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Past research has suggested that romantic partners tend to bemore similar than expected by chance and similar-
ity in certain personality variables has been associated with relationship satisfaction. The present study investi-
gated the existence of similarity and the association of similarity among romantic partners with relationship
satisfaction (N=125 couples). Couples whowere similar in traits also showed higher levels of similarity in per-
sonal goals. Similarity and discrepancy in personality traits were associated with relationship satisfaction in fe-
males (positively) and males (negatively) respectively. Similarity and discrepancy in personal goals were not
significantly related to relationship satisfaction. Facets of the Big Five assessed did not show any evidence of
greater or lesser discrepancy than would be expected by chance. Personal goals that related to religion and spir-
ituality showed lower levels of discrepancy than by chance, but the results were inconsistent for other personal
goals. Implications for relationship satisfaction are discussed.
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1. Introduction

The importance of social relationships has led to researchers to consid-
er the role personalityplays in affecting intimate relationships. Theperson-
ality traits of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness have been consistently
related to romantic relationship satisfaction (Ozer & Benet-Martinez,
2006). Setting intimacy goals has also been associated with greater rela-
tionship satisfaction (Zimmer-Gembeck & Petherick, 2006). The interde-
pendence created by studying romantic relationships has led to research
not only on how one's own personality variables, but how the personality
of one's partner influences one's own relationship satisfaction (Dyrenforth,
Kashy, Donnellan, & Lucas, 2010). This dyadic approach to personality has
led researchers to examine the association that personality similarity and
discrepancy have with relationship outcomes. The present study adds to
the extant literature by utilizing both traits and goals in the study of dyadic
similarity, discrepancy, and relationship satisfaction.
1.1. Similarity and relationship satisfaction

The importance of individual effects of personality traits on social rela-
tionships have been studied in depth (i.e. Dyrenforth et al., 2010; Lopes,
Salovey, & Straus, 2003). The traits of Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,
and Neuroticism have been shown to have the most robust relationship
with relationship satisfaction (Malouff, Thorsteinsson, Schutte, Bhullar,
& Rooke, 2010). Relationship researchers have begun to expand the
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focus of relationship research beyond the effect the individual has on re-
lationship outcomes and have started to consider the dyadic effects per-
sonality has on relationship outcomes. One such method by which
personality at the dyad level has been examined as a predictor of relation-
ship satisfaction has been similarity between partners.

Previous research has shown there is some degree of similarity on
personality variables for the members of a romantic couple. Married
couples tend to be more similar than chance on the Neuroticism,
Psychoticism, and Lie subscales of Eysenck's Personality Questionnaire
(Russell & Wells, 1991). Discrepancy in Extraversion and Psychoticism
also predicts less satisfying marriages (Russell & Wells, 1991). There is
also a significant relationship between similarity on the Big Five person-
ality traits and marital satisfaction (Gaunt, 2006). Luo et al. (2008)
found similar results in their study of married couples. Profile correla-
tions of participants' personality traits positively predictedmarital satis-
faction of both husbands and wives, however, the absolute difference
score did not predict marital satisfaction. Considering past research on
personality similarity and relationship satisfaction, we expected that
not only would couples show greater than chance similarity on traits,
but that this similarity would predict relationship satisfaction.

The content and similarity of personal goals have been examined as
predictors of relationship functioning, albeit to a lesser degree than
traits. Intimacy goals tend to not be related across romantic partners
(Sanderson & Evans, 2001). However, some research has found that
couples tend to be more similar than chance in their intimacy goals,
but show no evidence of similarity in identity goals (Zimmer-
Gembeck, Arnhold, & Connolly, 2014). Given mixed results concerning
the similarity of personal goals among dating couples, one purpose of
the present study was to identify which, if any, goals show evidence of
similarity in romantic couples.
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Past research on the relationship between goal similarity and rela-
tionship outcomes has been lacking, but there is reason to think that
goal similarity would be related to relationship satisfaction. First, simi-
larity is expected to occur across a wide range of different variables
(i.e. personal values; Buss, 1985). Similarity between partners, including
similarity on personality variables, has been shown to have conse-
quences for relationship functioning (Luo et al., 2008). Second, the per-
ception that one's partners share similar goals is positively associated
with relationship satisfaction (Avivi, Laurenceau, & Carver, 2009) and
being able to engage in activities that support the goals of both partners
has been associated with greater amounts of closeness to one's partner
(Gere, Schimmack, Pinkus, & Lockwood, 2011).

1.2. Similarity and discrepancy

The methods used to assess how similar two members of a dyad are
have fallen broadly into the two categories of similarity and discrepan-
cy. Similarity between twomembers of a dyad usually proceeds with an
assessment of profile correlations, where a correlation is calculated for
each couple on the target variable. Discrepancy is often assessed as dif-
ference scores (or the absolute value) between the twomembers on the
target variable.Whatmakes these two approaches different lies inwhat
the “null” value of zero represents.Measures of similarity (such as a pro-
file correlation) begin with the assumption that the members of the
dyad have no amount of similarity (an r = 0.00) and increases based
on the similarity of the two members (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006).
Measures of discrepancy begins with the assumption of perfect similar-
ity (a difference score of zero) and assess the extent to which a given
dyad deviates from this assumed value.

The forms of measurement are also related to the issue of how sim-
ilarity is conceptualized. Following Cronbach and Gleser's (1953) dis-
tinction, the measures of similarity and discrepancy mentioned assess
different facets of profile similarity. Similaritymeasures are typically in-
fluenced by the shape of theprofile. Similarity in shape indicateswheth-
er the two dyadmembers “rise and fall” together (i.e. high on Sociability
and low on Organization, etc.). The discrepancy measure reflects differ-
ences in the level of a given variable. Differences in level reflect the raw
distance between two scores on the target variable. The absolute value
is typically used since which member is higher on the target variable
is not of particular interest (Griffin, Murray, & Gonzalez, 1999).

1.3. Present study

The present study utilized a sample of romantic couples in which at
least one member was an undergraduate university student. Both simi-
larity and discrepancy measures were used in the present study for
traits and goals. Consideration of previous literature has led to four spe-
cific researchquestions. Firstwe examined thedegree towhich trait and
goal similarity in romantic couples are related. Considering past re-
search that has identified a weak relationship between traits and goals
(Reisz, Boudreaux, & Ozer, 2013; Roberts & Robins, 2000) a strong cor-
relation between trait and goal similarity was not expected. Second, we
examined the extent profile similarity for both goals and traits are relat-
ed to relationship satisfaction. The third research question involved the
extent to which discrepancy scores for goals and traits are related to re-
lationship satisfaction. Finally, we examined which traits and goals, if
any,weremore similar among romantic partners thanwould be expect-
ed by chance.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

The sample consisted of bothmembers of a heterosexual dating cou-
ple used in a previous study (see Study Three in Gray & Ozer, in
preparation; N = 125 couples). One member of the couple was
recruited as part of a class requirement at a SouthernCalifornia university.
Participants also consented to and provided the contact information of
their current romantic partner. The romantic partner was then contacted
to complete the same survey. Onemember of the couple received course
credit while the other member of the couple received $15 for participa-
tion. The mean age of the sample was 19.46 (SD = 1.96 years). As the
samplewas restricted to heterosexual couples, there are an equal number
of males and females that participated in the study. The mean length of
relationship was 1.56 years (SD = 1.44 years). The majority of partici-
pants identified as Asian-American (44%) or Latino/a-American (33.5%)
and the remainder identified as European-American (13.5%) or were of
another ethnicity/declined to state (9.5%).

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Personal Goals Questionnaire
To assess participants' goals, the PersonalGoalsQuestionnaire (PGQ)

was used. The PGQ consists of 65 personal goals such as “Be more self-
sufficient”, “Get married”, and “Observe the tenets of my religion.” Par-
ticipants rate on a five-point scale the extent to which they value each
goal, from “Not of my goals currently” to “Among my most important
goals currently” (Stauner, Stimson, & Ozer, 2009).

2.2.2. BFI-II
To assess personality traits the Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2) was

used. The BFI-2 consists of 60 personality items to assess the Big Five
and the more specific facets (Soto & John, 2016). The facets are “Socia-
bility”, “Assertiveness”, and “Energy Level” for Extraversion; “Compas-
sion”, “Respectfulness”, and “Trust” for Agreeableness; “Intellectual
Curiosity”, “Aesthetic Sensitivity”, and “Creative Imagination” for Open-
ness to Experience; “Emotional Volatility”, “Anxiety”, and “Depression”
for Neuroticism; and “Productiveness”, “Organization”, and “Responsi-
bility” for Conscientiousness. The facets of the BFI-2 form the unit of
the present analysis. Reliabilities for the facets range from α = 0.65
for Assertiveness to α = 0.87 for Productiveness.

2.2.3. Relationship Assessment Scale
Relationship satisfaction was assessed with the Relationship Assess-

ment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988). The RAS assesses relationship satis-
faction with seven items on a five-point scale with items such as “My
partnermeetsmyneedswell” (α=0.74). Higher scores indicate higher
satisfaction with one's relationship.

2.3. Assessing similarity and discrepancy

Similarity and discrepancy are often assessed using different meth-
odologies such as profile correlation (similarity) and absolute difference
scores (discrepancy). Profile correlations were created for each couple
for both the 65 items of the PGQ and the 60 items of the BFI-2. The pro-
file correlations represented themeasure of similarity between couples.
Discrepancy was assessed using the methodology of difference scores.
The absolute value of difference scores was computed for each of the
65 goals of the PGQ, and the 15 facets of the BFI-2. A mean difference
scorewas calculated for each couple and thiswas the aggregate discrep-
ancy score used for each couple.

An analytic issue arosewhen assessingwhich goals are systematical-
ly most or least dissimilar among the members of the romantic couple.
For discrepancy the typical null value of zero represents no discrepancy
among themembers of a couple. This means that testing against zero in
this case does not represent testing against chance values. Amore useful
comparison value than zero is what difference score would be expected
if there was no systematic discrepancy occurring. For this reason, pseu-
do-coupleswere created that paired amale and femalewhowere not in
a relationship, and this pairing was done until every male-female com-
bination was exhausted (Corsini, 1956). This randomized difference
would represent the “chance” value of discrepancy, and significant
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differences from this value would be indicative of greater or lesser dis-
crepancy than would be expected by chance. Only one gender was ran-
domly assigned to ensure that each person would be paired with a
member of the opposite sex. This technique was performed for both
the trait and goal difference scores.

3. Results

3.1. Trait and goal similarity

Profile correlations were calculated for the 65 items of the PGQ and
the 60 items of the BFI-2. To eliminate the influence of normativeness
on profile scores, the mean for each item of the BFI-II and the PGQ
were subtracted from each score (Kenny & Acitelli, 1994). The mean
profile correlation for goals was r= 0.08 (SD=0.18), the mean profile
correlation for traits was slightly lower, mean r = −0.03 (SD = 0.32).
There was a significant association between the profile scores for goals
and for traits (r = 0.23, 95% CI[0.06, 0.39], p = 0.0099). This indicates
that couples who have similar goals also show similarity in their traits
as well. Profile correlations of goals was not significantly related to rela-
tionship satisfaction for males (r=0.04, 95% CI[−0.14, 0.24], p=0.66)
or females (r=0.11, 95% CI[−0.07, 0.28], p=0.22). Profile similarity in
traits was also not related to relationship satisfaction for males (r =
0.01, 95% CI[−0.17, 0.19], p=0.91), but was significantly related to re-
lationship satisfaction for females (r = 0.24, 95% CI[0.07, 0.40], p =
0.0070). The correlation between goal similarity and relationship satis-
factionwas significantly greater for females thanmales (95% confidence
intervals for the difference between correlations: [0.04, 0.42]). Similari-
tywas not related to the average age of couplemembers or the length of
the relationship (p's N 0.33).

A separate subgroup of goalswas created based on their relevance to
romantic relationships. The goals “Get married”, “Improve my romantic
relationship”, “End a romantic relationship”, “Find a romantic partner”,
and “Help my romantic partner” were used as relationship relevant
goals. The average profile correlation was only slightly for relationship
goals (M = 0.12, SD = 0.54). This subset of romantic goals was also
not associated with relationship satisfaction in males (r = 0.12, p =
0.18) or females (r = 0.14, p = 0.12).

3.2. Trait and goal discrepancy

Table 1 shows the results of the comparison between observed dif-
ference scores and randomized difference scores. The mean difference
score across all 65 goals was M = 1.16, SD = 0.28. The mean random-
ized difference score was slightly higher,M=1.27, SD=0.26. A paired
samples t-test on the 65 goals revealed that across all goals, the ob-
served difference scores tended to be lower than the randomized scores,
t(64) = 5.39, p b 0.0001. Comparing the observed difference with ran-
domized difference scores for each goal allowed the analysis of which
goals demonstrated significantly higher or lower levels of similarity.
The fourth column of Table 1 shows the significance test of the differ-
ence between observed mean difference scores and randomized differ-
ence scores. Religious goals showed the most consistent differences
between the observed and randomized scores. The goals “Observe the
tenets of my religion”, “Experience spiritual growth”, and “Maintain or
strengthen religious beliefs” all showed significantly lower levels of dis-
crepancy than would be expected by chance. Also of note, the goal “Get
married” showed significantly lower mean levels of discrepancy than
expected by chance. There were no goals in which discrepancy was
greater for couples than would be expected by chance.

Table 2 shows the results of comparing observed difference scores
from the facets of the BFI-2 with randomized scores. The mean differ-
ence scores on the BFI-2 facets was M = 0.87 (SD = 0.26). The mean
randomized differencewasM=0.89 (SD=0.17). Therewere no signif-
icant differences between the observed mean difference scores and the
randomized difference scores (t(14) = 0.87, p = 0.39). There was a
marginal difference between observed and random scores for Produc-
tivity (t(124) = 1.80, p = 0.074). Like the discrepancy in goals, there
were no traits that were significantly more dissimilar then expected
by chance. As with similarity, discrepancy was not related to relation-
ship length and age of couple members (p's N 0.20).

Unlike the profile scores, there was not a significant relationship be-
tween the mean difference scores of traits and goals (r = 0.12, 95%
CI[−0.06, 0.30], p = 0.18). Mean difference scores were highly nega-
tively related to profile scores for both goals (r = −0.67, 95%
CI[−0.66, −0.41], p b 0.0001) and personality traits (r = −0.62, 95%
CI[−0.72,−0.49], p b 0.0001). These strong correlations support the in-
tuitive notion that goal similarity and discrepancy have a strong nega-
tive relationship to one another, although not to the extent that would
suggest singularity between the two concepts (Cohen, Cohen, West, &
Aiken, 2003). Therewasnot a significant correlation between the profile
scores for goals and the mean difference scores on the BFI-2 (r = 0.03,
95% CI[−0.15, 0.21], p = 0.73). However the mean difference scores
on goals and profile scores of personality traits showed a negative, sig-
nificant correlation (r = −0.22, 95% CI[−0.39, −0.04], p = 0.017).
The average difference scores for the PGQ were not related to relation-
ship satisfaction for either males (r = 0.00, 95% CI[−0.18, 0.18] p =
0.99) or females (r=−0.07, 95%CI[−0.25, 0.11] p=0.45). Finally, cor-
relations between relationship satisfaction and the averagemeandiffer-
ence scores for the BFI-2 scores were trending towards significance for
males (r = 0.18, 95% CI[0.00, 0.35], p = 0.056) but not females (r =
0.04, 95% CI[−0.14, 0.22], p = 0.65).

The same subset of relationship relevant goals that were used for
profile correlations were also used to create discrepancy scores. The av-
erage discrepancy score for this subset of goals was M = 0.92, SD =
0.26.Meandiscrepancy levels for this subset of goalswas also not signif-
icantly related to relationship satisfaction in males (r=0.07, p=0.43)
or females (r = 0.05, p = 0.58).

4. Discussion

The present research sought to extend current research on personal-
ity similarity in romantic couples. Couples who were similar in person-
ality traits also tended to be similar in the goals they value. Trait
similarity was related to relationship satisfaction for females, but not
for males. Goal similarity was not related to relationship satisfaction.
Somewhat surprisingly, couples were no less discrepant than chance
in their personality traits. Couples did show similarity in certain goals,
most notably goals related to religion and spirituality. Like similarity,
there were no effects of goal discrepancy on relationship satisfaction
and only marginal effects of discrepant traits were found.

The present study builds on previous research concerning similarity
in romantic relationships in a number ofways. First, there has been little
research onwhich goals show greater levels of similarity than would be
expected by chance. Previous research has focused on similarity
concerning relationship specific goals (Zimmer-Gembeck et al., 2014).
There was little evidence in the present study for lower than chance
level discrepancy for relationship goals. The couples assessed showed
significantly less discrepancy for religious and spiritual goals. This find-
ing supports previous research which has found that romantic partners
tend to be similar in their religious affiliation and beliefs (Lutz-Zois,
Bradley, Mihalik, & Moorman-Eavers, 2006).

The present research failed to replicate past research that found sig-
nificant similarity in personality traits (Luo & Klohnen, 2005). One pos-
sible explanation for this finding is whereas past research has typically
focused on similarity and discrepancy in the Big Five, the current
study examined the facets of the Big Five. Regardless of the specification
of personality traits, it appears as if there are only low levels of similarity
in personality traits among themember of romantic couples. What may
be more important than actual similarity is the perception that one's
traits are similar to the traits of one's partners (Decuyper, De Bolle, &
De Fruyt, 2012).



Table 1
Mean goal difference score comparisons.

Goal Observed mean difference Randomized mean difference t-Value d effect size

Spend more time studying 1.01 1.17 1.13 0.15
Be more organized 1.10 1.20 0.79 0.10
Get more sleep 1.20 1.22 0.14 0.02
Improve relationship with parents or siblings 1.14 1.14 0.00 0.00
Enjoy thrilling activities 1.21 1.79 4.56⁎⁎⁎ 0.59
Find or improve short-term employment 1.41 1.31 −0.71 0.09
Achieve meaningful career goal 0.98 1.03 0.35 0.05
Be respected or well-known in community 1.42 1.40 −0.16 0.02
Be more self-sufficient 0.93 0.98 0.44 0.06
Play a sport or improve sports ability 1.50 1.53 0.19 0.02
Get married 1.27 1.60 2.33⁎ 0.30
Take care of specific or chronic health problem 1.51 1.43 0.47 0.06
Do good for my community 1.18 1.56 2.99⁎⁎ 0.39
Plan my academic future 0.86 1.02 1.26 0.16
Be less dependent or influence by others 1.31 1.52 1.35 0.17
Observe the tenets of my religion 1.07 1.69 3.99⁎⁎⁎ 0.52
End romantic relationship 0.64 0.66 0.13 0.02
Have a better diet 1.16 1.25 0.71 0.09
Make new friends 1.19 1.31 0.94 0.12
Afford to purchase a desired item 1.53 1.64 0.71 0.09
Maintain or improve romantic relationship 0.68 0.78 1.01 0.13
Maintain or improve appearance 1.29 1.28 -0.08 0.01
Be a better (i.e. more moral or ethical) person 0.97 1.02 0.39 0.05
Complete specific household task 1.25 1.34 0.67 0.09
Get into graduate school or pursue advanced degree 1.47 1.59 0.65 0.08
Find a romantic partner 1.16 1.19 −0.16 0.02
Increase my current income 1.44 1.59 0.88 0.11
Graduate and finish education 0.83 0.70 0.84 0.11
Help friends 1.03 1.28 2.21⁎ 0.29
Be punctual 1.12 1.17 0.39 0.05
Provide financial assistance to friend or community 1.31 1.45 0.99 0.13
Lose weight 1.73 1.68 0.29 0.04
Enjoy learning something new 1.01 1.16 1.33 0.17
Have children 1.28 1.43 0.88 0.11
Improve relationship with friends 1.03 1.20 1.50 0.19
Budget money better 1.11 1.20 0.71 0.09
Participate more in sports, recreation, or hobbies 1.34 1.18 −1.26 −0.16
Save money 0.62 0.75 1.31 0.17
Experience spiritual growth 1.23 1.74 3.61⁎⁎⁎ 0.47
Get in better shape 1.01 0.98 0.22 0.03
Improve academic skills 0.83 1.07 1.70† 0.22
Use time more effectively 0.73 0.78 0.44 0.06
Have more fun in life 1.01 1.07 0.47 0.06
Do things for myself 1.03 1.07 0.31 0.04
Travel to new places 1.46 1.44 −0.14 −0.02
Do well in school 0.73 0.72 −0.07 −0.01
Reduce stress in my life 1.13 1.15 0.14 0.02
Reduce consumption of tobacco, alcohol, or drugs 1.42 1.41 0.06 0.01
Help parents or siblings 1.24 1.41 1.34 0.17
Spend more time relaxing 1.31 1.33 0.16 0.02
Be less shy, more talkative 1.45 1.46 0.07 0.01
Pursue financially lucrative career 1.21 1.30 0.67 0.09
Be more assertive or self-confident 1.22 1.25 0.22 0.03
Stop worrying so much 1.27 1.46 1.22 0.16
Finish a course assignment 1.28 1.31 0.19 0.02
Financially assist parents or siblings 1.58 1.50 −0.51 0.07
Participate in social community 1.18 1.34 1.26 0.16
Find direction or meaning in life 1.32 1.63 1.99⁎ 0.26
Be able to support future family 0.99 1.23 1.70† 0.22
Live independently from parents 1.36 1.32 0.24 0.03
Control temper 1.48 1.53 0.35 0.05
Improve current financial situation 1.20 1.14 −0.42 −0.05
Maintain or strengthen religious beliefs 1.21 1.60 2.62⁎⁎ 0.34
Help romantic partner 0.76 0.92 1.41 0.18
Figure out what my goals are 1.22 1.23 0.06 0.01

Note. N = 125 couples. Randomized scores based on 124 pairings with opposite-sex partner.
† p b 0.10.
⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
⁎⁎⁎ p b 0.001.
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There is a growing literature that has closely linked self-regulation
and goal processes to romantic relationships (Fitzsimons, Finkel, &
Vandellen, 2015; Gere & Schimmack, 2013). Several theorists have
hypothesized that goal similarity among the members of a romantic
couple should be related to more positive relationship functioning
(e.g. Fitzsimons et al., 2015), so it was somewhat surprising to find



Table 2
Mean trait difference score comparisons.

Trait Observed mean
difference

Randomized mean
difference

t-Value d effect
size

Assertiveness 0.85 0.88 0.35 0.04
Sociability 1.09 1.13 0.35 0.04
Energy 0.80 0.85 0.71 0.09
Compassion 0.86 0.80 −0.85 0.11
Respectfulness 0.74 0.77 0.42 0.05
Trust 0.83 0.89 0.65 0.08
Organization 1.10 1.04 −0.83 0.11
Productiveness 0.80 0.93 1.80† 0.23
Responsibility 0.53 0.51 −0.35 0.04
Depression 1.00 1.05 0.54 0.07
Emotional
Volatility

1.09 1.00 −0.98 0.13

Anxiety 0.94 0.99 0.59 0.08
Curiosity 0.54 0.59 0.88 0.11
Aesthetic
Sensitivity

0.93 1.03 1.01 0.13

Imagination 0.90 0.95 0.51 0.07

Note. N = 125 couples. Randomized scores based on 124 pairings with opposite-sex
partner.

† p b 0.10.
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that goal similarity had no association with relationship satisfaction.
Given the results of the present study it seems that an examination of
the ways in which the goals of romantic couples interact is needed.
For example, recent research has found a negative association of goal
conflict between couple members and relationship satisfaction (Gere
& Schimmack, 2013; Gray & Ozer, in preparation).

It is plausible that goal similarity as such is less important than other
forms of sharing goal processes in romantic relationships. For example,
theperception that one's relationship goals are sharedwith one's partner
has been related to the quality of relationships (Avivi et al., 2009). Simi-
larly, when couples are able to make progress on their goals together
they report more positive feelings about their relationship (Gere et al.,
2011). The similarity of the goals romantic partners share may be less
important for the quality of a relationship than theways goals are shared
and pursued in a relationship context. Future research should continue
to address how goals are shared and pursued in romantic relationships.

4.1. Limitations and conclusions

The current study is not without limitations. First, the current study
used data from undergraduate university students and dating couples.
The effect of similarity in goals may be amplified or attenuated for cou-
ples who have a greater degree of interdependence of goals (Fitzsimons
et al., 2015). Second, the variables assessed for similaritywere relatively
specific. For example, the traits used were facets of the Big Five instead
of the broader dimensions. Likewise, the goals used in the PGQ were
fairly specific (i.e. the goal “Manage a chronic health problem”). Broader
dimensionsmay evidence greater effects of goal similarity. Another lim-
itation concerned the procedure of assessment. The variables all
consisted of self-report variables, asmentioned above previous research
has suggested that the perception of similarity with one's partner may
be of greater importance than actual similarity.

The current study examined the existence and effect of trait and sim-
ilarity in a sample of romantic couples. The goals that showed the lowest
discrepancy from chance between couples had to do with religion and
spirituality. There was no evidence that traits were less discrepant
than expected by chance alone. Similarity and discrepancy in personal
goals was not related to relationship satisfaction regardless of partner
gender. Similarity in traits was related to relationship satisfaction for fe-
males, but therewas only amarginal association of trait discrepancy and
relationship satisfaction in males. The present study helps to clarify the
role that both traits and goals play in intimate relationships and can help
target research aimed at understanding what predicts relationship
functioning.
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