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Abstract 
Optimists hold positive expectancies for their future, which some have sug-
gested leads to advantages in the social realm (Carver, Scheier, & Segerstrom, 
2010). Unfortunately, the research supporting this notion is scant and suffers 
from the confound that self-reports from optimists reflect their optimistic 
perspective. To address this issue, the present study examined the impact of 
optimism on interpersonal outcomes assessed from the perspective of those in 
relationships with each target. We recruited 182 participants to complete a se-
ries of psychological measures and interpersonal activities over the course of 
ten weeks. Participants rated themselves and each other on the five-factor 
traits at three stages in the developing relationship: zero-acquaintance, after 
their first conversation with each other, and after nine weeks of acquaintance. 
Two additional informants nominated by each target as those who knew them 
well (i.e. friends or family members) provided more extensive personality de-
scriptions using a California Q-Set. Optimists consistently rated themselves as 
more agreeable and less neurotic than those low in optimism, but only the 
difference in neuroticism was detectable by perceivers. Furthermore, this dif-
ference was discernable only after nine-weeks of acquaintanceship had been 
established. Target optimism had no impact on first impressions. Although 
there may exist an optimistic personality profile across the five major traits, 
we found little evidence to suggest that anything other than lower neuroticism 
contributes to the impact that optimism might have on one’s social life and 
relationships. 
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1. Introduction 

Optimism plays an important role in many aspects of our lives (Wrosch & 
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Scheier, 2003). Although much of the attention has been paid to its impact on 
physical health and subjective well-being (Mann, 2001; Sears et al., 2004; Smith, 
Young, & Lee, 2004), there is some evidence to indicate that the benefits of op-
timism also extend to interpersonal experiences and relationships (Carver, 
Scheier, & Segerstrom, 2010; Carver & Scheier, 2014). For example, optimists 
report experiencing more satisfaction in marital relationships (Smith, Ruiz, 
Cundiff, Baron, & Nealey-Moore, 2013), more support in their social relation-
ships (Abend & Williamson, 2002; Brissette, Scheier, & Carver, 2002; Wimberly, 
Carver, & Antoni, 2008), and are less likely to have an anxious attachment style 
(Heinonen, Räikkönen, Keltikangas-Järvinen, & Strandberg, 2004). But are these 
interpersonal outcomes real or are they a result of an optimistic bias in percep-
tion and construal? The very nature of the optimist is to view and report their 
experiences (e.g., relationships) in a favorable light. Therefore, the question re-
mains as to whether optimists have been reporting their true social realities to 
researchers or simply putting a positive spin on them. Given the few studies on 
the topic, the answer to this question remains speculative at best (Carver et al., 
2010; Carver & Scheier, 2014). This report attempted to address this issue by 
measuring the social realities of optimists from the perspective of those who live, 
work, and play with them.  

The problem with assessing interpersonal outcomes from self-reports is one of 
validity. Self-reports reflect subjective impressions of outcomes (e.g., “my mar-
riage is wonderful and we never fight”) rather than actual outcomes (e.g., their 
spouse agrees with them). Although the overarching conclusion from previous 
investigations has been that optimists may enjoy an “interpersonal advantage” 
(Carver et al., 2010; Carver & Scheier, 2014), the question remains as to whether 
this is an actual advantage or whether it is an optimistic bias (Brown, 1986; 
Krueger, 1998). In order to provide a more objective assessment of interpersonal 
outcomes, we need to measure not just one relationship, but a sample of rela-
tionships from optimists to get a more stable estimate of their social lives.  

“Interpersonal outcomes” can mean many things. A good outcome could be 
defined as being considered warm and likable by others (Smith et al., 2013). Al-
ternatively, a good outcome could be defined as feeling emotionally supported 
(Wimberly et al., 2008). Or perhaps a good outcome is one where one individual 
has some influence over another (Cialdini, 2008). All of these are reasonable and 
important to consider, however in the present study we have focused on others’ 
perceptions of a target. For the purposes of this study, a good interpersonal out-
come is considered one where an observer forms a positive impression of a tar-
get. 

We operationalized a positive impression in terms of the five-factor model of 
personality traits (Allik, 2016; Digman, 1990; Wiggins, 1996). Chaplin and col-
leagues studied first impressions and described a positive personality trait profile 
as one where a target is viewed by others to be low in neuroticism, high in 
agreeableness, and high in the remaining three traits (Chaplin, Phillips, Brown, 
Clanton, & Stein, 2000). Interestingly, the personality correlates of optimism re-

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2018.93026


A. A. Fultz, F. J. Bernieri 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2018.93026 415 Psychology 
 

veal a similar pattern. Optimism has been found to correlate negatively with 
neuroticism and positively with agreeableness, extraversion, and conscientious-
ness (Lounsbury, Saudargas, & Gibson, 2004; Milligan, 2003; Sharpe, Martin, & 
Roth, 2011). Therefore, from the perspective of trait theory, optimists have a 
personality profile that should result in others forming positive impressions of 
them.  

But having a positive personality trait profile doesn’t necessarily mean that 
others will immediately perceive it. The accuracy with which people perceive 
others is limited at zero acquaintance (Kenny & West, 2008), although it can 
improve substantially as people become more acquainted over the course of a 
relationship (Biesanz, West, & Millevoi, 2007; Brown & Bernieri, 2017). We know, 
for example, that both optimists and their romantic partners report greater rela-
tionship satisfaction (Srivastava, McGonigal, Richards, Butler, & Gross, 2006). 
Therefore, the positive, optimistic trait profile is likely well-known by those in 
established relationships with optimists, such as intimate partners. This leads to 
the question of when, or at what point in a developing relationship do people 
begin to see the optimist’s positive personality profile? Brown & Bernieri (2017), 
for example, found that a person’s agreeableness as measured by the NEO PI-R 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992) was not accurately perceived by others at first encoun-
ter but became apparent after nine weeks of acquaintanceship. It may be that op-
timists are immediately perceived as optimists, or perhaps it takes several weeks 
before one comes to know them as such.  

2. The Present Investigation 

The primary objective of this report was to extend our knowledge of optimism to 
the understudied realm of interpersonal processes. We employed the Life Orienta-
tion Test-Revised (LOT-R; Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994), which measures 
the tendency to expect positive future events (Scheier & Carver, 1985). The me-
thodological advancement of this study is that it measured interpersonal out-
comes by sampling eight different relationships for each participant. This con-
trasts sharply with studies that have merely collected subjective impressions of 
one’s own social life, which of course is confounded with the optimism construct 
itself. Instead, we asked the friends and family members of participants to eva-
luate their personalities. Although we know optimists have more positive perso-
nalities, we do not know whether this fact is apparent to people who are closely 
acquainted with them.  

In addition to measuring established relationships, this study tracked the im-
pressions of optimists through the development of relationships from zero ac-
quaintance. This way, we were able to assess whether the optimistic personality 
was visible to strangers from the very beginning of a relationship. Groups of 5 - 
7 university students, all unacquainted with one another (which was determined 
prior to group assignment), met repeatedly over a period of ten weeks for a total 
of 50 hours. Over this time period, in addition to completing a large number of 
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psychological assessments, they participated in a number of interpersonal and 
relationship-building activities outside of the lab environment designed to better 
acquaint themselves with one another (Brown & Bernieri, 2017). Among these 
activities were: 1) eating meals, 2) traveling, 3) cleaning a house, 4) socializing, 
and 5) competing against each other.  

3. Method 
3.1. Participants 

The data for this report came from a larger study designed to investigate the 
impact of personality traits and interpersonal skills on relationship formation 
(e.g., Brown & Bernieri, 2017). Participants were 182 undergraduates who re-
ceived academic credit for enrolling in a “Psychological Assessment” research 
practicum that was open to all academic majors. Three groups (usually 21 par-
ticipants) were run within a given academic term. We collected data in nine 
terms over a period of 5 years. Participants were treated in accordance with the 
“Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct” (American Psycho-
logical Association, 2002). Informed consent was obtained from all individual 
participants included in the study.  

Of the 182 participants, 69 were males and 113 were females. Participant ages 
ranged from 18 to 54 years (M = 22.1, SD = 4.79) and 93% of them identified 
English as their first language. A total of 144 participants were Caucasian (79%), 
3 were African American (2%), 11 were Hispanic (6%), 8 were Asian/Pacific Is-
lander (4%), 6 were American Indian/Alaskan Native (3%), and 10 selected oth-
er (6%). There were 22 freshman (12%), 25 sophomores (14%), 53 juniors (29%), 
73 seniors (40%) and 9 that selected other (5%).  

3.2. Measures 

Target personality. According to Carver & Scheier (2014), optimism can be un-
derstood as one’s tendency to hold positive expectancies for the future. Their 
scale, the Life Orientation Test-Revised (LOT-R; Scheier et al., 1994), is a rela-
tively brief six-item measure that assesses this. Responses are made on a 5-point 
scale where half of the items are reversed scored. Scale responses range from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree. The reported internal consistency in terms of 
Cronbach’s alpha is .78.  

To assess the five-factor traits we had participants complete the NEO PI-R 
Form S (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The NEO PI-R contains 240 items and takes 
approximately 35 - 45 minutes to complete. Participants responded to each item 
on a 5-point rating scale that ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
Costa & McCrae (1992) reported coefficient alphas of .92, .89, .87, .86, and .90 
for the neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscientious-
ness domains, respectively. 

Participants also provided self-ratings for each five-factor trait using the Ten 
Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003), which is a 
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short form proxy for the NEO-PI-R. This measure was chosen because it was 
brief enough to employ in a round-robin personality perception study (e.g., Ken-
ny, 1994), which we employed. The TIPI was always completed during the same 
experimental session where participants rated the personality traits of their group 
members. The first personality rating session took place on the first day of the 
study and is referred to as the zero acquaintance session (Figure 1). A second 
personality rating session called the five-minute session (Figure 2) occurred two 
days later when participants got a chance to have their first five minute conver-
sation with each individual member of their group. The final personality rating 
session took place nine weeks later when everyone was well-acquainted with one 
another. Thus, participants completed the TIPI on themselves three different 
times over the course of the study. 

Perceiver ratings. We had two different sets of informants provide personality 
descriptions of our participants. The participants’ group members constituted 
one set of informants. Since most groups had 7 total participants, there usually 
were six informants in this set. Group members completed their personality rat-
ings using the TIPI as well. This allowed us to compute a group consensus  
 

 
Figure 1. Participants engaging in the zero-acquaintance 
ratings. 

 

 
Figure 2. Participants engaging in the five-minute inte-
raction. 
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judgment for each of the five-factor traits (Hall, Bernieri, & Carney, 2005).  
For the other set of informants, participants recruited two people (e.g., family, 

roommates, or friends) who knew them well. Instead of using the TIPI, they 
provided a Q-sort description of the target employing the California Q-Set 
(Block, 1961). This Q-set consists of 100 cards each with a descriptive statement 
(e.g., “Behaves in an ethically consistent manner; is consistent with own personal 
standards”, or “Tends to be self-defensive”). An evaluator’s task is to arrange the 
100 cards into a normal distribution, with the tails indicating cards that are least 
descriptive of a target’s personality and cards that are most descriptive of a tar-
get’s personality. A set of Q-sort cards and instructions were sent to all infor-
mants who could not come to the lab in person to complete this task. Descrip-
tions from the two informants were combined, yielding an average placement 
for each card.  

4. Results 

Personality correlates of optimism. We first replicated and confirmed the pre-
viously reported associations between optimism and personality using the NEO-PI-R. 
We expected to find that optimists would be less neurotic, and more agreeable, 
extraverted, and conscientious (Lounsbury et al., 2004; Milligan, 2003; Sharpe et 
al., 2011). Our findings are displayed in Table 1 and replicated nearly every ef-
fect. The LOT-R correlated negatively with neuroticism (r = −.47, p < .001) and 
correlated positively with agreeableness (r = .18, p < .05), extraversion (r = .23, p 
< .01), and openness (r = .15, p < .05). However, optimism did not correlate sig-
nificantly with conscientiousness (r = .04, p = n.s.).  

We employed the briefer TIPI (Gosling et al., 2003) to assess interpersonal 
outcomes, which we operationalized as impressions of personality. Participants 
rated themselves as well as every other member of their group using the TIPI. 
Self-ratings of the TIPI were collected at three time points: 1) at the very begin-
ning of the study, 2) on day 2 of the study when participants were talking with 
each member of their group for the very first time, and 3) nine weeks in to the 
study. The test-retest correlations across the 3 time periods ranged from r = .47 
to r = .81. The TIPI self-ratings were averaged over the three time periods.  
 
Table 1. Correlations between optimism and self-report measures of the five-factor traits. 

Factor 
NEO-PI-Ra 

N = 182 
TIPIb Composite 

N = 176 

Neuroticism −.47*** −.39*** 

Agreeableness .18* .27*** 

Extraversion .23** .00 

Openness .15* .13 

Conscientiousness .04 .14 

Note. Due to missing or corrupt data, 176 participants were used in the TIPI analyses. aA 240 item measure 
of the five-factor traits (Costa & McCrae, 1992). bThe Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003). 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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The correlations between the mean TIPI self-ratings and NEO-PI-R scores 
for neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness 
were .67, .65, .56, .65, and .64, respectively. All were significant at the p < .001 
level.  

The next step was to determine whether the personality correlates of optim-
ism found using the NEO PI-R would replicate when using the much briefer 
TIPI. The correlations between the TIPI self-ratings and optimism appear in the 
right column of Table 1. Optimism correlated negatively with neuroticism (r = 
−.39, p < .001) and positively with agreeableness (r = .27, p < .001), but did not 
correlate significantly with any other trait.  

The slight discrepancy in personality correlates of optimism across the two 
different trait measures could be due to the lower content validity of the TIPI, 
which contained only two items to assess a given trait. Another possibility is that 
the social context of the rating procedure introduced a self-presentation motive 
to those completing the self-descriptions. To the extent being immersed in a 
group temporarily influenced their working self-concept (Markus & Wurf, 
1987), we would expect the self-ratings of group members to reflect their work-
ing self-concept as a member of that group, which may differ from the 
self-construct activated when taking the NEO PI-R at home. Another 
self-presentation motive that could have impacted TIPI ratings involves the 
possible evaluation apprehension that would come from knowing that the other 
group members were evaluating them on the very same scale. For some partici-
pants, this may have stimulated a self-verification motive (Swann, 1990) or an 
increase in their objective self-awareness (Wicklund, 1975) that would bring 
their self-descriptions closer in alignment to those they anticipated would be 
generated by their group. In other words, knowing that their self-descriptions 
would be compared to the consensus ratings may have inhibited the 
self-enhancement bias that normally impacts self-assessments (Greenwald, 1980; 
John & Robins, 1994). All of these issues highlight the limitations of extrapolating 
self-report data to the interpersonal domain.  

Experimentally manipulated acquaintances. The next question we addressed 
was whether the self-reported personality correlates of optimism (i.e., neurotic-
ism and agreeableness) were detected and confirmed by others. More interest-
ing, perhaps, is the question of when they became noticeable to others. To assess 
this, we conducted a series of t-tests on the TIPI personality descriptions (on 
both self-ratings and consensus ratings) across the three stages of participants’ 
relationships. 

In order to test whether optimists had different self-reported personalities as 
measured with the TIPI, we performed a median split on the LOT-R scores to 
form high and low optimism samples. Table 2 displays the mean ratings of 
Neuroticism and Agreeableness by optimism level, time of assessment, and 
whether the rating was a self-rating or the group consensus rating on the tar-
get. Participants high in optimism rated themselves as being less neurotic at  
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Table 2. Mean Trait ratings of target traits across three time periods by source (self vs others). 

TIPIa Trait 

N = 176 
Optimismb 

Zero  
Acquaintance 

First Conversation After Nine Weeks 

Self 
Group  

Consensus 
Self 

Group  
Consensus 

Self 
Group  

Consensus 

Neuroticism 

High (N = 82) 5.2 6.7 5.2 5.9 5.3 5.7 

Low (N = 94) 6.7 6.8 6.4 6.1 6.5 6.3 

Difference (high-low) −1.5 −.1 −1.2 −.2 −1.2 −.6 

t(174) −4.33*** −.62 −3.77***c −1.40 −3.12**c −2.59* 

Agreeableness 

High (N = 82) 10.5 8.9 10.7 10.2 10.4 9.9 

Low (N = 94) 9.6 9.1 10.0 10.0 9.5 9.6 

Difference (high-low) +.9 −.2 +.7 +.2 +.9 +.3 

t(174) +2.74** −1.23 +2.31*c +1.05 +2.54* +1.05 

Note. Due to missing or corrupt data, 176 participants were used in these analyses. aTen-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al., 2003). bParticipants 
were split into high-low optimism groups on the basis of their LOT-R scores. ct(173). *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 
zero-acquaintance (t(174) = −4.33, p < .001, d = .66), after the five-minute interac-
tion (t(173) = −3.77, p < .001, d = .57), and after nine-weeks of acquaintance (t(173) = 
−3.12, p < .01, d = .47). However group members’ first impressions of them were 
unaffected by their optimism at zero-acquaintance (t(174) = −.62, p = n.s.) or after 
the five minute interaction (t(174) = −1.40, p = n.s.). By nine weeks however, 
group members rated optimistic targets significantly lower in neuroticism 
(t(174) = −2.59, p < .05, d = .39).  

The findings were generally weaker for agreeableness. As expected, partici-
pants high on optimism rated themselves as more agreeable than those low on 
optimism across rating sessions (zero-acquaintance t(174) = 2.74, p < .01, d = .42; 
five-minute interaction t(173) = 2.31, p < .05, d = .35; nine weeks t(174) = 2.54, p < .05, 
d = .39). However, the optimism of targets had no impact on their group’s per-
ceptions of them at any time period (zero-acquaintance t(174) = −1.23, p = n.s; 
five minute t(174) = 1.05, p = n.s.; nine weeks t(174) = 1.05, p = n.s.). Optimists may 
have had a rosier TIPI description of themselves but this was not validated by 
others who got to know them through their participation in this study.  

We performed a 2 × 3 (optimism by time) mixed ANOVA on observer ratings 
of neuroticism where time was treated as a repeated measure. The time by op-
timism (high-low) interaction was significant (F(2,348) = 3.05, p < .05, η2 = .02). A 
single df contrast analysis revealed that the impact of optimism on group con-
sensus ratings of neuroticism was significantly larger at nine weeks than it was 
for them mean of the other two time periods (F(1,174) = 4.56, p < .05, η2 = .03). 
This suggests that the impact of an optimist’s personality on others is negligi-
ble on first impressions and only begins to emerge as people become well-acquainted. 
Furthermore, the impact seems to be limited to only one trait; neuroticism, 
which is essentially the tendency to experience negative affect (Costa & McCrae, 
1980). 
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Established relationships. Q-sort descriptions were provided by two infor-
mants whom participants nominated as people who knew them well. The infor-
mants were friends, roommates, or family members. Of 182 participants, 156 
had the available data to use in these analyses as the Q-Set was added into the 
procedures after the study had started. If optimism had any significant impact 
on interpersonal outcomes then we would be sure to find evidence for it within 
these data. We assessed the impact of optimism by correlating a target’s optim-
ism with the average card placement (i.e., the average judgment across two in-
formants of a single personality descriptor statement). 

McCrae, Costa, & Busch (1986) conducted a factor analysis on the California 
Q-Set and identified the cards that correspond to the five-factor trait model. Ta-
ble 3 reports the correlations between LOT-R scores and every card in the Q-set 
that corresponds to neuroticism and agreeableness. Close informants described 
optimists consistently as being lower in neuroticism (e.g. #68 “Is basically  
 
Table 3. Q-Set personality descriptions of optimists made by their friends, family, and 
roommates. 

Q-Set Card Optimism 

Neuroticism  

84 Is cheerful. .32***a 

33 Is calm, relaxed in manner. .22** 

10 Anxiety and tension find outlet in bodily symptoms. −.15† 

23 Extrapunitive; tends to transfer or project blame. −.16† 

50 Is unpredictable and changeable in behavior and attitudes. −.20* 

55 Is self-defeating. −.20* 

68 Is basically anxious. −.20* 

82 Has fluctuating moods. −.23** 

72 
Concerned with own adequacy as a person, either at  
conscious or unconscious levels. 

−.24** 

34 Over reactive to minor frustrations; irritable. −.31*** 

22 Feels a lack of personal meaning in life. −.33*** 

Agreeableness  

35 Has warmth; capacity for close relationships. .16* 

28 Tends to arouse liking and acceptance in people. .12 

17 Behaves in a sympathetic or considerate manner. .10 

14 Genuinely submissive; accepts domination comfortably. .03 

5 Behaves in a giving way toward others. .02 

37 Is guileful and deceitful, manipulative, opportunistic. −.01 

36 Is subtly negativistic; tends to undermine and obstruct or sabotage. −.08 

61 Creates and exploits dependency in people. −.09 

1 Is critical, skeptical, not easily impressed. −.10 

Note. The Q-Set task (Block, 1961) was not introduced until the data collection had already begun, so these 
analyses were performed on N = 156. aN = 155. †p < .1. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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anxious”) and the higher in emotional stability (e.g. #33 “Is calm, relaxed in 
manner”). The Q-sort descriptions, however, showed little evidence that people 
in relationships with optimists view them as being more agreeable, despite the 
fact that the optimists view themselves that way.  

In summary, the easy-going (calm, relaxed, poised) nature of optimists was 
not noticed by those who interacted with them for the first time. However, after 
getting to know them for 9 weeks this positive aspect of their personality became 
known in their relationship. Despite the fact that optimists described themselves 
as having a more agreeable personality, this was not confirmed by those who 
knew them.  

5. Discussion 

The primary objective of this report was to respond to the call for more research 
on the impact of optimism on interpersonal outcomes (Carver et al., 2010; 
Carver & Scheier, 2014). We were interested in whether optimists displayed be-
havioral tendencies that influenced how they were perceived by others. To assess 
this, we conducted an innovative investigation that lasted over a period of five 
years with the hope of gleaning an ecologically valid understanding of what se-
parates optimists socially from everyone else. We utilized two sets of informants, 
unacquainted strangers and well-acquainted friends and family members, to give 
us an idea of how our optimistic participants were generally perceived. We asked 
the unacquainted group members to rate the participants at three separate time 
periods: zero-acquaintance, after a five-minute interaction, and after nine weeks 
of acquaintance. We asked the friends and family members to complete the 
Q-Sort procedure with the expectation these well acquainted individuals would 
provide us with a thorough description of participants’ personality. 

We found that optimism’s relationship to the five-factor constructs varied 
depending on the personality test used. When the NEO-PI-R was used to assess 
personality, optimism was associated with lower rates of neuroticism and higher 
rates of extraversion, agreeableness, and openness. With the exception of con-
scientiousness, these results closely mapped onto those of previous investiga-
tions (Lounsbury et al., 2004; Milligan, 2003; Sharpe et al., 2011). When the very 
brief TIPI was used to assess personality (within a social context), optimism 
correlated only with self-descriptions of agreeableness and neuroticism. 

In this report, we have suggested that the self-reported TIPI trait descriptions 
could have been impacted by participants’ working self-concept (Markus & 
Wurf, 1987), or their public, social selves. Since our optimistic participants per-
ceived themselves as less neurotic and more agreeable, we might have expected 
these differences to be salient to those who interact with them. Interestingly, we 
found that whereas optimists viewed themselves as more agreeable, there was lit-
tle evidence to suggest that anyone else did as well. On the other hand, by 
nine-weeks of acquaintanceship group members did rate high optimists as being 
less neurotic than low optimists. Therefore, it is safe to conclude that people do 
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generally view optimists as being more emotionally positive (e.g., less sadness, 
anxiety, hostility, etc.). 

The optimistic disposition in this case is characterized by a lower level of neg-
ative emotionality that is noticed only by those who are well acquainted with the 
optimist. This is not to imply that neuroticism and optimism are the same con-
struct, although there is some controversy on this topic. Early critiques of the 
original Life Orientation Test (Scheier & Carver, 1985) deemed neuroticism and 
optimism to be relatively indistinguishable (Smith, Pope, Rhodewalt, & Poulton, 
1989). Soon after, the LOT-R was created (Scheier et al., 1994) to address these 
concerns, as its relationship to other variables were significant after the effects of 
neuroticism were controlled for. Nevertheless, we find it intriguing that the only 
interpersonal consequence we found for optimism was on a trait characterized 
by the experience of negative affect.  

These findings indicate that a self-enhancement bias may be at work for per-
ceptions of agreeableness (Brown, 1986) where optimists evaluated themselves 
more favorably than others actually perceived them. Also, we found no evidence 
that within actual social contexts optimists are more extraverted or more con-
scientious. In fact, when assessing themselves in social contexts the previously 
published extraversion and conscientious effects vanished (Lounsbury et al., 
2004; Milligan, 2003; Sharpe et al., 2011). To the outside world, optimists do not 
appear to be any more agreeable, extraverted, open, or conscientious than any-
one else.  

There are of course some limitations to the present investigation. We did not 
set out to investigate the impact of optimism on interpersonal outcomes when 
data collection began. If we had we would have included other measures of op-
timism as well, and would have asked participants to evaluate each other on ad-
ditional criteria that related to their interpersonal lives. Still, the value of this 
work is that we now know in what ways, and approximately when, the optimistic 
personality presents itself and becomes known to others. This was the primary 
goal of this study, and these findings contribute to the already colossal body of 
work on the positive influence of optimism by filling a twice lamented gap in the 
optimism literature (see Carver, et al., 2010; Carver & Scheier, 2014 for reviews). 
Positive psychology researchers should have no trouble applying and extending 
the findings presented here. 

In this report we identified what behavioral tendencies optimists actually dis-
play to the world around them. We know now that it is not enough to ask op-
timists how they perceive the world. Because of their nature, researchers will 
only ever receive a biased and positive response. Instead, we must learn how 
they influence their social worlds through the eyes of the people they live and 
work with. Doing so will allow us to extend our understanding of the positive 
power of optimism to the interpersonal realm. 
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