32      176     (2.22, 2.43) 2<1           2.38 81     (2.24, 2.53)  

df         1; 241             1; 108 

F        3.642             0.031 

p      <0.06             0.9 

Adjusted R Squared      0.011           -0.009 

Partial η Squared      0.015             0.001 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 

Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test. 

 



 

129 

Table 18 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Positive Affect by Activity  (by Sex)  

 
                 Females              Males     

Category   ANOVA    Mean   N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)  ANOVA    Mean   N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive           2.96 67     (2.80, 3.13)            3.08 29     (2.83, 3.32)     

2. Active           3.05       176     (2.95, 3.16)            3.19 81     (3.04, 3.38)  

df         1; 241            1; 108 

F         0.771            0.626 

p         0.4             0.4 

Adjusted R Squared      -0.001          -0.003 

Partial η Squared       0.003            0.006 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 

Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 19 

Significant Correlations between Exercise, Dating Relationship variables and MPQ 

Scales (Total Group) 

 
 
Scale 

 
Activity 

(N = 116) 

Dating 
 Relationship Status 

(N = 112) 
Negative 
Emotionality 

 
 

 

Positive 
Emotionality 

  
-.161* 

 
Constraint 

  

 
Wellbeing 

 
 

 

Social 
Potency 

 
.212** 

 

 
Achievement 

  
-.268** 

Social 
Closeness 

  

Stress 
Reaction 

  

 
Alienation 

 
.157* 

 

 
Aggression 

 
.197** 

 

 
Control 

  

Harm 
Avoidance 

  
-.277* 

 
Traditionalism 

  

 
Absorption 
 

  

*p < .10  **p < .05 (two-tailed) 
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Table 20 

Significant Correlations between Exercise, Dating Relationship variables and MPQ 

Scales (Females) 

 
 
 
Scale 

 
Exercise 

Level 
(N = 78) 

 
 

Activity 
(N = 78) 

 
Relationship 
Satisfaction 

(N = 31) 

Dating 
Relationship  

Status 
(N = 76) 

Negative 
Emotionality 

    

Positive 
Emotionality 

    

 
Constraint 

    

 
Wellbeing 

 
.201* 

   

Social 
Potency 

    

 
Achievement 

    
-.250** 

Social 
Closeness 

 
.275** 

   

Stress 
Reaction 

    

 
Alienation 

    

 
Aggression 

    

 
Control 

    

Harm 
Avoidance 

   
-.483** 

 
 

 
Traditionalism 

    

 
Absorption 
 

  
-.196* 

  

*p < .10  **p < .05 (two-tailed)
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Table 21 

Significant Correlations between Exercise, Dating Relationship variables and MPQ 

Scales (Males) 

 
 
Scale 

 
Activity 
(N = 38) 

Relationship 
Satisfaction  

(N = 11) 

Dating  
Relationship Status   

(N = 36)  
Negative 
Emotionality 

 
.360** 

  

Positive 
Emotionality 

  
-.633** 

 
-.338** 

 
Constraint 

   

 
Wellbeing 

  
-.555* 

 
 

Social 
Potency 

 
.273* 

  

 
Achievement 

  
-.633** 

 
-.301* 

Social 
Closeness 

   

Stress 
Reaction 

   

 
Alienation 

 
.313* 

  

 
Aggression 

   

 
Control 

 
-.290* 

  
-.283* 

Harm 
Avoidance 

  
 

 
 

 
Traditionalism 

   

 
Absorption 
 

   

*p < .10  **p < .05 (two-tailed)
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Table 22 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Dating Goals (Total Group) 

 Not Dating Multiple Seeking One Totals 

Variable M              SD              N M               SD             N M               SD             N M               SD             N 

Exercise Level 1.89           0.98           36 2.09           0.75           34 2.31          0.95           131 2.19          0.94           201 

Activity 0.56           0.50           36 0.76           0.43           34 0.80          0.40           130 0.75          0.43           200 

Negative Affect 2.41           0.76           33 2.55           0.58           32 2.24          0.68           126 2.32          0.69           191 

Positive Affect 2.98           0.73           33 2.99           0.67           32 3.11          0.75           126 3.07          0.73           191 

NEM 137.0         21.3           12 136.2         11.4             9 136.4        13.0             49 136.4        14.3             70 

PEM 159.4         8.93           12 160.2         8.41             9 157.0        10.3             49 157.9        9.80             70  

CON 162.3         10.8           12 165.0        14.2              9 162.7        13.2             49 162.9       12.7              70 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint
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Table 22 (continued) 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Dating Goals (Total Group) 
 

 Not Dating Multiple Seeking One Totals 

Variable M or %      SD              N  M or %      SD              N  M or %      SD              N  M or %      SD              N  

Age 19.3          0.91             36 18.9          1.01            32  19.0           1.01          130 19.0           1.00          198 

Female (%) 69.4 50.0 67.9 65.2 

% of Female N 19.1 13.0 67.9  

% of Male N 15.7 24.3 60.0  

Nonwhite (%) 30.6 25.8 23.6 25.3 
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Table 23 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Relationship Satisfaction (Total Group) 

 Steady/Improve Steady/More Serious Steady/Content  Totals 

Variable M             SD            N M             SD           N M            SD           N M            SD            N 

Exercise Level 1.89         0.85         53 2.00        0.93         52 2.50        1.03         58 2.14        0.97        163 

Activity 0.58         0.50         55 0.65        0.48         46 0.84        0.37         62 0.70        0.46        163 

Negative Affect 2.64         0.73         49   2.45        0.71         50 2.23        0.66         55 2.43        0.71        154 

Positive Affect 3.07         0.67         49 3.03        0.57         50 3.10        0.68         55 3.07        0.63        154 

NEM 137.9       11.3         12 127.2      12.2           9 137.1      15.9         21 135.2      14.3          42 

PEM 159.1       13.9         12 155.3      16.1           9 153.8      11.7         21 155.6      13.2          42 

CON 162.8       15.0         12 159.6      20.2           9 158.4      18.4         21 159.9      17.6          42 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint
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Table 23 (continued) 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Relationship Satisfaction (Total Group) 
 

 Steady/Improve Steady/More Serious Steady/Content  Totals 

Variable M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  

Age 19.6         2.58         53 19.6        1.23         52 19.9        3.29       162 19.7        2.53        162 

Female (%) 66.0 65.0 73.6 69.3 

% of Female N 31.0 27.4 41.6  

% of Male N 36.0 34.0 30.0  

Nonwhite (%) 32.7 21.6 29.8 28.8 
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Table 24 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics for 

the Dating Relationship Status Variable (Total Group) 

Variable M or %      SD           N 

Exercise Level 2.17          0.95          363 

Activity 0.73          0.45          363 

Negative Affect 2.37          0.70          344 

Positive Affect 3.07          0.69          344 

NEM 136.0        14.3         112 

PEM 157.0        11.2          112 

CON 161.8        14.7         112 

Age 19.3          1.88         359 

Female (%)        66.9   

Nonwhite (%)        25.9 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality;  

CON = Constraint. 
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Table 25 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Dating Goals (Females) 

 Not Dating Multiple Seeking One Totals 

Variable M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  

Exercise Level 1.84         0.85          25 2.24         0.66           17 2.20        0.89           89 2.14          0.87          131 

Activity 0.60         0.50          25 0.88         0.33           17 0.80        0.41           88 0.77          0.42          130 

Negative Affect 2.55         0.84          24 2.46         0.64           17 2.20        0.64           88 2.30          0.69          129 

Positive Affect 2.90         0.75          24 2.92         0.69           17 3.01        0.72           88 2.98          0.72          129 

NEM 137.0       23.8            8 137.3       13.2             6 135.2      13.9           31 135.9        15.5            45 

PEM 157.6       8.78            8 162.8       4.83             6 155.4      10.4           31 156.8        9.78            45 

CON 161.9       11.4            8 165.5       10.9             6 165.5      11.5           31 164.8        11.2            45 

Age 19.2         0.91          25 19.1         0.90           17  18.8        0.84           88 18.9          0.87          130 

Nonwhite (%) 28.0 25.0 26.1 26.4 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint 
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Table 26 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Relationship Satisfaction (Females) 

 Steady/Improve Steady/More Serious Steady/Content  Totals 

Variable M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  M or %      SD           N  

Exercise Level 1.89         0.83           35 1.91         0.92           35   2.44         1.08          43 2.11         0.99         113 

Activity 0.60         0.50           35 0.58         0.50           31 0.81         0.40          47 0.68         0.47         113 

Negative Affect 2.74         0.66           34 2.48         0.72           33   2.21         0.69          41 2.46         0.76         108 

Positive Affect 3.04         0.72           34 3.05         0.55           33 3.14         0.73          41 3.08         0.67         108 

NEM 137.0       12.7             8 125.4       11.0            7 137.1       17.1          16 134.5       15.2           31 

PEM 153.9       13.3             8 159.0       14.3            7 155.6        12.0         16 155.9       12.5           31 

CON 166.4       12.7             8 164.6       17.8            7 159.5       18.5          16 162.4       16.8           31 

Age 19.6         3.12           35 19.3         1.08          35 19.7         3.67          43 19.6         2.89         113  

Nonwhite (%) 34.3 14.7 26.2 25.2 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint 
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Table 27 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics for 

the Dating Relationship Status Variable (Females) 

Variable M or %       SD            N 

Exercise Level 2.12          0.92          243 

Activity 0.73          0.45          243 

Negative Affect 2.37          0.72          236 

Positive Affect 3.02          0.70          236 

NEM 135.3        15.6            76 

PEM 156.4        10.9           76 

CON 163.8        13.7           76 

Age 19.2          2.10         242 

Nonwhite (%)        25.9 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality;  

CON = Constraint
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Table 28 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Dating Goals (Males) 

 Not Dating Multiple Seeking One Totals 

Variable M or %      SD           N  M or %       SD             N  M or %      SD             N  M or %      SD             N  

Exercise Level 2.00         1.27           11 1.94           0.83            17 2.52          1.04            42 2.30          1.05            70 

Activity 0.45         0.52           11 0.65           0.49            17 0.81          0.40            42 0.71          0.46            70 

Negative Affect 2.03         0.39             9 2.65           0.50            15 2.34          0.76            38 2.37          0.68            62 

Positive Affect 3.19         0.70             9 3.07           0.67            15 3.36          0.77            38 3.26          0.74            62 

NEM 137.0       18.5             4 134.0         8.19              3 138.2        11.6            18 137.5        12.1            25 

PEM 163.0       9.31             4        155.0         12.8              3 159.8        9.64            18 159.8       9.74             25 

 CON 163.3       11.0             4 164.0         22.6              3 157.9        14.7            18 159.5        14.7            25 

Age 19.5         0.93           11 18.7           1.11            15 19.3          1.24            42 19.2          1.19            68 

Nonwhite (%) 36.4 26.7 17.9 23.1 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint 
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Table 29 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics by Relationship Satisfaction (Males) 

 Steady/Improve Steady/More Serious Steady/Content  Totals 

Variable M or %      SD            N  M or %      SD            N  M or %      SD            N  M or %      SD            N  

Exercise Level 1.89         0.90            18 2.18         0.95           17   2.67         0.90           15  2.22         0.95           50 

Activity 0.55         0.51            20 0.80         0.41           15 0.93         0.26           15 0.74         0.44           50 

Negative Affect 2.41         0.54            15 2.38         0.71           17 2.28         0.59           14 2.36         0.61           46 

Positive Affect 3.13         0.51            15 3.01         0.62           17 2.96         0.49           14 3.04         0.54           46 

NEM 139.8       9.54              4 133.5       19.1             2 136.8       13.2             5 137.3       11.8           11 

PEM 169.5       8.87              4 142.5       20.5             2 148.0       9.62             5 154.8       15.8           11 

CON 155.8       18.8              4 142.0       24.0             2 154.8       19.4             5 152.8       18.5           11 

Age 19.6         0.98            18 20.1         1.39           17 20.4         1.69           14 20.0         1.36           49 

Nonwhite (%) 29.4 35.3 40.0 34.7 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality; CON = Constraint 
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Table 30 

Means and Standard Deviations of Exercise Level, Mood, Traits, and Demographics for 

the Dating Relationship Status Variable (Males) 

Variable M or %       SD             N 

Exercise Level 2.27          1.01          120 

Activity 0.73          0.45          120 

Negative Affect 2.36          0.65          108 

Positive Affect 3.17          0.67          108 

NEM 137.4        11.8           36 

PEM 158.3        11.8           36 

CON 157.4       16.0           36 

Age 19.5         1.32         117 

Nonwhite (%)         28.1 

Note. MPQ:  NEM = Negative Emotionality; PEM = Positive Emotionality;  

CON = Constraint
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Table 31 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative and Positive Affect by Dating Goals (Total Group) 

 
                         Negative Affect                                   Positive Affect   

Category   ANOVA    Mean     N        95% CI       LSD (p<.05)       ANOVA     Mean     N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. Not Dating          2.41      33     (2.18, 2.64)                   2.98     33     (2.73, 3.23)  

2. Multiple          2.55      33     (2.32, 2.79)      2>3,6      2.98    33     (2.72, 3.23)  

3. Seeking One         2.23    129     (2.12, 2.35)      3<2,4      3.12   129     (2.99, 3.25)  

df       1; 192                1; 192 

F        3.311                0.816 

p      <0.05                 0.4 

Adjusted R Squared     0.023               -0.002 

Partial η Squared    0.033                0.008 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 4-6 are in Table 
32).
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Table 32 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative and Positive Affect by Relationship Satisfaction (Total Group) 

       
                   Negative Affect                                     Positive Affect    

Category   ANOVA    Mean    N        95% CI     LSD (p<.05)        ANOVA     Mean    N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

4. Steady/Improve          2.62    50     (2.43, 2.82)      4>3,6      3.04   50     (2.86, 3.22)  

5. Steady/More Serious         2.45    45     (2.24, 2.65)                   3.04   45     (2.85, 3.23)  

6. Steady/Content          2.27    60     (2.03, 2.45)      6<2,4      3.12   60     (2.96, 3.28)  

df       2; 152                   2; 152 

F       3.415                    0.280    

p          <0.05                   0.8        

Adjusted R Squared     0.030          -0.009   

Partial η Squared     0.043           0.004 

 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 1-3 are in Table 
31).
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Table 33 

Analysis of Variance for Negative and Positive Affect by Dating Relationship Status 

 
Negative Affect                   Positive Affect   

df              5; 344    5; 344 

F               3.205    0.462  

p               <0.008     0.8 

Adjusted R Squared            0.031    -0.008 

Partial η Squared            0.045     0.007 
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Table 34 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative Affect by Dating Goals (by Sex) 

    
  Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA    Mean    N       95% CI       LSD (p<.05)        ANOVA     Mean    N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. Not Dating           2.55    24     (2.28, 2.82)          1>3      2.03       9     (1.59, 2.48) 1<2 

2. Multiple           2.46    17     (2.13, 2.79)                   2.65   15     (2.30, 2.99) 2>1 

3. Seeking One          2.19    87     (2.05, 2.34)          3<1,4      2.34   38     (2.12, 2.55)  

df      2; 125            2; 59 

F      3.137            2.509 

p     <0.05            <0.09 

Adjusted R Squared    0.033                0.047 

Partial η Squared    0.048            0.078 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 1 
Category is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 4-6 are in Table 35).
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Table 35 
 
ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Negative Affect by Relationship Satisfaction (by Sex) 

 
   Females         Males     

Category   ANOVA    Mean    N        95% CI       LSD (p<.05)        ANOVA     Mean    N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

4. Steady/Improve          2.73    33     (2.48, 2.98)     4>3,6           2.41    17     (2.11, 2.72)  

5. Steady/More Serious         2.48    30     (2.21, 2.74)                        2.38    15     (2.06, 2.71)  

6. Steady/Content          2.25    45     (2.03, 2.46)     6<4                       2.28    14     (1.94, 2.62)  

df        2; 105                           2; 43 

F              4.155                     0.185    

p            <0.02                     0.8        

Adjusted R Squared      0.056                  -0.038  

Partial η Squared      0.073                      0.009 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 1-3 are in Table 
34).
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Table 36 

Analysis of Variance for Negative Affect by Dating Relationship Status (by Sex) 

          
        Females                 Males       

df               5; 230         5; 102 

F                 3.592         1.121 

p            <0.004         0.4 

Adjusted R Squared                      0.052         0.006 

Partial η Squared           0.072         0.052 
________________________________________________________________________
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Table 37 
 
ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Positive Affect by Dating Goals (by Sex) 

 
   Females       Males     

Category   ANOVA    Mean     N       95% CI     LSD (p<.05)        ANOVA     Mean    N       95% CI    LSD (p<.05) 

1. Not Dating           2.90     24    (2.61, 3.20)                     3.19      9     (2.70, 3.68)  

2. Multiple           2.92     17    (2.58, 3.27)                   3.07    15     (2.69, 3.45)  

3. Seeking One          3.00     87    (2.85, 3.15)                3.36    38     (3.12, 3.60) 

df       2; 125           2; 59 

F       0.209           0.911 

p       0.8            0.4 

Adjusted R Squared    -0.013          -0.003 

Partial η Squared    0.003           0.030 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 4-6 are in Table 
38). 
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Table 38 
 
ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Positive Affect by Relationship Satisfaction (by Sex) 

 
   Females       Males     

Category   ANOVA    Mean    N        95% CI     LSD (p<.05)        ANOVA     Mean       N        95% CI    LSD (p<.05) 

4. Steady/Improve          3.04    33     (2.80, 3.27)               3.05       17     (2.78, 3.32)  

5. Steady/More Serious         3.01    30     (2.77, 3.26)                 3.09       15     (2.80, 3.37)  

6. Steady/Content          3.16    45     (2.96, 3.36)                      2.96       14     (2.67, 3.26) 

df        2; 105                   2; 43 

F             0.547                     0.189    

p               0.6                       0.8        

Adjusted R Squared     -0.009                 -0.037  

Partial η Squared      0.010                      0.009 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 1-3 are in Table 
37).
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Table 39 

Analysis of Variance for Positive Affect by Dating Relationship Status (by Sex) 

 
         Females         Males   

df               5; 230              5; 102 

F      0.582         1.121 

p      0.7         0.4 

Adjusted R Squared             -0.009                    0.006 

Partial η Squared   0.012         0.052 
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Table 40 

Chi-Square Analyses for Exercise Level/Activity and Dating Goals 

   
Total Group   

 
Variable       χ2        df         N              p          φ           %Var.          r2a 

Exercise Level  18.618        6          218         0.005    0.292         8.5         0.0289  

Activity  11.033        2          218         0.004    0.225         5.1         0.0484   

                  
          Males      

Activity    5.880        2            70          0.053     0.291         8.5        0.0841  
 
Note. Var. = Variance.
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Table 41 
Chi-Square Analyses for Exercise Level/Activity and Relationship Satisfaction 

 
Total Group   

 
Variable       χ2        df         N              p          φ           %Var.          r2a 

Exercise Level  19.679        6         218         0.003    0.339        11.5        0.0576  

Activity    9.936        2         171         0.007    0.241          5.8        0.0576 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

                Females 

Exercise Level  17.186       6          113         0.008    0.390        15.2        0.0576   

Activity    6.016       2          113         0.049    0.225          5.3      

_______________________________________________________________________ 

                   Males 

Exercise Level          0.0152 

Activity    6.947       2           50          0.031   0.373          13.9        0.0841  

Note. Var. = Variance.  a r2 is reported only if the r coefficient was significant.  
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Table 42 

Chi-Square Analyses for Exercise Level/Activity and Dating Relationship Status 

 
         Total Group   
 
Variable       χ2        df         N              p          φ           %Var.          r2a  
    
Activity  21.603        5         389         0.001         0.236         5.6   0.0121 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                Females 

Activity             13.392        5          243         0.015      0.240         5.8      

________________________________________________________________________ 

                   Males 

Activity              12.819       5          120         0.023       0.327        10.7       0.0400 

Note.  Var. = Variance. a r2 is reported only if the r coefficient was significant.  
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Table 43 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Goals by Exercise Level (Total 

Group) 

 

Category    ANOVA    Mean   N 95% CI      LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive            2.16 56     (1.96, 2.36) 1<2,3,4  

2. Moderately Active                2.58 92     (2.42, 2.73) 2>1   

3. Active                       2.48 46     (2.26, 2.70) 3>1    

4. Very Active                       2.67 24     (2.36, 2.98) 4>1   

df        3; 215 

F            4.128           

p       <0.007        

Adjusted R Squared         0.041           

Partial η Squared       0.054 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 44 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship Satisfaction by Exercise 

Level (Total Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA    Mean   N 95% CI      LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive                   1.74 50     (1.56, 1.96) 1<2,3,4  

2. Moderately Active                  2.08 64     (1.88, 2.28) 1<2<4   

3. Active                   2.08 38     (1.82, 2.34) 1<3<4   

4. Very Active                           2.68 19     (2.32, 3.05) 4>1,2,3  

df        3; 167 

F        6.512        

p      <0.001        

Adjusted R Squared      0.089    

Partial η Squared     0.105 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test. 
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Table 45 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Relationship Status by Exercise 

Level (Total Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA    Mean   N 95% CI      LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive                    3.38        106     (3.09, 3.67)        1<4 

2. Moderately Active                   3.60        156     (3.36, 3.84)   

3. Active                   3.66          84     (3.33, 3.98)  

4. Very Active                           4.00          43     (3.55, 4.45)        4>1  

df        3; 385 

F      1.799      

p         0.15       

Adjusted R Squared      0.006 

Partial η Squared      0.014 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 46 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Goals by Exercise Level (by Sex) 

     
           Females          Males     

 
Category   ANOVA    Mean    N      95% CI     LSD (p<.05)                  ANOVA      Mean    N       95% CI      LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive           2.27     30   (1.98, 2.55)     1<4                 2.10    20   (1.77, 2.49)    1<2,4 

2. Moderately Active         2.55     64   (2.35, 2.74)                 2.60    20   (2.27, 2.93)    2>1 

3. Active          2.44     25   (2.13, 2.75)                  2.53    19   (2.19, 2.86) 

4. Very Active          2.82     11   (2.35, 3.29)     4>1                   2.64    11   (2.19, 3.08)    4>1 

df       3; 126            3; 66 

F       1.556            2.078 

p       0.2             0.1 

Adjusted R Squared     0.013            0.045 

Partial η Squared     0.036            0.086 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 47 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship Satisfaction by Exercise Level (by Sex) 

 
           Females          Males       

 
Category   ANOVA    Mean    N    95% CI     LSD (p<.05)        ANOVA        Mean       N      95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 
 
1. Inactive          1.86    36   (1.60, 2.13)    1<4       1.39       13     (0.94, 1.83) 1<3,4 

2. Moderately Active         2.12    42   (1.87, 2.37)    2<4                  1.94       18     (1.57, 2.32)  

3. Active          2.05    22   (1.70, 2.39)    3<4         2.14   14     (1.72, 2.57) 3>1 

4. Very Active          2.85    13   (2.40, 3.30)    4>1,2,3        2.40     5     (1.69, 3.11) 4>1 

df      3; 109           3; 46 

F      4.770                      2.949 

p    <0.004                     <0.05 

Adjusted R Squared    0.092                      0.107 

Partial η Squared    0.116                      0.161 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 48 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Relationship Status by Exercise Level (by Sex) 

 
           Females          Males     

 
Category   ANOVA     Mean   N      95% CI     LSD (p<.05)           ANOVA    Mean       N         95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 
  
1. Inactive           3.68    66   (3.31, 4.05)    1<4         3.00        33     (2.51, 3.50)     1<2 

2. Moderately Active          3.57  106   (3.27, 3.86)    2<4         3.71        38     (3.25, 4.17)      2>1 

3. Active           3.66    47   (3.22, 4.10)    3<4         3.64        33     (3.14, 4.13)  

4. Very Active           4.46    24   (3.84, 5.08)    4>1,2,3        3.50        16     (2.79, 4.21)  

df       3; 239          3; 116 

F       2.236          1.682 

p       0.085          0.18 

Adjusted R Squared     0.015          0.017 

Partial η Squared      0.027          0.042 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.



162 

 

Table 49 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Goals by Activity (Total Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean      N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive     2.16   56     (1.96, 2.36) 1<2  

2. Active     2.56 162     (2.44, 2.68) 2>1  

df      1; 216 

F      11.343  

p    <0.001  

Adjusted R Squared    0.045  

Partial η Squared    0.050 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 50 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship Satisfaction by Activity 

(Total Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean     N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive     1.74  50     (1.56, 1.96) 1<2  

2. Active     2.17    121     (2.03, 2.32) 2>1   

df       1; 169 

F       9.948        

p     <0.002        

Adjusted R Squared     0.050 

Partial η Squared     0.056 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 51 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Relationship Status by Activity 

(Total Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean     N   95% CI      LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive     3.38 106     (3.09, 3.67)         

2. Active     2.17 121     (2.03, 2.32) 2>1   

df       1; 387 

F       9.948        

p     <0.002        

Adjusted R Squared     0.050        

Partial η Squared     0.008 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 52 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Goals by Activity (by Sex) 

     
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA     Mean     N      95% CI     LSD (p<.05)           ANOVA      Mean    N      95% CI      LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive            2.27     30   (1.98, 2.55)              2.10    20     (1.77, 2.49)     1<2 

2. Active            2.55   101   (2.40, 2.71)              2.58    50     (2.38, 2.79)     2>1 

df       1; 129          1; 68 

F       3.058          6.221 

p       0.083          <0.015 

Adjusted R Squared     0.013          0.070 

Partial η Squared     0.023          0.084 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 

Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test. 
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Table 53 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Relationship Satisfaction by Activity (by Sex) 

     
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA     Mean    N     95% CI     LSD (p<.05)        ANOVA    Mean       N         95% CI     LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive           1.86     36   (1.60, 2.13)       1.54      13     (1.10, 1.98)       1<2 

2. Active          2.17      77   (1.98, 2.36)       2.08      37     (1.82, 2.34)       2>1 

df        1; 111        1; 48 

F        3.433        4.534 

p        0.067        <0.04 

Adjusted R Squared      0.021        0.067 

Partial η Squared     0.030        0.086 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 

Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 54 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Dating Relationship Status by Activity (by Sex) 

     
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA    Mean     N      95% CI     LSD (p<.05)      ANOVA    Mean  N       95% CI    LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive          3.68      66   (3.68, 4.06)              3.00 33     (2.51, 3.49) 1<2 

2. Active          3.71    177   (3.48, 3.94)              3.64 87     (3.34, 3.95) 2>1 

df       1; 241            1; 118 

F       0.018            4.875 

p       0.9           <0.03 

Adjusted R Squared   -0.004            0.032 

Partial η Squared    0.001            0.040 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 

Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 55 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Exercise Level by Dating Goals (Total 

Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean     N   95% CI     LSD (p<.05) 

1. Not Dating     1.90  40     (1.61, 2.19)       1<3,6   

2. Multiple     2.03   38     (1.73, 2.32) 2<6   

3. Seeking One    2.29    140     (2.14, 2.45) 3>1,4   

df       2; 215 

F       3.366      

p      <0.05       

Adjusted R Squared     0.021  

Partial η Squared                      0.030 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 4-6 are in Table 56).
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Table 56 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences in Exercise Level by Relationship 

Satisfaction (Total Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean     N 95% CI      LSD (p<.05) 

4. Steady/Improve    1.86 56     (1.61, 2.10) 4<3,6   

5. Steady/More Serious   2.00 51     (1.74, 2.26) 5<6   

6. Steady/Content    2.53 64     (2.30, 2.76) 6>1,2,4,5  

df       2; 168 

F         8.848        

p      <0.001    

Adjusted R Squared     0.085   

Partial η Squared     0.095 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 1-3 are in Table 55).
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Table 57 

Analysis of Variance for Exercise Level by Dating Relationship Status 

(Total Group) 

 
df     5; 383 

F      4.895  

p      <0.001 

Adjusted R Squared   0.048 

Partial η Squared   0.060 
__________________________________________________________
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Table 58 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Exercise Level by Dating Goals (by Sex) 

 
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA     Mean    N       95% CI     LSD (p<.05)            ANOVA       Mean       N      95% CI     LSD (p<.05) 

1. Not Dating           1.84     25   (1.50, 2.18)     1<6             2.00 11     (1.38, 2.62)  

2. Multiple           2.24     17   (1.82, 2.65)              1.94 17     (1.44, 2.44) 2<3,6 

3. Seeking One          2.19     88   (2.01, 2.38)     3>5             2.52 42     (2.21, 2.84) 3>2,4 

df       2; 128        2; 67 

F       1.782        2.478 

p       0.2         0.09 

Adjusted R Squared     0.012        0.041 

Partial η Squared     0.027        0.069 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 4-6 are in Table 
59).
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Table 59 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Exercise Level by Relationship Satisfaction (by Sex) 

 
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA       Mean    N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)           ANOVA       Mean     N    95% CI      LSD (p<.05) 
 
4. Steady/Improve   1.86 35     (1.54, 2.17) 4<6       1.80  20   (1.40, 2.20)      4<3,6 

5. Steady/More Serious  1.81 31     (1.47, 2.14) 5<3,6       2.33  15   (1.87, 2.80) 

6. Steady/Content   2.49 47     (2.22, 2.76) 6>1,4,5     2.67  15   (2.20, 3.13)      6>2,4 

df       2; 110            2; 47 

F            6.732                 4.166    

p          <0.002             <0.05   

Adjusted R Squared      0.093                 0.114    

Partial η Squared      0.109               0.151 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 1-3 are in Table 
58).
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Table 60 

Analysis of Variance for Exercise Level by Dating Relationship Status (by Sex) 

 
Females          Males  

df          5; 237          5; 114 

F         3.607          2.542 

p      <0.004         <0.04 

Adjusted R Squared     0.051          0.061 

Partial η Squared     0.071          0.100 
___________________________________________________________________
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Table 61 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Activity by Dating Goals (Total Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean     N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05) 

1. Not Dating     0.55 40     (0.42, 0.68) 1<3,6   

2. Multiple     0.71 38     (0.57, 0.85)    

3. Seeking One    0.81   140     (0.74, 0.88) 3>1,4,5 

df       2; 215    

F       5.730       

p      <0.004        

Adjusted R Squared     0.042 

Partial η Squared     0.051 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 4-6 are in Table 62). 
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Table 62 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Activity by Relationship Satisfaction 

(Total Group) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean     N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05) 
 
4. Steady/Improve    0.59 56     (0.47, 0.71) 4<3,6 

5. Steady/More Serious   0.67 51     (0.54, 0.79) 5<3,6 

6. Steady/Content    0.84 64     (0.73, 0.95) 6>1,4,5 

df        2; 168 

F           5.182     

p          <0.007    

Adjusted R Squared      0.047   

Partial η Squared      0.058 
_______________________________________________________________

_________Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant 

Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 

1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated 

marginal means test (Categories 1-3 are in Table 61).   

 



176 

 

Table 63 

Analysis of Variance for Activity by Dating Relationship Status (Total Group) 

 
df     5; 383 

F      4.504 

p      <0.001 

Adjusted R Squared   0.043 

Partial η Squared   0.056 
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Table 64 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Activity by Dating Goals (by Sex) 

 
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA      Mean      N         95% CI      LSD (p<.05)         ANOVA   Mean    N     95% CI        LSD (p<.05) 

1. Not Dating            0.60 25     (0.44, 0.77) 1<2,3,6       0.46     11     (0.19, 0.72)      1<3,5,6 

2. Multiple            0.88 17     (0.68, 1.08) 2>1,4,5       0.65     17     (0.43, 0.86)      2<6 

3. Seeking One           0.80 89     (0.71, 0.89) 3>1,4,5       0.81     42     (0.67, 0.95)      3>1,4 

df       2; 128           2; 67 

F       2.909           3.072 

p       <0.06          <0.06 

Adjusted R Squared     0.029            0.057 

Partial η Squared     0.043            0.084 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 4-6 are in Table 
65).
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Table 65 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences in Activity by Relationship Satisfaction (by Sex) 

 
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA      Mean     N        95% CI      LSD (p<.05)             ANOVA     Mean     N    95% CI       LSD (p<.05) 

4. Steady/Improve           0.60      35     (0.45, 0.76)      4<2,3,6             0.61     20    (0.41, 0.82)        4<3,6 

5. Steady/More Serious          0.63      31     (0.47, 0.78)      5<2,3,6             0.71     15    (0.50, 0.92)        5>1 

6. Steady/Content           0.79      47     (0.65, 0.93)      6>1,4,5             0.93     15    (0.71, 1.16)        6>1,2,4 

df       2; 210            2; 47 

F            1.958              2.365    

p             0.15                    0.105    

Adjusted R Squared     0.017                0.053    

Partial η Squared     0.053            0.139 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test (Categories 1-3 are in Table 
64).
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Table 66 

Analysis of Variance for Activity by Dating Relationship Status (by Sex)    

       
Females         Males   

df          5; 237         5; 114 

F       2.894          2.542 

p       <0.02         <0.03 

Adjusted R Squared     0.038          0.068 

Partial η Squared     0.058          0.107 
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Table 67 

Multiple Regression of Dating Goals on Exercise Level and Negative Affect (Total 

Group) 

 
Variables       B  SE B           β  p       

Exercise Level      0.154  0.057          0.189       0.008 

Negative Affect    -0.140  0.079         -0.125       0.076 

Note. Adjusted R2 =  0.043;  F (2.193) = 5.382, p < 0.005
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Table 68 

Multiple Regression of Dating Goals on Exercise Level and Negative Affect (Females) 

 
Variables    B  SE B               β      p   

Exercise Level    0.139  0.078       0.153 0.079 

Negative Affect    -0.255  0.101                 -0.217 0.013 

Note. Adjusted R2 =  0.060;  F (2,125) = 5.046, p < 0.008
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TABLE 69 

Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Relationship Satisfaction Using 

Multiple Regression (Total Group) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model          B  SE B          95% CI    β  

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Relationship Satisfaction 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level             0.240  0.064  0.11, 0.37           0.278** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level            -0.083  0.038            -0.16, -0.08         -0.114* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Relationship Satisfaction 

 Mediator:  Negative Affect (Path b)             -0.209  0.090            -0.39, -0.03         -0.178* 

Predictor:  Exercise Level (Path c′)            0.241  0.066             0.11, 0.37          0.282** 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.118;  F (2,154) = 11.313, p < 0.001 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01
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TABLE 70 

Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Relationship Satisfaction Using 

Multiple Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model           B  SE B          95% CI    β  

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Relationship Satisfaction 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level             0.246  0.078  0.09, 0.40           0.285** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level            -0.198  0.082            -0.36, -0.04         -0.154* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Relationship Satisfaction 

 Mediator:  Negative Affect (Path b)             -0.240  0.104            -0.45, -0.03         -0.214* 

Predictor:  Exercise Level (Path c′)            0.223  0.079             0.07, 0.38          0.262** 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.122;  F (2,107) = 8.460, p < 0.001 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01  From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 1.67
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Table 71 

Correlations (N) for All Physical Activity Variables with Mood (Total Group) 

     1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

1.  Health Activity   --  

2.  Organization Activity  .19** (398) -- 

3.  Sports    .12** (397) -.12* (397) --   

4.  Exercise Level   .45** (398) .34** (398) .31** (397) -- 

5.  Activity    .48** (398) .26** (398) .34** (398) .75** (398) --   

6.  Negative Affect   -.07 (359) -.06 (359) .03 (358) -.11* (359) -.08 (359) -- 

7.  Positive Affect   .02 (359) .03 (359) .06 (358) .14** (359) .07 (359) -.07 (376) -- 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed)
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Table 72 

Correlations (N) among Dating Relationship Variables and Physical Activity in Different MSQ Life Areas (Total Group)  

     1   2   3  

1.  Health Activity   --  

2.  Organization Activity  .19** (398)  -- 

3.  Sports    .12** (397)  -.12** (397)  --  

4.  Dating Goals   .02 (218)  .06 (218)  .11 (218) 

5.  Relationship Satisfaction  .12 (171)  .14 (171)  .04 (170) 

6.  Dating Relationship Status  .09# (389)  .09# (389)  .14 (388) 

*p < .05  **p < .01 #p < .10 (two-tailed) 
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Table 73 

Correlations (N) for All Physical Activity Variables with Mood (Females)  

     1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

1.  Health Activity   --  

2.  Organization Activity  .25** (250) -- 

3.  Sports    .12 (250) -.07 (249) --   

4.  Exercise Level   .45* (250) .47** (250) .24** (249) -- 

5.  Activity    .48** (250) .36** (250) .29** (250) .74** (250) --   

6.  Negative Affect   -.10 (243) -.11 (243) .02 (243) -.15* (243) -.12* (243) -- 

7.  Positive Affect   .03 (243) .11 (243) -.04 (243) .21** (243) .06 (243) -.10 (253) -- 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed)  
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Table 74 

Correlations (N) among Dating Relationship Variables and Physical Activity in Different MSQ Life Areas (Females) 

     1   2   3  

1.  Health Activity   --  

2.  Organization Activity  .25** (250)  -- 

3.  Sports    .12 (250)  -.07 (249)  --  

4.  Dating Goals   .08 (131)  .11 (131)  .04 (131) 

5.  Relationship Satisfaction  .13 (113)  .07 (113)  .00 (112) 

6.  Dating Relationship Status  .09 (243)  .11 (243)  .02 (242) 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed) 
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Table 75 

Correlations (N) for All Physical Activity Variables and Mood (Males)  

     1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

1.  Health Activity   --  

2.  Organization Activity  -.00 (122) -- 

3.  Sports    .15 (122) -.18* (122) --   

4.  Exercise Level   .47* (122) .15 (122) .38** (122) -- 

5.  Activity    .50** (122) .07 (122) .38** (122) .77** (122) --   

6.  Negative Affect   -.06 (110) .07 (110) .05 (110) -.05 (110) .02 (110) -- 

7.  Positive Affect   .04 (110) -.15 (110) .21* (110) .03 (110) .08 (110) .02 (117) -- 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed) 
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Table 76 

Correlations (N) among Dating Relationship Variables and Physical Activity in Different MSQ Life Areas (Males) 

     1   2   3  

1.  Health Activity   --  

2.  Organization Activity  -.00 (122)  -- 

3.  Sports    .15 (122)  -.18* (122)  --  

4.  Dating Goals   -.03 (70)  -.01 (70)  .24* (70) 

5..  Relationship Satisfaction  .04 (50)  .21 (50)  .04(50)  

6.  Dating Relationship Status  .05 (120)  -.02 (120)  .15 (120) 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed)
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Table 77 

Significant Correlations of MPQ Scales with Physical Activity in Different MSQ Life 

Areas  

 Total Group Females Males 
 
 
Scale 

 
Sports 

 (N = 116)  

Health 
Activity  
 (N = 78) 

 
Sports 

 (N = 78)  

Organization 
Activity 
 (N = 38) 

 
Sports 

 (N = 38)  
Negative 
Emotionality 

    
-.426** 

 

Positive 
Emotionality 

 
.247** 

  
.246** 

  
.358** 

 
Constraint 

     

 
Wellbeing 

 
 

    

Social 
Potency 

 
.447** 

  
.337** 

  
.541** 

 
Achievement 

     
 

Social 
Closeness 

 
 

 
.306** 

 
.258** 

 
.310* 

 
 
 

Stress 
Reaction 

     

 
Alienation 

    
-.352** 

 

 
Aggression 

 
.249** 

    

 
Control 

     

Harm 
Avoidance 

 
-.212** 

  
-.189* 

 
 

 
 

 
Traditionalism 

     

 
Absorption 
 

  
 

  
-.293* 

 

*p < .10  **p < .05 (two-tailed)
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Table 78 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Physical Activity Variables (Total Group) 

   
      Varimax loadings on   

Variable            Factor 1  Factor 2  

Activity      .85       .19  

Health Activity     .76      -.04 

Organization Activity     .53      -.68 

Sports       .37       .81 

Note.  N = 397. These factors accounted for 71.24% of common variance.
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Table 79 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Physical Activity Variables (Females) 

   
      Varimax loadings on   

Variable            Factor 1  Factor 2  

Activity      .77       .38  

Health Activity     .73       .16 

Organization Activity     .76      -.36 

Sports       .09       .92 

Note.  N = 249. These factors accounted for 71.47% of common variance. 
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Table 80 

Rotated Factor Loadings of the Physical Activity Variables (Males) 

   
      Varimax loadings on   

Variable            Factor 1  Factor 2  

Activity      .88      -.05  

Health Activity     .78       .05 

Organization Activity     .17       .88 

Sports       .49      -.51 

Notes.  N = 122. These factors accounted for 70.31% of common variance. 
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Table 81  

Analysis of Variance with Desired Weight Loss as the Predictor Variable (by Sex) 

       
Females 

Outcome      dfError       F        p          R2
adj      Partial η2  

Negative Affect    217       11.455    0.001  0.046      0.050 

Exercise Level     226       11.595    0.001  0.045      0.049 

Organization Activity    226         6.146    0.014  0.022      0.026 

Health Activity     226         4.303    0.039  0.019      0.014 

 
Males 

 
Negative Affect     89         5.285    0.024  0.045       0.056 

Sports      103         3.127    0.080  0.020       0.029 

Note.  df = 1 
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Table 82 

Analysis of Variance for Desired Weight Loss (Females) 

 
Source      dfError       F        p          R2

adj      Partial η2  

Exercise Level      224         3.968    0.009 0.038     0.050 
 
Note. df = 3 
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Table 83 

Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Desired Weight Loss Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model           B  SE B          95% CI    β  

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Desired Weight Loss 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level           -0.110  0.032  -0.17, -0.05          -0.221** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level           -0.104  0.047            -0.20, -0.01         -0.144* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Desired Weight Loss 

 Mediator:  Negative Affect (Path b)           0.134  0.044             0.05, 0.22          0.199** 

Predictor:  Exercise Level (Path c′)          -0.104  0.032            -0.17, -0.04         -0.212** 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.086;  F (2,218) = 11.257, p < 0.001 

From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 1.79 

* p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01
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Table 84 

Testing Mediator Effects of Exercise Level on the Relation between Negative Affect and Desired Weight Loss Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model           B  SE B          95% CI    β  

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Desired Weight Loss 

 Predictor:  Negative Affect             0.152  0.045  0.06, 0.24           0.224** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Exercise Level 

 Predictor:  Negative Affect           -0.199  0.089            -0.37, -0.02         -0.144* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Desired Weight Loss 

 Mediator:  Exercise Level (Path b)          -0.104  0.032            -0.17, -0.04         -0.212** 

Predictor:  Negative Affect (Path c′)           0.134  0.044             0.05, 0.22          0.199** 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.086;  F (2,218) = 11.257, p < 0.001  

From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 1.86 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01
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Table 85 

Chi-Square Analyses for Exercise Variables and Desired Body Change 

                        Females     
 
Variable       χ2        df         N              p          φ           %Var.          r2a  
 
Exercise Level   13.260      6         243          0.038    0.234        5.8     0.0497  
 
Activity     9.492      2         243          0.007    0.198        3.9    0.0388  
 
Health Activity    5.333      2         243          0.069    0.148        2.2      0.0216  
 
Organization Activity    6.814      2         243          0.033    0.167        2.8      0.0237 
 
________________________________________________________________________
    
                           Males     
 
Health Activity    6.976       2        112          0.031    0.250        6.3      
         
Note. Var. = Variance. a r2 is reported only if the r coefficient was significant.
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Table 86 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences of Negative Affect by Desired Body Change (by Sex) 

 
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA       Mean    N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)  ANOVA      Mean   N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. No Changes    2.26    157     (2.15, 2.36) 1<3    2.27 78     (2.14, 2.40) 1<3 

2. Get in Shape   2.21  17     (1.89, 2.52) 2<3    2.41   8     (2.00, 2.82)  

3. Lose Weight   2.57  61     (2.41, 2.74) 3>1,2    2.61 12     (2.28, 2.94) 3<1 

df        2; 232            2; 95 

F        5.432            1.907 

p       <0.005            0.15 

Adjusted R Squared       0.036            0.018 

Partial η Squared       0.045            0.039 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 
Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 87 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences of Desired Body Change by Exercise Level 

(Females) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean      N    95% CI        LSD (p<.05) 

1. Inactive     0.88   68      (0.68, 1.09)    1>2,3,4 

2. Moderately Active    0.59     104      (0.42, 0.75)    2<1  

3. Active     0.42   48      (0.17, 0.66)    3<1  

4. Very Active     0.26   23      (-0.09, 0.62)    4<1  

df      2; 240 

F      4.329   

p     <0.005 

Adjusted R Squared    0.040 

Partial η Squared    0.052  

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions 

such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less than the mean 

value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 88 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences of Organization Activity by Desired Body 

Change (Females) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean      N    95% CI         LSD (p<.05) 

1. No Changes     0.49   161    (0.41, 0.57)      1>3   

2. Get in Shape    0.53     17     (0.29, 0.77)    

3. Lose Weight    0.31     65     (0.19, 0.43)      3<1   

df      2; 240 

F      3.462         

p     <0.04         

Adjusted R Squared    0.020  

Partial η Squared    0.028 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; 

Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less 

than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test. 
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Table 89 

ANOVAs, Means, and Significant Differences of Health Activity by Desired Body Change (by Sex) 

 
               Females          Males     

Category   ANOVA       Mean    N 95% CI     LSD (p<.05)  ANOVA      Mean   N        95% CI   LSD (p<.05) 

1. No Changes    0.64 161     (0.56, 0.72) 1>3    0.60 88     (0.50, 0.71) 1>2 

2. Get in Shape   0.53 17     (0.30, 0.76)     0.13   8     (-0.22, 0.47) 2<1,3 

3. Lose Weight   0.48 65     (0.36, 0.60) 3<1    0.50 16     (0.26, 0.74) 3>2 

df        2; 240            2; 109 

F        2.693            3.620 

p        0.07           <0.030 

Adjusted R Squared      0.014             0.045 

Partial η Squared      0.022             0.062 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of 

Category 1 is significantly less than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test.
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Table 90 

ANOVA, Means, and Significant Differences of Exercise Level by Desired Body Change 

(Females) 

 
Category    ANOVA       Mean      N    95% CI     LSD (p<.05) 

1. No Changes     2.25  161     (2.11, 2.39) 1<3  

2. Get in Shape    2.00    17     (1.57, 2.43)   

3. Lose Weight    1.79        65     (1.56, 2.01) 3>1  

df      3; 239 

F      6.258        

p     <0.002       

Adjusted R Squared    0.042 

Partial η Squared    0.050 

Note. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; LSD = Least Significant Difference; 

Expressions such as 1<2 indicate that the mean value of Category 1 is significantly less 

than the mean value of Category 2 in an estimated marginal means test. 
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Table 91 

Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Desired Body Change Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model      B  SE B          95% CI    β   

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Desired Body Change 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level           -0.213  0.060  -0.33, -0.01          -0.223** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level           -0.104  0.047            -0.20, -0.01         -0.144* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Desired Body Change 

 Mediator:  Negative Affect (Path b)           0.216  0.083             0.52, 0.38          0.165* 

Predictor:  Exercise Level (Path c′)          -0.201  0.060            -0.32, -0.08         -0.213** 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.075;  F (2,234) = 10.440, p < 0.001  

* p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01 From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 1.69
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Table 92 

Testing Mediator Effects of Exercise Level on the Relation between Negative Affect and Desired Body Change Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model           B  SE B          95% CI    β   

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Desired Body Change 

 Predictor:  Negative Affect             0.257  0.084  0.09, 0.42           0.196** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Exercise Level 

 Predictor:  Negative Affect           -0.199  0.089            -0.37, -0.02         -0.144* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Desired Body Change 

 Mediator:  Exercise Level (Path b)          -0.201  0.060            -0.32, -0.08         -0.213** 

Predictor:  Negative Affect (Path c′)                0.216  0.083             0.52, 0.38          0.165* 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.075;  F (2,234) = 10.440, p < 0.001  

From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 1.86 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01
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Table 93 

Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation between Desired Body Change and Exercise Level Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model     B  SE B          95% CI    β   

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Exercise Level  

 Predictor:  Desired Body Change          -0.223  0.066            -0.36, -0.10          -0.223** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Desired Body Change           0.149  0.049             0.05, 0.25           0.196* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Exercise Level  

 Mediator:  Negative Affect (Path b)                -0.155  0.085            -0.32, 0.01         -0.118# 

Predictor:  Desired Body Change (Path c′)                     -0.221  0.068            -0.35, -0.09         -0.209** 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.059;  F (2,237) = 8.412, p < 0.001  

From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 1.56 

# p < .07  * p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01
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Table 94 

Testing Mediator Effects of Desired Body Change on the Relation between Negative Affect and Exercise Level Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model           B  SE B          95% CI    β   

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Exercise Level  

 Predictor:  Negative Affect           -0.198  0.082            -0.36, -0.04         -0.154* 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Desired Body Change 

 Predictor:  Negative Affect            0.257  0.084             0.09, 0.42          0.196** 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Exercise Level  

 Mediator:  Desired Body Change (Path b)             -0.221  0.068            -0.35, -0.09         -0.209** 

Predictor:  Negative Affect (Path c′)                    -0.155  0.085            -0.32, 0.01         -0.118# 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.059;  F (2,237) = 8.412, p < 0.001 

From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 2.23 

# p < 0.07  * p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01
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Table 95 

Testing Mediator Effects of Desired Body Change on the Relation between Exercise Level and Negative Affect Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model           B  SE B          95% CI    β   

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level                     -0.104  0.047            -0.20, -0.01         -0.144* 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Desired Body Change 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level                -0.213  0.060            -0.33, -0.10         -0.223** 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Mediator:  Desired Body Change (Path b)                    0.126  0.052             0.02, 0.23              0.158* 

Predictor:  Exercise Level (Path c′)                  0.091  0.050            -0.19, 0.01         -0.120# 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.040;  F (2,237) = 5.940, p < 0.003  

From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 2.00 

# p <.07  * p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01
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Table 96 

Testing Mediator Effects of Exercise Level on the Relation between Desired Body Change and Negative Affect Using Multiple 

Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model         B  SE B          95% CI    β   

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Desired Body Change              0.149  0.049             0.05, 0.25           0.196* 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Exercise Level 

 Predictor:  Desired Body Change             -0.180  0.057            -0.29, -0.07          -0.159** 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect  

 Mediator:  Exercise Level (Path b)                0.091  0.050            -0.19, 0.01         -0.120# 

Predictor:  Desired Body Change (Path c′)                 0.126  0.052             0.02, 0.23              0.158* 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.040;  F (2,237) = 5.940, p < 0.003 

From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 1.58 

# p < 0.07  * p < 0.05  ** p < 0.01
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Table 97 

Correlations (N) for Dating Relationship Commitment 

       1        2   3        

1.  Dating Rel Com (Total)    --  

2.  Dating Rel Com (Females)   --        --  

3.  Dating Rel Com (Males)    --        --   -- 

4.  Exercise Level    .19** (389)      .16* (243)  .27** (120) 

5.  Activity     .20** (389)      .12* (243)   .29** (120 

6.  Negative Affect    -.16** (350)     -.21** (236) -.03 (108) 

7.  Positive Affect    .08 (350)      .07 (236)   .09 (108) 

8.  Achievement    -.20** (112)     -.12 (76)  -.34** (36) 

Note. Dating Rel Com = Dating Relationship Commitment 

*p < .05  **p < .01 (two-tailed)
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TABLE 98 

Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Affect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Dating Relationship Commitment Using 

Multiple Regression (Total Group) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model           B  SE B          95% CI    β   

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Dating Relationship Commitment 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level             0.287  0.074  0.14, 0.43           0.194** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level            -0.083  0.038            -0.16, -0.08         -0.114* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Dating Relationship Commitment 

 Mediator:  Negative Affect (Path b)                  -0.263  0.103            -0.41, -0.06         -0.133* 

Predictor:  Exercise Level (Path c′)            0.282  0.075             0.13, 0.43          0.196** 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.062;  F (2,349) = 11.489, p < 0.001 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01



 

212 

TABLE 99 

Testing Mediator Effects of Negative Effect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Dating Relationship Commitment Using 

Multiple Regression (Females) 

 
Testing Steps in Mediation Model          B  SE B          95% CI    β   

Testing Step 1 (Path c) 

 Outcome:  Dating Relationship Commitment 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level             0.244  0.095  0.06, 0.43           0.285** 

Testing Step 2 (Path a) 

 Outcome:  Negative Affect 

 Predictor:  Exercise Level           -0.120  0.049            -0.22, -0.02         -0.154* 

Testing Step 3 (Paths b and c′) 

 Outcome:  Dating Relationship Commitment 

 Mediator:  Negative Affect (Path b)                 -0.353  0.122            -0.60, -0.11         -0.214* 

Predictor:  Exercise Level (Path c′)            0.226  0.095             0.04, 0.41          0.262** 

Note.  Adjusted R2 =  0.065;  F (2,235) = 8.150, p < 0.001 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01  From Sobel’s test of significance for the mediated effect, z score = 1.16
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APPENDIX B 
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Figure 1.  Simple Model Relating Physical Activity and Dating Relationship Association  
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Figure 2.  Full Model Relating Physical Activity, Dating Relationship, Mood and Traits 
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Figure 3.  Mood-as-Mediator Model: Social Support Model 
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Figure 4.  Mood-as-Mediator Model: Exercise Origin Model 
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Figure 5.  Mood-as-Mediator Model: Bidirectional Feedback Model 
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Figure 6.  Trait Direct-Effects Model 
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Figure 7.  Affectivity Model 
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Figure 8.  Mood Regulation Model 
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Figure 9.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Negative Affect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Relationship 
Satisfaction 



 

222 

 
 
 

Exercise Level
Desired Weight

Loss
    Path c

Exercise Level

   Path c'

Negative Affect

Path a     Path b
Desired Weight

Loss

 
 

 
 

 
Figure 10.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Negative Affect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Desired Weight 

Loss 
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Figure 11.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Exercise Level on the Relation between Negative Affect and Desired Weight 

Loss 
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Figure 12.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Negative Affect on the Relation between Exercise Level and Desired Body 
Change
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Figure 13.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Exercise Level on the Relation between Negative Affect and Desired Body 

Change
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Figure 14.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Negative Affect on the Relation between Desired Body Change and Exercise 
Level
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Figure 15.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Desired Body Change on the Relation between Negative Affect and Exercise 
Level
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Figure 16.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Desired Body Change on the Relation between Exercise Level and Negative 
Affect
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Figure 17.  Diagram of Paths in Mediation Model of Exercise Level on the Relation between Desired Body Change and Negative 
Affect
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APPENDIX C 
 

Motivational Structure Questionnaire General and Step 1 Instructions 

 

 
©1995 Klinger, Cox, & Blount; Reproduced here by permission of copyright holders. 
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Step 2 Instructions and Action Words List 
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Sample MSQ Answer Sheet 
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MSQ Life Area Categories 
 
MSQ-Long Life Areas (*used in current study):   

Family and Home (Immediate family and other relatives, Roommates and nonrelatives, 

Home and Housekeeping, Pets) 

*Friends (Friendships, Acquaintances) 

*Marriage, Relationships, Love and Sex (Spouse/marriage, Engagement (for example, 

specific plans or arrangements; an engagement ring; wishing to become engaged), 

Dating (for example, a particular date you’ve had; a person you’ve dated to wish 

to date), Sexual intimacy (for example, sexual experiences of particular kinds or 

with certain people; results of sexual experiences; sexual problems), Building new 

relationships) 

Physical Health (Surgery, disease, injuries) 

*Health maintenance (for example, having a better diet; jogging) 

Mental Health and Emotional Health (Drinking and drug use, Treatment/Counseling) 

Employment, Job, Money (Money interests and/or problems, Present job situation, Future 

job situation) 

Education (Academic interests or studies, Moving to higher levels of education, Self-

education or acquiring skills on your own) 

Organizations (Religion-Church; Government, Politics, Labor Union Activities, Etc.; 

Hobbies and Pastimes; *Sports and Recreation (for example, canoeing, biking, 

racquetball); Entertainment; Travel) 

Crime 

Artistic/creative endeavors 
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MSQ-Short Life Areas (*used in current study): 

Family 

Home 

*Friends and Acquaintances (for example, relationships, getting to know people better) 

*Marriage, Dating, and Intimate Relationships (for example, relationship with spouse; 

plans for future relationships, sexual intimacy; sexual problems) 

*Physical Health and Health Maintenance (for example, illnesses; diet and exercise) 

Mental and Emotional Health 

Self Changes 

Employment and Finances 

Education 

Organizations 

*Hobbies and Recreation (for example, sports; musical/artistic interests; entertainment 

activities) 

Illegal Activities 

Other (specify)  
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APPENDIX D  
 

Data Coding Index: Categories and Examples (MSQ Steps 1 & 2 entries) 
 
Physical Activity 

1- Not Active 

I want to get in better shape (1) get (into a habit of exercise) 
 

2- Moderately Active 

to get more exercise (1) get more exercise 

{Org} hone up on sport abilities (2) cont. sport activities 
 

3- Active 

walk 2 miles a day 1 continue routine 

basketball 3 do it 

hiking/walking 3 do it 

biking 1 continue to do it 
 

4- Very Active 

I play a lot of sports  (2) I want to maintain this 

I'm very active (2) I want to continue this 

{Org} I love sports (2) I want to maintain this love 

{Org} I play college basketball (2) I want to continue playing 
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Dating Relationships 
 

1- Not in a Relationship & Not Dating or Seeking 

no serious relationships now I want to #5 avoid serious relationships 
 

2- Not in a Relationship & Dating (or Wanting to Date) Several People 

I do not wish to get married (6) prevent  

I want to move from woman to woman like a gypsy 
king 

(1) accomplish 

 

3- Not in a Relationship & Seeking One Person  

I hope to have a good relationship with a girl I recently 
met 

I want to #1 get a steady woman 

 

4- In a Relationship & Want to Continue (Stable/Content) 

making sure my relationship lasts #2 continue 
 

5- In a Relationship & Want to Improve It (with Problems) 

to get along better w/ boyfriend (4) change 
 

6- In a Relationship & Want to Make It More Serious (via Engagement or Marriage) 

When to get engaged with my longtime boyfriend #7 find out more about 
 

7- In a Relationship & Want to End It 

Girlfriend (4) get rid of 
 


