CHAPTER TWENTY-TWO

ATTRACTION AND CLOSE
RELATIONSHIPS

ELLEN BERSCHEID, University of Minnesota
HARRY T. REILS, University of Rochester

THE STUDY OF INTERPERSONAL
RELATIONSHIPS

A chapter devoted to theory and research on interpersonal
attraction did not appear in this Handbook until its third edi-
tion (Berscheid, 1985b). That chapter outlined the historical
development of the area and reviewed the robust body of
theory and research that had accumulated since the early
1960s, when interest in attraction phenomena increased dra-
matically, At the time the chapter was being writien, the
study of interpersonal attraction was in transition:

Investigators are tucning from a focus upon attraction
phenomena as they occur in initial encounters between
strangers to a study of attraction in the context of ongo-
ing relationships; from a view of auraction as a mono-
lithic global construct to a recognition that it is fruitful
to differentiate varieties of attraction; from an exclusive
study of the mild forms of attraction (e.g., liking) to
studies that include the more intense forms (c.g., love);
from investigations of a single stimulus at a single point
in time and its influence on attraction to an interest in
how a variety of causal conditions may contribute to an
attraction phenomenon and how they all may evolve
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and change over time; from an exclusive fozus upon
how the characteristics of the individual (or of Se other,
or of their combination) influence attraction to Lconsid-
eration of how these characteristics may inteact with
environmental variables, both physical and sial, to
affect attraction and how auraction itself mev subse-
quently influence all of these variables. (Berscheid,
1985b, pp. 417418)

Today, all of these transitions have been made. Most im-
portant is the shift in focus from attraction as it mz: or may
not occur between strangers in first encounters to (raction
phenomena as they are embedded in ongoing intecpersonal
relationships. In addition to attraction between niuralisti-
cally formed relationship partners, many other facuts of re-
lationships have capiured the attention of social pyycholo-
gists in the past decade. The shift from an almost =xclusive
focus on attraction to a wide variety of other relidonship
phenomena is reflected in the titles of Annual Feview of
Psychology surveys beginning in the late 1970s: ~Interper-
sonal Attraction and Relationships” (Huston & Lavinger,
1978); “Interpersonal Processes in Close Relavsnships”
(Clark & Reis, 1988); and, most recently, “Intersersonal
Relationships” (Berscheid, 1994). The inclusica of the
phrase “close relationships™ in the title of this ciupter re-
flects this change in focus. It also reflects the fac: that so-
cial psychology has become an important contribuor 1o the
development of a science of relationships.

The Science of Interpersonal Relationsiips

Many of the questions traditionally addressed by fe social
and behavioral sciences, as well as by the biolodeal and

Berscheid, E., & Reis, H. T. (1998). Attraction and close relationships. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, & G.
Lindzey, (Eds.), Handbook of sacial psychology (4th ed.) (pp. 193-281). New York: Oxford




194

Part Five / Interpersonal Phenomena

health sciences, are fundamentally questions about inter-
personal relationships. Scholars in these sciences have
come to recognize that they share a common interest in re-
lationship phenomena and that their disciplines have much
to gain from the development of a science of relationships.

The multidisciplinary effort to further knowledge about
interpersonal relationships began to emerge in the late
1970s. In 1977, for example, George Levinger, a social
psychologist trained in both psychology and sociology,
collaborated with Harold Raush, a clinical psychologist, to
produce an edited volume entitled Close Relationships:
Perspectives on the Meaning of Intimacy, and in 1979,
Robert Hinde, a British ethologist and developmental
psychologist, published Towards Understanding Relation-
ships. These works were closely followed by Close Rela-
tionships (Kelley et al., 1983b), authored by a group of so-
cial, clinical, and developmental psychologists who
provided a conceptual framework for the study of relation-
ships. In 1982, the first conference of the International So-
ciety for the Study of Interpersonal Relationships, orga-
nized by British social psychologists Robin Gilmour and
Steve Duck, was held at the University of Wisconsin,
Madison, and many of the conference papers subscquently
appeared in The Emerging Field of Interpersonal Relation-
ships (Gilmour & Duck, 1986).

As these events indicate, the science of interpersonal re-
lationships is international in character, as well as multidis-
ciplinary. It is also one of the most rapidly growing areas in
the social and behaviora) sciences. There now exist two in-
ternational organizations of relationship scholars, each
with its own journal. The inaugural issuc of the Journal of
Social and Personal Relationships appeared in 1984 and
that of Personal Relationships in 1994, Several current
book series are devoted to relationship theory and research,
including the Advances in Personal Relationships series,
now in its fifth volume (Perlman & Bartholomew, 1994),
In addition, relationship theory and research appear in al-
most all social psychological journals and book series,
which reflects not only social psychologists’ enduring in-
terest in relationship phenomena but also the fact that most
core social psychological questions engage relationships.

Psychology’s Contribution to Relationship Science
Although the disciplines of sociology, of marital and fam-
ily therapy, and of communication studies are also impor-
tant, psychology is central to the endeavor to understand
relationships. Within psychology, the subdisciplines of de-
velopmental psychology, clinical and counseling psychol-
ogy, and social psychology are especiatly important con-
tributors to relationship theory and research.

An exemplar of the close relationship, the parent-child
relationship, has been of special interest to developmental
psychologists, who traditionally approached questions of
socialization from an “individualistic™ point of view, seck-

ing monadic laws governing the behavior of a single in
vidual. Deeply influenced by Kurt Lewin (see Marroy

dress to the American Psychological Association, urged d

velopmental psychologists to expand their horizons to thy
dyadic unit, *“one that describes the combined actions of i
two or more persons.” As Sears (1951) observed: '

events, one must have variables and units of action
refer to such events. (p. 479)

Sears's call for dyadic research went unheeded untill
Richard Bell (1968) concluded in his powerful review off
the socialization literature that the reigning view of social®
jzation as resulting from the parents’ influence on the chiig
was oo limited. Although positive correlations bclweeu
the parent’s and child’s behaviors routinely had been inters
preted as demonstrating the effect of the parent’s influence
on the child, Bell argued that the child’s influence on the]
parent was a compelling alternative explanation of man
findings. Today, an improved understanding of the develg
opmental significance of children’s relationships—their e
lationships with peers as well as with adults—has been
characterized as one of psychelogy's most significant adf
vances in the past few decades (Hartup, 1989).

Clinical and counseling psychologists also traditionally}
took an individualistic approach to human behavior and to
the treatment of distress; psychoanalysis is a prime exams}
ple. As the divorce rate escalated in the 1960s and 1970s,
however, the public increasingly demanded expert help
with their relationships. As a consequence, mental health)
professionals began to practice relationship therapy, and§
today, many embrace a *‘systems” approach to the treat-}
ment of distressed individuals in which the individual is§
viewed as embedded in a dysfunctional system of relation;
ships which itself warrants trecatment (e.g., sec Christensen$

1983; Segraves, 1990). '.:

Social Psychology and Relationship Science
i
Along with developmental, clinical, and counseling psy-;
chology, social psychology is playing a central role in the
development of a science of relationships. One important
reason for its centrality is that social psychologists focus]
on the processes that underlie social behavior. Prominent}
among such processes are those that result in interpersonal §
attraction, a phenomenon in which social psycho]oglsts
have displayed an enduring interest. A

A focus on process and an interest in attraction are lega-J§
cies of social psychology’s Lewinian heritage. Gcnerall}"
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credited as the founder of experimental social psychology,
Kurt Lewin also is often regarded as the first formal sys-
\ems theorist in psychology (see Deutsch, 1954). Lewin re-
pelied against the individualistic approach to behavior,
which concentrated the search for the causes of behavior in
ihe propertics of individuals (e.g., in their personalities). In
his Field Theory, Lewin proposed that an individual’s be-
havior is a function not only of the properties of the indi-
vidual but also of the “field” in which the individual is lo-
cated (Lewin, 1936; 1951). His well-known formula, B =
fP,E), expressed his view that the properties of the person
(P) interact with the properties of the environment (E) to
influence behavior (B). The individual and the environ-
mental field in which the individual is embedded thus were
viewed as an interdependent system where a change in the
state of one would preduce a change in the state of the
other. Because Lewin conceived the field as including the
sucial and the physical environment, an individual’s rela-
tionships were theorized to be an important influcace on
his or her behavior.

Lewin thus instilled in the heart of social psychology an
interest in interpersonal relationships. Lewin himself was
interested in close relationships, as his 1940 article entitled
“The Background of Conflict in Marriage™ reflects
(Lewin, 1940/1948). As a resuit of Lewin's influence,
many social psychologists began to theorize about and ex-
perimentally investigate important relationship phenom-
cna. Lewin’s student, Leon Festinger, for example, devel-
oped the Theory of Informal Social Communication
(Festinger, 1950), which inspired the doctoral dissertation
research of Festinger's student, Stanley Schachier, who de-
scribed temporal patterns of interaction and affect among
group members in his classic study, *“Deviation, Rejection,
and Communication” (Schachter, 1951; see Levine &
Moreland, 1998, in this Handbook).

The field approach to understanding behavior began to
fade in the late 1960s, however, as learning theory ap-
proaches, especially behaviorism, became dominant in
psychology. Retreating from its early interest in interper-
sonal relationships, social psychology became increasingly
individualistic (see Steiner, 1974). The shift in focus was
exemplified by Festinger, who took his Theory of Informal
Social Communication, which autempted to predict pat-
terns of interaction in a group under conditions of informa-
tion uncertainty, and turned it inside out in his Theory of
Social Comparison Processes (Festinger, 1954}, which at-
tempted 1o predict when an individual would seek out oth-
ers to reduce information uncertainty (see Tyler & Smith,
1998, in this Handbook). Festinger’s theoretical orientation
was to become even more individualistic just a few years
later when, in his Theory of Cognitive Dissonance (1957),
he turned to theorizing about cognitive processes in the
mind of a single individual (see Eagly & Chaiken, 1998,
and Pittman, 1998, both in this Handbook).

Festinger's interest in cognitive processes was another
legacy of his mentor's approach to understanding behavior.
Lewin, unlike his learning theory contemporaries in psy-
chology who were preoccupied with the study of rats and
other infrahuman animals, had emphasized that people
may perceive and interpret the same stimulus situation dif-
ferently. In stressing that it was the individual's interpreta-
tion of the meaning of the stimulus that influenced the in-
dividual’s behavior, not the interpretations of outsiders
such as the experimenter, Lewin put the O {the Organism’s
cognitive interpretation of the stimulus situation) between
the leamning theorists’ Stimulus and Response. Social psy-
chology was thereby set on a cognitive, or S-O-R, track
from its beginning.

While Festinger was burrowing into the mind of a single
individual, two other of Lewin's students, John Thibaut and
Harold Kelley, produced what is arguably the single most
important theoretical contribution to relationship research,
The Social Psychology of Groups (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).
Although the book's title suggests that it is addressed to the
behavior of persons within larger groups, Thibaut and Kel-
ley’s Interdependence Theory is in fact addressed to the
dyad and to phenomena that occur within close relation-
ships, particularly romantic and marital relationships. Kel-
ley, too, subsequently became interested in matters of cog-
nition, especially causal attribution processes, but he has
consistently maintained his interest in ongoing relation-
ships, as his later publication of Personal Relationships:
Their Structures and Processes (1979) and his coauthorship
of Close Relationships (Kelley et al., 1983b) reflect,

Partly as a result of their interest in processes underly-
ing social behavior, social psychologists developed an in-
terest in the antecedents and consequences of interpersonal
attraction, or the disposition to think, feel, and act posi-
tively toward another person. By the late 1960s, enough
theoretical and empirical work on atiraction had accumu-
lated that a book, albeit a slim book, could be devoted to
the topic (Berscheid & Walster, 1969). Although social
psychology’s emphasis on experimentation may have de-
layed the investigation of attraction in ongoing relation-
ships, where experimentation is rarely possible, social psy-
chological theory and experimental research on attraction
formed an important base from which explorations of rela-
tionship phenomena have been made in recent years.

We will not return to the historical beginnings and de-
velopment of attraction theory and research in this chapter.
Rather, we refer the reader to the previous edition of this
Handbook for an account of these (Berscheid, 1985b). We
shall, however, discuss many of those early and enduring
contributions, often in their revised and updated form, as
we present in this chapter an overview of social psychol-
ogy's theoretical and empirical contributions to relationship
science. These contributions are accelerating for many rea-
sons, but most important among them is increased appreci-
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ation that knowledge about interpersonal relationships is
essential to the further development of social psychology.

The Contribution of Relationship Science to Social Psy-
chology The cognitive revolution that swept through psy-
chology in the 1960s and 1970s produced exciting new
methods that made the empirical analysis of cognitive
processes feasible. The potential of these developments to
illuminate social perceptual and cognitive processes was
quickly seized upon by social psychologists who had main-
tained their traditional interest in cognition even during be-
haviorism’s heyday. As a result of the rush to take advan-
tage of methodological advances in the study of social
cognition, the study of problems more directly associated
with social interaction over extended periods of time be-
came increasingly infrequent. Moreover, the social stimu-
lus most often examined in studies of social cognition was
minimal—often only a stranger's face or essay or other
property—and its effect usually was assessed at only a sin-
gle point in time.

Unfortunately, and in contrast, no major methodological
or technological advances had appeared to render relation-
ship research any less difficult than it always had been. Be-
cause the essence of a relationship lies in the partners’ in-
teraction and the influence that each exerts on the other's
behavior, the fundamental aim of relationship research is to
understand the causal dynamics underlying regularities ob-
served in the partners’ interaction pattern over time. This
shift from the individual level of analysis, with which
psychologists are most familiar, to the dyadic level of
analysis, essential to relationship research, remained
fraught with epistemological (see Berscheid, 1986), con-
ceptual, methodological, and statistical problems, as we
shall elaborate throughout this chapter.

Many problems confronted by relationship researchers
derive from the fact that the causal conditions that may be
responsible for regularities in the partners’ interaction pat-
tern are more numerous and complex than those usually
considered in the causal analysis of a single individual’s
behavior. Kelley et al. (1983a) classify these causal condi-
tions into two types: personal and environmental. Personal
causal conditions include the characteristics of the individ-
ual {P) (e.g., 2 “neurotic” personality), the characteristics
of the partner (O), and the interaction of the partners’ char-
acteristics (P X O conditions), or causal factors located in
neither partner but rather in the conjunction of the partners’
attributes (e.g., autitudinal similarity). Environmental
causal conditions include the social environment (e.g., the
social network within which the relationship is embedded)
and the physical environment (e.g., an airplane), which
may make some kinds of interaction more probable than
other physical environments would,

Causal conditions of all these types not only may inter-
act with each other 1o influence the partners’ relationship
behavior, but in turn, the partners’ behavior may result in

changes in one or more of these causal conditions, whiéy
subsequently will affect their relationship, Thus the mj
croevents of interaction and the relatively stable causf]]
conditions influencing that interaction must be viewed ag§
continuous feedback loop that works its effects on the reld§
tionship over time. The fact that relationships and the phe:
nomena that occur in them are inherently temporal oftag

requires that relationships be tracked for extended periodS

spite the considerable investment of resources that sucl
studies require.

Brewer, 1998, in this Handbook)—is often denied relation)
ship researchers for ethical reasons. Even simply askm
people to describe their ongoing relationships in mlcrwew
or on questionnaires does not always avoid ethical dilem$
mas, for such procedures may initiate thought and action
processes that subsequentiy influence the relationship in
ways that neither the investigator nor the participant antici%
pated (Rubin & Mitchell, 1976).

These and other difficulties associated with relauonslup
research long kept social psychological relationship rez
searchers imprisoned in their laboratories, often using the
experimental method to examine attraction phenomena be-
tween strangers on a single occasion. In the early 1980s,8
however, social psychologists’ frustration with the limita-§
tions of their experimental research with strangers, along]
with the public’s demand for increased understanding of!
ongoing personal relationships, led many to lay down their!
experimental scalpels and leave the causally pristine condis
tions of the laboratory to venture out into the conceptual]
and methodological jungles of naturalistically formed on-#
going relationships. There, as we shall discuss in this chap-
ter, they came face to face with all the problems they had
feared and many more they could not have imagined. Cre-}
atively adapting tools from their own discipline, borrowing|
methods and theory from other disciplines, and improvis-}
ing as they went along, they began to hurdle many of the !
obstacles that had been viewed as insurmountable barriers
to understanding the mysteries of human relationships. As
this chapter reflects, their enthusiasm and confidence accel-
erated with each success, resulting in the sprawling and dy- %
namic field that the young science of relationships is today. ¥

There is growing evidence that social cognition re-
searchers are now reaching the sume stage that interper- §
sonal-atiraction researchers did in the early 1980s. As so-
cial cognition theory and research has matured (e.g., see e,
Wegner & Bargh, 1998, and Gilbert, 1998, both in this g
Handbook), more social cognition scholars are actively §
confronting the fact that perception and cognition usually §
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take place in the context of ongoing relationships in the
course of an individual’s daily life, rather than under the
highly structured and minimal stimulus conditions of the
laboratory, where the referent of the cognilive processes
cxamined is typically a stranger or hypothetical other of no
emotional or motivational import to the individual. As one
theorist of social cognition has emphasized, social under-
sianding operates in the service of social interaction: “Peo-
ple’s interpersonal thinking is embedded in a practical con-
text, which implies that it is best understood . . . by its
observable and desired consequences for social behavior”
(5. T. Fiske, 1992, p. 878).

From the perspective of social cognition theory and re-
search, an existing relationship can be viewed as a conlex-
wal variable that influences all behavior—emotion, cogni-
tion, and action—in social situations. For example, social
psychologists often study the social stimulus of self-disclo-
sure by creating a situation in the laboratory in which an
individual's responses to a stranger’s or hypothetical
vther's disclosure can be examined. The individual's re-
sponse 1o that disclosure, however, is likely to be radically
different depending on its relational context; it very much
matters whether the source of the disclosure is a stranger or
hypothetical other, a best friend, parent, spouse, or em-
ployer. The significance of this fact for our understanding
of liuman behavior is that disclosures from hypothetical
vthers are never received in daily life, disclosures from
total strangers are rarely received, but disclosures from
uthers with whom the individual shares a relationship are
frequently received and may have a strong impact on the
individual's subsequent behavior.

Further advances in social cognition thus are increas-
ngly recognized 1o depend on gaining an understanding of
cognitive processes as they occur in ongoing association
with others with whom the individual is interdependent for
the achievement of his or her goals and in which the ac-
tions that result from those processes have potent conse-
quences for the individual’s well-being. However, the same
15 true of most other social psychological questions. As
Berscheid and Peplau (1983) put it, “*No attempt to under-
stand human behavior, in the individual case or the collec-
uve, will be wholly successful until we understand the
close relationships that form the foundation and theme of
the human condition” (p. 19). Current recognition that in-
terpersonal relationships, social cognition, and other areas
ol social psychological knowledge are mutually interde-
pendent for further advance promises 1o benefit social psy-
chology over the next decade,

Overview of the Chapter

We have sketched the outlines of the science of relation-
ships, identified its major contributors, and briefly de-
seribed its historical development, paying special attention
W social psychology's role in furthering relationship

knowledge. Next, in ‘“The Concept of Relationship,” we
discuss several issues associated with the relationship con-
struct. Then, in “Relationship Beginnings,” we review
what is known about the antecedents and consequences of
attraction in first encounters, the base from which many so-
cial psychologists began their exploration of relationship
phenomena. One important consequence of attraction in an
initial encounter is that it often portends that the relation-
ship will continue to develop. In ““Developing Relation-
ships,” we discuss theories and evidence addressed to the
progression of relationships over time, highlighting rela-
tionship cognition, or the partners’ thoughts and expecta-
tions about the relationship that help determine its quality
and whether it will endure or dissolve. What causes some
relationships to endure and others to fail, the most fre-
quently asked question about relationships, will be dis-
cussed in the following section, “‘Relationship Satisfaction
and Stability.” Because most people regard satisfactory
close relationships as essential to their happiness, a good
deal of evidence pertinent to that assumption has been
gathered, as we shall discuss in "'Relationships and Well-
Being.” Finally, we will offer **Concluding Comments”
about the future of retationship research and the role that
an understanding of relationships is likely to play in the
further development of social psychology.

THE CONCEPT OF RELATIONSHIP

As the relationship field has grown, it has become clear
that there is considerable variance in how the term “rela-
tionship™ is defined and that how relationships should be
conceptualized deserves more attention. In their commen-
tary on issues facing the relationship field, Sarason, Sara-
son, and Pierce (1995) note, *‘Either explicitly or implic-
itly, most research on personal relationships is dirccted at
one of three levels of analysis: individual, dyadic, and sys-
temic” (p. 615). The systemic approach, which “seeks to
account for the links, not only between the two participants
in a personal relationship, but also with others in the social
network who influence and are influenced by members of
the target dyad” (Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1995, p.
615), is relatively rare within social psychology, although
more cotnmon within sociology.

The individual level of analysis focuses on individuals
in relationships and usually depends on the individual's
self-report of relationship variables. For example, people
frequently are asked to describe their relationships along
certain dimensions, usually on structured questionnaires.
Such studies often rely on the validity of the individual’s
self-report of his or her own and the partner’s relationship
behavior. The problems involved in assuming that self-re-
ports of autobiographical events, especially relationship
events, are veridical are well known (e.g., see Berscheid,
1994; Harvey, Hendrick, & Tucker, 1988). In recent years,
in fact, more relationship researchers have viewed these re-
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ports as social constructions constituting interesting data in
themselves, rather than as substitutes for systematic obser-
vation, and have been using account narrative methodology
to investigate relationship questions (e.g., Gergen & Ger-
gen, 1988; Harvey, Weber, & Orbuch, 1990; Sternberg,
1995). The problems inherent in using the partners’ self-
reports as a substitute for observation of relationship events
are frequently exacerbated by the obtaining of reports from
only one relationship partner. Gathering data from both
members of the couple is still atypical, but it is clear from
such studies that there are often substantial discrepancies
in the partners’ reports of relationship events (e.g., Chris-
tensen, Sultaway, & King, 1983).

Some of the partners’ discrepancies are systematic and
are associated with gender (see Deaux & LaFrance, 1998,
in this Handbook). Gender differences, in fact, are ubiqui-
tous in relationship findings. For example, in addition to
differential interpretations of what constitutes a close rela-
tionship, significant gender differences have been observed
in patterns of friendship, interaction styles, intimacy, love,
mate preference, social support, loneliness, responses (o
stress and conflict, emotional expression, and nonverbal
communication, to name just a few (e.g., see Beall &
Sternberg, 1993; Canary & Dindia, in press; C. Hendrick,
1988; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974, Peplau, 1983). There are
many reasons why relationship phenomena should be so
pervasively influenced by gender. For example, men and
women are socialized differently from birth, with many of
these practices addressed to the regulation of social behav-
ior generally and close relationships in particular (Deaux,
1976; Huston & Ashmore, 1986; Maccoby, 1990), and sex
hormones themselves influence many socially relevant be-
haviors (e.g., dominance, nurturance, and emotional ex-
pressiveness; Dabbs, 1994).

The fact that relationship behavior is permeated with
gender differences adds complexity to relationship theoriz-
ing because any comprehensive model must address these
gender differences in the phenomena considered. More-
over, empirical tests of most relationship hypotheses must
include both males and females. Unfortunately, the litera-
ture reveals that it is often easier to recruit females than
males to participate in relationship studies. Thus when gen-
der differences are not directly examined, the findings tend
to be more generalizable to women than to men. Although
some have argued that men and women are more alike than
different in their relationship behavior, and often exhibit
behaviors that differ only in strength rather than in kind
(e.g., Duck & Wright, 1993), the possibility of an interac-
tion between gender and the behavior of interest can never
be discounted.

Even more problematical for relationship researchers is
the fact that gender is often confounded with power in so-
ciety in general and in many mixed-sex relationships in
particular, with women possessing relatively less power

than women interrupt men; when the usual power positions
of opposile-sex partners are reversed, however, women in
terrupt men more than men interrupt women (Geis, 1993)]
When investigators do not explicitly address the genders

behaviors may be mistakenly attributed to gender rather
than to power. ;
In contrast to the individualistic approach, it is the

research from other areas of social psychology. It “explicy
itly recognizes that relationships reflect patterns of interacs
tion between two people whose appraisals of relationships ¥
develop in the conlext of their ongoing interactions” (Sara-§
son, Sarason, & Pierce, 1995, p. 615). Thus, as Sarason)§
Sarason, and Pierce emphasize, relationships do nat simply$
reside in people’s heads; they grow out of interaction, and|
they have distinctive emergent properties. The dyadic ap-}
proach to the study of relationships was elaborated by Kel-
ley et al. (1983a), who argued that the concepl of relation-}
ship refers to two people whose behavior is interdependent
in that a change in the state of one will produce a change in
the state of the other. The fundamental observational base
in the study of personal relationships thus concemns the in-3
fluence that partners have on each other’s behavior. As this}
implies, a relationship between two people is viewed as re-§
siding in neither one of the partners but, rather, in their in-}
teraction with each other. That interaction constitutes the
living tissue of the dynamic organism called “‘relation-§
ship,” and the causes and consequences of the partners’
pattern of interaction are what must be understeod. -

Relationship scholars differ, however, on how much in-_~I
teraction between two people, and what kind of interaction,
must take place before they are willing to say that two peo-§
ple are in a relationship. The issue is not merely philosoph- §
ical. For example, to trace the development of a relation-§
ship over time, the “beginning” of the relationship must bej
identified. Some relationship development theorists place§
the relationship beginning at the point at which one indi-}
vidual becomes aware of the other (Berscheid & Graziano!
1979; Levinger, 1974). The relationship may not develop,
beyond this initial impact, however, and most relationship
scholars would not be willing to call that single event a re:’
lationship. Even an extended initial interaction in which$
both persons strongly influence each other’s behaviors}
would not constitute a relationship in the eyes of some the-
orists. Homans (1979), for example, maintains, **Not until
a person enters into repeated exchanges {interactions) with &
the same other may we even begin to speak of a relation-
ship existing between them” {p. xviii).

Some relationship theorists go further and assert that 3
even *'strings™ of interactions do not necessarily constitute j
a relationship (Hinde, in press). Many social interactions
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are role-based, for cxamp]e;‘thys the interaction pattern
characteristic of the relationship is stereotypical for all per-
<ons occupying those roles. Social psychologists usually
are not interested in such interactions (.although many sqci-
ologists are); rather, social psycho_loglsls tend to examine
relationships in which the interaction pattem is relatively
ynique as contrasted with the partners’ interaction patterns
with other persons or with the interaction patterns charac-
teristic of other partners.

Finally, most relationship scholars would not view two
persons as being in a relationship with each other unless
both have represented and organized their past interactions
in memory and this mental schema is relatively idiosyn-
cratic (although the schema will, of course, share many
similarities with the pantners’ other relationships, past and
present). These cognitive representations of the relation-
ship constitute an important contextual feature of the part-
ners” future interactions with each other, for they will influ-
ence how the partners interpret events that occur in those
subsequent interactions (a point to which we shall return in
“Developing Relationships™).

In sum, most relationship scholars agree that, at mini-
mum. for two people to be in a relationship with each other,
they must interact and, as a consequence of that interaction,
cach partner’s behavior must have been influenced. What
kind of relationship it is—close or superficial, for exam-
ple—depends on the properties of the interaction pattern.

Close Relationships

One reason relationship researchers have not devoted a
great deal of effort to explicating the concept of relation-
ship is that they very early set their sights on understanding
“close™ relationships, believing that the dimension of
closeness underlies most relationship phenomena of inter-
est {see Clark & Reis, 1988). Unfortunately, the construct
of closeness itself often remained unexamined; many theo-
nsts and investigators simply assumed that everyone un-
derstood what constituted a close relationship. Even schol-
ars who recognized that the construct needed explication
ulien defined closeness with reference to other vague and
dl-defined constructs: **Such words as love, frust, conmit-
ment, earing, stability, attachment, one-ness, meaningful,
and significant, along with a host of others flicker in and
out of the numerous conceptions of what a “close relation-
ship”is” (Berscheid & Peplau, 1983, p. 12).

The ambiguity surrounding conceptions of closeness
dul not initially constitute an obstacle to the study of close
ielationships, because close relationships usually were
ientified by commonly accepted conventions whose un-
derlying assumptions were rarely questioned. One conven-
hon, still often used, was simply to ask individuals them-
selves to identify their close relationships, using whatever
tnteria they believed to be pertinent. It gradually became

recognized, however, as Milardo (1988) and others have
discussed, that subjective interpretations of closeness vary
across gender (Peplau & Gordon, 1985), age (Dickens &
Perlman, 1981), and culture {(Markus & Kitayama, 1991).

Ancther long-standing convention was based on the as-
sumption that family relationships are close relationships
and that, conversely, most close relationships are family re-
lationships. As divorce and serial marriage became more
frequent in the 1960s, however, and as the shape of the
family began to change dramatically, the validity of the as-
sumption that these types of relationships are always close
became increasingly doubtful (see Berscheid, Snyder, &
Omoto, 1989a). Not only did it become apparent that fam-
ily relationships are not necessarily close relationships, it
became difficult to identify a *family” relationship even if
the investigator was willing to assume that all such rela-
tionships are close. The proliferation of nontraditional fam-
ily forms, in fact, resulted in family scholars asking the
question *“What is family?” with distressing frequency (see
Gubrium & Holstein, 1990; Scanzoni et al., 1989), As a
consequence, and although marital and parent-child rela-
tionships are still considered to be exemplars of the close
relationship, it became apparent that the closeness con-
struct needed explication to facilitate the identification of
close relationships without reference to their form or type.

Kelley et al. (1983a) argue that close relationships are
those in which the partners are highly interdependent, and
that their interdependence will be revealed in certain prop-
erties of their interaction pattern. Although relationship
scholars differ as to which interaction properties are the
best indicators of interdependence and thus differentiate
close from nonclose relationships, Kelley et al. observe
that most would require the interaction pattern to reveal
that the partners frequently influence each other’s behavior
(i.e., cognitive, affective, and conative), that each person’s
influence on the partner’s behavior is diverse (e.g., not lim-
ited to certain kinds of behavior in few situations), that the
influence is strong, and, moreover, that all these properties
have characterized the partners’ interaction patiern for a
considerable duration of time.

Some researchers also would regard the intensity and
posilivity of affect generated by the partners’ interaction as
a criterion of closeness, requiring that the partners like,
love, or otherwise feel positive regard for each other.
Berscheid {1983), however, observes that relationships that
would be classified as close on other grounds frequently
are characterized by the experience of strong negative af-
fect and argues that positive affect is a poor criterion of
closeness. Other theorists give prominence to yet other cri-
teria, Aron and his associates (e.g., Aron et al., 1991), for
example, view a close relationship as one in which partners
inctude the other in their conceptions of self and perceive a
“oneness” with the other.

Relationships classified differently as a result of investi-
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galors’ different concepts of closeness will produce differ-
ent associations between closeness and other variables. For
example, using the convention of asking people to identify
their own closest relationship and then to evaluate that rela-
tionship’s degree of closeness relative to the closeness of
their other relationships and to the relationships of other
people, Berscheid, Snyder, and Omoto (1989b) compared
these “subjective closeness™ evaluations with those ob-
tained from their Relationship Closeness Inventory (RCI).
The RCI, whose validity and reliability have been favor-
ably assessed in Japanese as well as American culture
{Gudykunst & Nishida, 1993), attempts to assess fre-
quency, diversity, and strength of the partner’s influence.
Subjective closeness evaluations of the closest relationship
were found to be severely skewed toward high closeness,
but the RCI's (transformed) scales produced a more normal
distribution of closeness, suggesting that even relationships
that individuals identify as their closest are not necessarily
very close, These investigators also found that another fre-
quently used criterion of closeness, the positivity and nega-
tivity of emotions and feelings experienced in the relation-
ship, produced yet another closeness distribution, one
again skewed toward high closeness but not as severely
skewed as the subjective closeness measure. As these in-
vestigators predicted, positivity of affect was significantly
correlated with subjective feelings of closeness but not
with closeness as measured by the RCI. Finally, illustrating
that how the investigator defines and measures closeness
will influence observed associations with other variables,
Berscheid et al. found that neither positive affect nor sub-
jective closeness predicted romantic relationship breakup
nine months later in their study, but closeness as measured
by the RCI did.

Aron, Aron, and Smotlan (1992) subsequently factor-
analyzed responses to several closeness measures, includ-
ing the RCI and the Inclusion-of-Other-in-Self Scale (108;
Aron et al., 1991). The 10S was derived from the Self-ex-
pansion Model (Aron & Aron, 1996), which views close-
ness as the degree to which cognitive representations of the
self overlap with those of the partner. It depicts a series of
two circles, one labeled “self " and the second “other,” that
overlap to varying degrees and asks respondents to select
the set that best describes their relationship. Aron et al.’s
analyses indicated that “fecling close” (e.g., especially as
measured by subjective closeness measures such as the
108} and “‘behaving close™ (e.g., especially as measured
by the RCI) may be relatively independent subdimensions
of closeness. Closeness as measured by the 105 predicts
relationship stability over threec months, and it is associated
with subjective ratings of closeness and intimacy (Aron,
Aron, & Smollan, 1992) as well as with response latencies
and recall errors on social cognition tasks, demonstrating
confusion between the traits of self and a close other (Aron
et al., 1991; see also Omoto & Gunn, 1994).

People’s subjective estimates of the closeness of thef
relationships depend, of course, on their beliefs about wif§
constitutes a close relationship. Individual differencesi
lay conceptions of closeness have only recently becomeij
interest (Helgeson, Shaver, & Dyer, 1987; Rushiilf
Onizuka, & Lipkus, 1993; see also Fletcher & Tho f‘l_
1996). These conceptions, and the degree to which a s
cific relationship qualifies as a close one in the individual
eyes, have obvious implications for the individual's re[§
tionship behavior.

Establishing Interdependence

Establishing that two persons’ behaviors are interdepeg
dent is essential to determining that they are in a relatiof
ship. Perhaps the most obvious way to establish that twi
people are interdependent and to identify regularities
their interaction pattern is to observe them interacting
with each other. Although reactivity of observation
long been a concern in observational relationship studi 5]
because of the intimate nature of many relationship b
haviors, recent research suggests that the problem may nog
be as great as previously supposed (Jacob et al., 1994}
But because actual observation of the partners’ interactiod
is expensive, difficult, and time-consuming, most socidl
psychological relationship research is conducted at the i
dividual level of analysis and systematic observation'af
interaction is relatively rare (but sec *‘Relationship Begind
nings”}. Observational research of relationship interaction
has been conducted primarily by developmental psycholed
gists, who frequently observe children’s social intera
tions (sec Ruble & Goodnow, 1998, in this Handbook}
and by marital researchers, many of whom have attempled)
to distinguish the patterns of interaction that are cha -:
teristic of distressed couples from those of satisfied coid
ples in order to facilitate the development of cffecu
therapeutic techniques (see ‘‘Relationship Sausfacu )
and Stability™.)

Correlation between Partners’ Behaviors If the pari
ners are interdependent, their base rates of important bes
haviors will be correlated (e.g., the rate of negative behays
ior displayed by the wife will be positively correlated witl]
the rate of negative behavior displayed by the husbandg
Wills, Weiss, & Patterson, 1974}, Although such correla;
tions suggest that the partners are interdependent, they dd
not unequivocally establish that fact, for each pariner may]
be independently reacting in a similar way 10 other stimulig
For example, the cause of the wife’s negative behavior may|
lie in her neurotic personality (a P causal condition), and]
the husband’s negative behavior may stem from his poot}
health and physical discomfort (also a P causal condition)g
thus both are likely to display high rates of negative behavg
ior with any person with whom they interact. The tug
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cause of the co::relalion bclwe:cn' the p.a.rmel‘s’ base rates of
negative behavior also may l.|e in their common social or

ysical environments, to w!m_:h they are independently re-
wponding; that is, gach mdw‘ldual woulc‘i rcspr.?nd to any
partner in lhat_pamcular environment with a high rate of
ncpative behavior.

“Correlations obtained between relationship partners on
hehavioral dimensions of interest often present a special
prublem for relationship researchers because miost conven-
nonal statistical techniques require that the observations
snalvzed be independent (e.g., that the rate of the hus-
pand’s negative behavior be independent of the wife's rate
of negative behavior). If, however, the investigator has suc-
ceeded in identifying persons who are in a relationship
with cach other, the partners’ behaviors will not be inde-
pendent, as will be revealed by a correlational analysis of
1he two sets of behavioral observations (see Kenny & Judd,
196, for a discussion of some implications of, and solu-
uens 10. dependence of observations, as well as Kashy &
snvder. §995). Thus analyses of such data must separate
mdividual-level effects from dyadic-level effects (i.e., ef-
tects that reflect the partners’ interdependence). Gonzalez
and Griffin (1997} show how some traditional methods of
handling dyadic interdependence (e.g., averaging across
partners) may misrepresent the sources of variance under-
iveng interdependent data, and they present a series of user-
tendly procedures for calculating individual- and dyadic-
lesel effects. Their methods are especially important in
view of what has been termed the “exchangeability prob-
lew” (Griffin & Gonzalez, 1995); in some dyadic rescarch,
ahwervations obtained from one partner (e.g., the wife) are
castly assigned to one column and observations obtained
trom the other partner (e.g., the husband) are assigned 1o
the other column for analytical purposes, but in other in-
stances (e.g., same-sex roommates) there may be no appar-
ent basis on which to make assignments to one column or
the other, Kenny (1988) has demenstrated that the seem-
mgly arbitrary decision to assign observations obtained
frony ane partner to a particular column and those obtained
tom the other partner to the other column may have a pro-
tound effect on the correlation coefficient obtained; thus, it
s necessary 1o use the cumbersome intraclass correlation
svetficient rather than the traditional Pearson coefficient
when partners are indistinguishable.

Sequential Analysis  Rather than simply tallying base
ates of interaction behavior, some relationship researchers
wvord the temporal sequence of interaction behaviors.
Iiese behavioral events are then subjected o sequential
analysis 1o establish that the partners are interdependent
“Wh respect to those behaviors (Gottman, 1979). Sequen-
tal analysis allows the researcher to determine whether the
mdividual's behavior {(e.g., a disparaging comment) and
the partner’s behavior that preceded it (e.g., a hostile re-

mark) should be viewed as a single stimulus-response se-
quence. Sequential analysis thus goes directly to the hean
of relationship phenomena—the partners’ interindepen-
dence. Sequential analysis of interaction microevents helps
identify regularities in the partners’ interaction pattern,
and, by contrasting patterns between known groups (e.g.,
distressed and nondistressed marital couples), it tells inves-
tigators whal they need to explain causally.

Sequential analysis of social interaction not only is
labor-intensive for the investigator, but it requires the mas-
tery of statistical and analytical skills that are seldom used
by social psychologists. When continuous measurements
are recorded (e.g., continuous measurements of skin con-
ductance), a time-series analysis may be performed to de-
tect dependencies between the partners’ behaviors. When
the data are categorical {e.g., discrete negative or positive
behaviors performed by the partners), as is more frequently
the case in social interaction research, log-linear analysis
and lag-sequential analysis may be performed. Bakeman
and Gottman (1986) offer an introduclory treatment of the
latier, and Bradbury and Fincham (1991) provide a begin-
ner’s introduction to both technigues, along with an exten-
sive bibliography of works graded by sophistication and
difficulty. (More general discussions of relationship
methodology are available in Harvey, Christensen, & Mc-
Clintock, 1983; Montgomery & Duck, 1991; Robins,
1990; and Thompson & Walker, 1982.) Sequential analytic
methods are relatively new and complex, and many are still
in the process of development and are mathematically con-
troversial. For these reasons, as well as the labor and ex-
pense of collecting and coding appropriate data, studies
using these techniques are rare (but see *Relationship Sat-
isfaction and Stability™).

The Social Relations Medel The Social Relations
Model (SRM) developed by David Kenny and his associ-
ates (e.g., see Kenny & La Voie, 1984) provides a means
by which investigators may establish the partners’ interde-
pendence and also determine the extent to which the indi-
vidual’s personal properties contribute to his or her interac-
tion behavior. Use of the SRM requires that each of the
relationship partners (P and O) not only interact with each
other, but that each interact with several other persons as
well. P’s interactions with O and with other persons in the
group are observed, as are O’s interactions with P and with
those same others. All interactions are then coded with re-

"spect to the behavior of interest (e.g., P’s negative behavior

toward O}, with analyses partitioning the variance in P's
behavior across interactions into an “actor” effect {e.g., P,
the husband, is critical of everyone with whom he inter-
acts, not just of O, his wife), a “partner” effect (e.g., every-
one who interacts with the wife is critical of her, not just
her husband), and a *relationship” effect (e.g., the husband
primarily gives and the wife primarily reccives criticism in
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their relationship with each olt}er). In order to t?stab:lnsh
dyadic reciprocity, O's interactions are then subjected to
lyses. o
e lizc‘:::yu:cn'ns the actor and l.he‘ partner effects “md_mc_l-
val-level”™ elVects, Significant indmdual-lt;’:vel effcqg indi-
cate that o pcl‘sunal property of P (e.g.. P’s neuroticism, a
condition whose effect may be a tendency
others and for P to receive criticism from
riant contributor to the behavior observed
between P and O (e.g., the overall rate of
yses of O's interactions also reveal's‘ig-
nificant individual-level effecls._tl}en an O c.ausal c9nd|t|on
is nlso contribating to the negativity of the interactions be-
tween P and Q). 17 only these individual-level effects were
observed. the iuvestigator wquld _doubl lhi.ll the negativity
rved in Y and O's interaction is a function gf lh(?tr rela-
P and C are interdependent in this way;
rather, it is wwe likely that Pand O s_,imply happ'cn lo‘b'c
two unhappy people who frequemly give and receive criti-
cism, regandtess with whom they interact, and lhat_thﬁ:se
wo misantiwpes happened to f'!nd ea}ch other. If a signifi-
cant relativuship effc:ct_ is ?blame.d in 'each of l‘hes'c two
analyses, however, and if P 5 rela.uonsl.up effect is 5|gm['!-
cantly correlated with O's relalllonshlp effect, th_en evi-
dence that the TWO pariners are interdependent w:l} have
heen obtainal. As Kenuy p!ns it, we would‘have ev!dcnce
of *dyadic wvtprocity.” which always constitutes evidence
of interdepentence. In our e:'camp.le.:h_e m‘vcsugm.or \_vould
conclude that “negative reciprocity” 1s a regularity in the
5 *¢ interaction pattern. '
mu[ijilf;.: :::;nculiul ‘:mal)'sis, SBNi mcthodt_)logy is still
evolving, soe of its m;}lhematlcnl assumptions are both
.:omplc.; and controversial, a.rtd the expensive and labor-
intensive dais vollection requirements ofl this method pre-
clude ifs frngaent use in relauonshtg rescarch.. Wh?n it is
¢, it may vield insights into relationship phe-

used, howey ; P
nomen: n clen provided by other methods (sce “Rela-

tionship Bexwangs™.

personal c:msftl
for P to crilivize
others) is uan impo
in the interctions
negativity). It aual

obse
tionship. or that

Relationship Taxonomies

The atlemps & gunccpn_mlizc a{'ld measure close relati})n-
ship with i its interaction infrastructure, and with-
out referenas W ils outward form or Lype.'has been re-
earded as the gredlest sm:ngl}) of ps::’chology s approach lo
close relaramhips (Blumstein & 1\01|qu. 1988). Never-
theless. rorsswnship kno_\\'lcdge remains severely ﬁ:ag-
mented aasg e lines of l'él-'ll‘IOIIShl_p typ; {e.g.. r'nantal.
rriendshi ~urental). Tvpe of relationship also n.s con-
founded wo ot diseiplinary approach. 'as well as -\\'l‘lh the
charactens.as of indiv :dua!s cuslom'.m!y foupd within that
type of wiaaship and \\.'uh tI?c relauonslup phenomena
t;f interes: Wwhether relationship scholars will be able to

develop & g by of knowledge about the causal dy-

namics of relationships that transcends relationship type is]
an important question facing the relationship fiel
(Berscheid, 1994). :

In addition to efforts to conceptualize and assess rela
tionship closeness across relationship types, the identificad
tion of other structural dimensions that underlie all relas
tionships may facilitate an integration of relationship
theory and research. An early study by Wish, Deutsch, and
Kaplan (1976) found that four dimensions seemed to un2
derlic people’s ratings of several different types of relation:
ships: cooperative/friendly versus competitive/hostile
equal versus unequal, intense versus superficial, and so!
cioemotional/informal versus task-oriented/formal. This
last dimension appeared to incorporate two of the three diJ
mensions previously found in a study by Marwell and
Hage (1970): intimacy (e.g., relationships characterized by,
a high number of different activities, different locations
and high role-set overlap) and regulation (e.g., relation-§
ships in which the definition of activities, times, and loca-|
tions are left to the partners). None corresponded, however,
to Marwell and Hage's third dimension, visibility, which
was defined as private versus public relationships that are
open 1o intrusion. ;

More recently, sociologists Blumstein and Kollock#
(1988) have suggested that five dimensions define relation-
ship property space: kin versus nonkin; sexual-romanticy
versus nonsexual-romantic; cohabiting versus noncohabit- |
ing; hierarchical versus egalitarian; and cross-sex versusj
same-sex. In contrast, Scanzoni et al. (1989) have argued §
that *“sexually based primary relations™ may be the most §
useful classificatory construct because it is positioned mid- ;
way between the more abstract concept of close and the &
more concrete constructs of marital or romantic cohabita-
tion or other lifestyles.

Another potentially useful taxonomy has been offered
by anthropologist Alan Fiske (1992), who argues that one
of four fundamental relationship models directs an individ- 1
val’s behavior in all social interactions: (1) communa) shar-
ing (e.g., all group members are treated equally and share a &
common identity); (2) authority ranking (e.g., people attend :
to each other’s status in a hierarchical order); (3) equality §
maiching (e.g., the principle of quid pro quo predomi- £
nates); and (4) market pricing (e.g., people rationally weigh §
the wtility of their behavior in achieving desired outcomes
in interaction). Fiske’s classification scheme has produced
interesting empirical findings {Fiske, 1993; Fiske, Haslam,
& Fiske, 1991), and further support for two classifications i
in the model, communal sharing and authority ranking, has &
been provided by Haslam (1994).

The communal-relationship classification in Fiske's i
taxonomy was previously proposed by Clark and Mills 20
(1979; Mills & Clark, 19941, who distinguished between 3
communal relationships, in which response to the partner's 3
needs and concern for the other’s welfare are the norms
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{hat govern the giving and receipt of benefits, and ‘‘ex-
change” relationships, in which benefits are given with the
¢xpectation of receiving a comparable benefit in return or
4s payment for a benefit previously received from the
other. Clark and Mills (1993) emphasize that their distinc-
ion differs from that of closeness; although communal re-
L.nionships tend to be the individual’s closest and most im-
portant relationships, this is not always true. Clark and her
culleagues have gathered considerable evidence that peo-
ple’s responses to the same behavior exhibited by their
partners differ depending on which of these two relation-
ship orientations the partners have adopted (see “*Develop-
ing Relationships™).

Other taxonomies have been developed for specific
wpes of relationships (e.g., romantic relationships; see
~Relationship Beginnings™). These and other relationship
classification schemes imply that individuals will differ-
ently interpret what may appear 1o observers to be exactly
{he same behavior on the part of their partner, and thus will
respond to that behavior differently, depending on the kind
of relationship it is. As this suggests, information about
how relationships are mentaily represented (see *“Develop-
ing Relationships™) can be expected to further the develop-
ment of a relationship knowledge base that transcends the
houndaries of relationship type and facilitates the integra-
tion of relationship knowledge.

RELATIONSHIP BEGINNINGS

Most relationship scholars would say that two persons have
not begun a relationship if they have never interacted in
some way, as we have discussed, and many would require
not only that they have interacted but that their interaction
has left residual effects on them. Attraction is one such
residual effect. Attraction in opposite-sex romantic rela-
tionships has been most frequently examined, but the be-
ginnings of friendship have received some attention (e.g.,
Hays, 1985). (For reviews of the adult friendship literature,
sec Blieszner & Adams, 1992; Dickens & Perlman, 1981,
Fehr, 1996; and Perlman & Fehr, 1986.)

The First Encounter

Many of the conditions responsible for the partners’ ini-
tial interaction are located in their social and physical en-
vironments. These environmental forces can be arrayed
along a dimension that represents the extent to which the
partners are compelled to interact with each other or do
s0 voluntarily.

Voluntariness of Interaction The degree to which the
partners’ interactions are voluntary ot involuntary is often
overlooked, for several reasons. First, the conditions pro-

ducing interaction in involuntary relationships usually lie
in the relationship’s external environment, which is infre-
quently investigated in relationship research (see Bradbury,
Cohan, & Karney, in press). Second, relationship scholars
appear to have been influenced by the popular belief that
whether, and with whom, one forms a relationship are mat-
ters of personal choice. Third, social psychologists tradi-
tionally have focused on romantic relationships, which are
viewed as voluntary in western culture and thus governed
primarily by personal rather than by environmental causal
conditions. For these and other reasons, layperson and
scholar alike have tended to discount the influence of envi-
ronmental factors on interpersonal relationships and have
emphasized volitional personal factors, particularly attrac-
tion to the other, as the major causal factors producing rela-
tionship initiation and continuance. For many years, in
fact, attraction was assumed to be both necessary and suffi-
cient for interaction to occur (see Berscheid, 1985b, for a
history).

The voluntariness dimension plays an important, if
sometimes implicit, role in many relationship theories.
Thibaut and Kelley (1959), however, explicitly recognize
that some relationships are involuntary in that they are
characterized neither by attraction to the partner nor by sat-
isfaction with interaction outcomes. Theories influenced
by Interdependence Theory concepts similarly assume that
relationships may be initiated and maintained despite the
personal preferences of the interactants. For example,
Levinger's (e.g., 1963) concept of “barriers” to relation-
ship dissolution, Johnson's (1991a) concept of *structural
commitment” to a relationship, and Berscheid and Lopes’s
(in press) Temporal Model (see “Relationship Satisfaction
and Stability” for a discussion of these theories) all assume
that environmental forces sometimes mandate that an indi-
vidual initiate and maintain interaction with another for
reasons extrinsic to the quality of their interaction and to
the positivity of sentiment felt for the partner.

In addition to Interdependence Theory, Murstein's
{1970) Stimulus-Value-Role Theory of Marital Choice
highlights the voluntariness dimension. It distinguishes be-
tween initial interactions that take place in “closed” fields,
where individuals are virtually forced to interact, from
those that take place in “‘open” fields, where people are
free to interact or not as they wish. The signiftcance of
whether the first interaction is voluntary or involuntary for
understanding the further development of the relationship
is that if the environmental conditions are such that the
partners’ initial interaction is involuntary, onc can expeet
their interaction to continue only if those conditions do not
change (e.g.. they continue to work in the same office). If
the interaction is voluntary, however, continuation of the
relationship depends largely on the attraction to cach other
that the partners develop and maintain in their interactions.

The distinction between involuntary and voluntary in-
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teraction is important for another reason. To the extent that
the interactants arc aware of the environmental and per-
sonal conditions influencing their relationship, certain psy-
chological processes may be generated that will affect the
relationship’s subsequent quality and future. For example,
Seligman, Fazio, and Zanna (1980) induced dating couples
to adopt either an “intrinsic” cognitive set, in which they
were encouraged to think about their enjoyment of each
other as motivations to continue the relationship, or an
“extrinsic” set, in which external reasons and pressures to
continue the relationship were emphasized. These invesli-
gators found that individuals whose awareness of their ex-
trinsic reasons for continuing the relationship had been
heightened subsequently viewed the probability of marry-
ing their partners as significantly lower than did individu-
als in the intrinsic and control groups, and they also re-
ported less love (but not less liking) for their partners.
Correlational data support the association between certain
relationship outcomes and the partners’ perception that
their motivation for continuing the relationship is intrinsic
or extrinsic to the quality of their interaction (Fletcher et
al., 1987; see also Blais et al., 1990),

Although the utility of positing a voluntariness dimen-
sion underlying relationships has been the subject of some
debate (Johnson, 1991b; Rusbult, 1991), many relationship
scholars are finding it useful with respect both to premarital
and marital relationships (Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna,
1985) and to friendships (Fischer, 1975; see also Palisi &
Ransford, 1987). An understanding of many important rela-
tionship phenomena might be furthered by increased atten-
tion to the facts that (1) many of the needs and purposes
that relationships satisfy differ with respect to whether they
are intrinsic or extrinsic to the nature and quality of the
partners’ interaction and (2) such differences are typically
associated with different constellations of the environmen-
tal conditions in which the relationship is embedded.

The Social Context Who initiates an interaction with
whom for the first time depends on the **field of avail-
ables” (Kerckhoff, 1974). Although the persons available
for interaction often are considered to be those within
close physical proximity to the individual, the results of
early research on proximity and affiliation revealed that it
is interaction accessibility, not distance per se, that is im-
portant (Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950), a conclusion
underscored by recent advances in telecommunication. As
a consequence, theorists have become more sophisticated
in predicting the probability of first interaction, as Parks
and Eggert’s (1991) Social Contexiual Model of relation-
ship initiation illusirates. These theorists emphasize that in
addition to physical distance, “communicative distance™—
or the number of members of their communication net-
works an initiator and his or her potential partner would
have to go through to reach each other—is important. Con-

sistent with their prediction that increases in communicy
tive distance are associated with decreases in first-interd}
tion probability, these investigators report that in one '._;.
two-thirds of the respondents had met at least one memb
of their partner’s network of close associates prior to meg
ing the partner, .

Parks and Eggent emphasize that initial-interaction probg
bility also is a function of social norms that dictate who isfj
appropriate or inazppropriale partner, as was reflected
Winch's (1958) early coinage of the phrase “field of elig
bles” with respect to mate selection. These social norms i
fluence not only the individual's choice of persons wij
whom he or she attempis to interact, but also members of (h
individual’s social network, who may facilitate initial eff

play in relationship initiation, what evidence there is sugg
that it is an active one (Liu, Campbell, & Condie, 1995).

Persons in the partners’ social network also may infii
ence whether initiated relationships progress. The “soc
withdrawal" hypothesis, which predicts that partners with
draw from their social networks as their relationship deve
ops, and which thus suggests that the effect of the nef
work’s approval or disapproval of the relationship will
diminish over time, has failed to receive strong support (fog
discussions see Parks & Eggert, 1991; Reis & Wheeleg
1991; and Surra, 1990). With respect to romantic relation
ships, for example, Milardo, Johnson, and Huston (1983];
found that as a courtship progressed, partners tended g
maintain contact with about the same number of peopl
they interacted with kin and best friends as frequently'af
before but interacted with lesser friends and acquaintance
somewhat less often (see also Lin, 1992, reported in Reis}
& Wheeler, 1991). Moreover, romantic partners’ percep:
tions of others” approval or disapproval have been shown i3]
be strongly associated with funther development of the redt
lationship (Johnson & Milardo, 1984; Parks, Stan, & Eg
gert, 1983; Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992; see Surra, 1990, fof

has been offered by Surra and Bohman (1991). ¢
In sum, allhough qucstlons of afﬁlmuon were ongmall

guish between “interactive” networks, consisting of peopls
with whom one engages in interaction, and * psychologl 4
cal” networks, composed of people whom the individua
feels close to or believes to be important. Surra and Mig
lardo report that in one study 75 percent of the persond)
people identified as members of these two networks beg
longed to only one, not both; moreover, there was no come:



|

Chapter 22 / Attraction and Close Relationships 205

e —

Lstivn hetween the sizes of lhg two networks, nor was there
an association between the: size of lhe‘ psycpologlcal net-
wark and frequency of daily interaction with persons in
shat network. It should be noted that other researchers have
[ound nUMCTous differences between _mcn’s and women'’s
snicractive networks (Fischer & Phillips, 1982; Wellman,
19492y, Many of these gender differences may be the conse-
quence of gender differences in affiliative motive. For ex-
ample, 0Sing the experience sampling method, Wong and
Cakszentmihalyi (1991), as well as O'Connor and Rosen-
pload (1996), have found that women appear to spend
more time than men in social interaction.

The Concept of Attraction

An individual's attraction to another is no doubt the most
trequent cause of voluntary attempts to initiate interaction
wath that other. An understanding of the antecedents of at-
waction is important not only for understanding voluntary
sclationship initiation but also for predicting the influence
{hat all first encounters will have on the developing refa-
nonship. For example, when the first interaction is involun-
taty, attraction may develop and sustain the relationship
atter the conditions that compelied the initial interaction
have cvaporated. Research on the effects of an individual’s
evpectation of future interaction (Darley & Berscheid,
tunt: Miller & Marks, 1982), where external constraints
Mtate that the individual frequently interact with another
wi the Tuture, illustrate that the prospect of involuntary in-
teraclion may generate cognitive processes that increase
the attractiveness of the partner, Mareover, the attraction
penerated may be strong enough that when the initial con-
sttunts are removed and individuals are given the freedom
10 ¢cheose a more desirable interaction partner, they may
voluntarily choose to interact with the same, objectively
Iess desirable partner that fate initially assigned to them
tHercheid, Boye, & Darley, 1968).

Although attraction is no longer confused with affilia-
o, the concept of atteaction has received little explica-
ton. Early researchers conceptualized attraction as an atti-
twle, or 4 predisposition to respond to another in a positive
way, whether the response consisted of positive appraisals
1 the other’s attributes, positive feelings and emotions ex-
enenced in association with the other, or positive actions
taken toward the other (see Berscheid, 1985b). Even
though relationship scholars have become deeply inter-
esled in affective phenomena within relationships (e.g., see
Itness & Strongman, 1991), especially emotional phe-
maneny as evidenced by indicators of physiclogical
atuwsal, they typically differentiate only between positive
s negative affect; finer differentiations of emotional
*ates are rarely made (but see Gottrman & Krokoff, 1989).

k?c:rcover. most relationship investigators still define at-
traction to the partner and to the relationship with respect

to one bipolar dimension (e.g., —10 to +10), as opposed to
viewing affectional space as defined by two independent
dimensions, one positive and one negative (see Berscheid,
1985b, for a discussion). The traditional bipolar view still
reigns (but see Gottman & Levenson, 1992), even though
studies of the structure of affect consistently reveal that
positive and negative affect are relatively independent di-
mensions (Cacioppo & Berntson, 1994; Watson & Telle-
gen, 1985; Zevon & Tellegen, 1982). Moreover, it has been
persuasively argued that distinctive positive and negative
affective systems within individuals produce both intra-
individual variations in emotional state and intetindividual
differences in emotionality (Tellegen, 1985}, The indepen-
dence of positive and negative affect is supported by re-
search on affective experiences in relationships; for exam-
ple, positive and negative affective experiences appear to
interact with the age of the relationship such that their as-
sociation with each other and with many relationship out-
comes differ over the course of the relationship (see “Rela-
tionship Satisfaction and Stability”).

Principles of Attraction in First Encounters

Positive or negative sentiment for others has long been re-
garded as the theme of interpersonal relationships (Heider,
1958). The frequent finding that the evaluative factor un-
derlics symbolic representations of people and objects is
often interpreted in evolutionary terms {g.g., Osgood, Suci,
& Tannenbaum, 1957); an individual’s ability to evaluate
whether another person or object is *‘good for me or bad
for me” is presumed to be critical to well-being and sur-
vival. Not surprisingly, people's judgments of whether an-
other is likely to enhance or harm their welfare is the un-
derlying theme of the well-established principles of
interpersonal attraction.

Familiarity The most basic principle of attraction is fa-
miliarity. As opposed to the unfamiliar, familiar people usu-
ally are judged to be safe and unlikely to cause harm. The
general effect was experimentally demonstrated long ago
by Hartley (1946), who asked people to give their impres-
sions of various national groups, including such fictitious
groups as the “Danerians.” Although there was no consen-
sus about the specific characteristics of Danerians and other
unfamiliar groups, people agreed that they possessed unde-
sirable qualities and disliked them. Subsequent investiga-
tions of the “mere exposure” hypothesis (Zajonc, 1968)
have confirmed that repeated exposure to a stimulus en-
hances attraction to it under a wide range of conditions
(e.g., see Bornstein, 1989, and Harrison, 1977, for reviews).

Familiarity is no doubt partly responsible for the ubig-
vitous finding that people are more likely to initiate rela-
tionships with people in close physical proximity than they
are with people even a short distance away (Segal, 1974).
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Not only does physical proximity usually facilitate ease of
initiating interaction, but it increases familiarity with the
other prior to the interaction attempt. Brockner and Swap
(1976), for example, found that the more an individual had
seen but not interacted with another, the more likely he or
she was to choose to interact with that person. The effect of
increasing familiarity in long-term relationships is not as
clear and may not be as sanguine. For example, the known
principles of attention dictate that, other things being
equal, familiar persons lose their ability to capture each
other’s attention over time (Berscheid & Graziano, 1979).
There is also evidence that familiarity may be antagonistic
to individuals® ability to inspire sexual desire in their part-
ners (see Berscheid, 1985b).

As the prevalence of long-distance relationships has in-
creased in the United States, in part because of an increase
in the number of dual-career couples, investigations of the
association between attraction and frequency of interaction
have increased as well. At least one longitudinal study of
marital interaction indicates, not surprisingly, that as mari-
tal satisfaction decreases, so does the frequency of
spouses’ interaction (Johnson, Amoloza, & Booth, 1992), a
finding consistent with White's (1983) earlier evidence that
frequency of marital interaction affects marital happiness
but marital happiness has an even stronger effect on mari-
tal-interaction frequency (see also Zuo, 1992), Reissman,
Aron, and Bergen's (1993) finding that experimentally in-
creasing the amount of time couples spent together did not
enhance relationship satisfaction supports the likely causal
directionality of the association between interaction and
satisfaction in cohabiting couples.

Studies of couples who have been involuntarily sepa-
rated geographically have produced mixed results (see
Guldner & Swensen, 1995, for a brief review). Using U.S.
census data, Rindfuss and Stephen (1990) found that mari-
tal noncohabitation was surprisingly common and, examin-
ing data from a national longitudinal sample, concluded
that noncohabitation is associated with a higher probability
of subsequent maritat dissolution. However, Govaerts and
Dixon’s (1988) cross-sectional comparison of commuter
and noncommuter marriages found no difference in satis-
faction, nor did Guldner and Swensen’s (1995) cross-sec-
tional study of relationship quality in separated and proxi-
mal couples. It is not yet clear when partner separation
makes the heart grow colder rather than fonder.

Reciprocity of Attraction Individuals generally view
others who like them as potential sources of help and un-
likely sources of harm. Virtually all attraction theorists
view another’s expression of esteem as a valuable reward
that the recipient is likely to reciprocate, as Backman and
Secord (1959) were the first to demonstrate experimen-
tally. Using the Social Relations Model method, Kenny and
his associates {Kenny & La Voie, 1982, 1984, Kenny &

Nasby, 1980) have found that although there are indivi

substantial in longer-term relationships, as one might/&}
pect as people gradually learn of their partner’s sentimen(

The proposition that, relative to people who possef
high self-esteem, people who dislike themselves should/

even people who have a poor opinion of themselves-af
likely to reciprocate another’s expression of esteem (sel
Berscheid, 1985b). Swann and his associates (see Swan

comunitted to (e.g., desired more to remain in the relatior
ship with) marital partners who negatively evaluated thes!

contexts, including long-term close relationships. In addis
tion to Self-verification Theory, Interpersonal Congruenc
Theory (Backman, 1988; Secord & Backman, 1961; se
also Snyder & Cantor, 1998, in this Handbook) importantly}
details how an individual’s self-views and personality dis3
positions engage relationship factors and processes.

Similarity Following Newcomb's (1961) demonstration]
that similarity is a potent determinant of attraction, in'a)
classic longitudinal study of friendship formation among
housemates who were initially strangers to onc another)!
Byrne (1971) and his associates collected a great deal off
evidence suggesting that attraction is a linear function of]
attitudinal similarity. Most of this evidence was derivet
from Byrne's “bogus stranger” experimental paradigm, in
which the similarity of the individual’s attitudes to those of#
a stranger were systematically varied. Noting that Byme’$
experimental procedure typically did not include a control
group of individuals who possessed no attitudinal informaz
tion about the stranger, Rosenbaum (1986) included suchdl
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control group and found that while attitude dissimilarity

roduced repulsion, attitude similarity did not generate at-
iraction beyond that felt for the control stranger (whom,
Byme, Clore, and Smeaton [1986] were quick to point out,
“.;,5 probably assumed by control individuals to be similar
10 themselves). Rosenbaum thus speculates that New-
comb's findings were a result not of attraction to similar
nousemates but rather dislike of those who were discov-
ered to be dissimilar,

The similarity-attraction effect has been further elabo-
¢uted by evidence that the kind of similarity shared may in-
teract with the individual’s personal characteristics to influ-
ence attraction. For example, Jamieson, Lydon, and Zanna
(1987) demonstrated that the personality variable of self-
monitoring (see Snyder, 1979; Snyder & Cantor, 1998, in
this Handbook) moderates the effect; attitudinal similarity
influenced attraction more than similarity in activity pref-
crence for low self-monitors but the reverse was true for
high self-monitors. This and other evidence (e.g., Snyder,
Berscheid, & Glick, 1985) suggest that differential person-
ality dispositions may be associated with differential atten-
ton to the kinds of information that first encounters yield
and with differential influence of that information on at-
traction (see “‘Developing Relationships™).

The kind of similarity shared and the closeness of the
relationship also have been shown to interact to influence
attraction. Tesser's (1988) Self-evaluation Maintenance
Maodel assumes that people are motivated to maintain or in-
crease their positive evaluation of themselves, and that re-
Tutionships with others influence self-evaluation through
reflection and comparison processes generated by others’
perlformances on dimensions relevant to the individual’s
self-concept. Tesser, Millar, and Moore (1988) demon-
strated that when a close partner’s performance surpasses
the individual’s on a dimension highly relevant to the indi-
vidual's self-concept, the individual’s self-esteem may be
threatened and attraction to the partner diminished, in con-
trast lo when the outstanding performance is given by a
nunintimate; when a close partner outperforms the individ-
ual on a dimension not relevant to the self, however, attrac-
ton 1o the partner is increased.

The possibility that the similarity-attraction association
i first encounters is often mediated by individuals® as-
sumptions that similar others are more likely than dissimi-
lar others to like them was first investigated by Walster and
Walster (1963). Although that study often has been repre-
sented as confirming such mediation (Berscheid, 1985b), a
closer examination of the data reveals only weak and statis-
tieally insignificant support for the hypothesis. More re-
vently, however, Condon and Crano (1988) experimentally
manipulated both auitudinal similarity and the positivity of
inother’s evaluation and found that although both variables
influenced attraction, partial correlational analyses indi-
vated that the similarity-attraction association was strongly

mediated by individuals® inferences of the stranger’s posi-
tive evaluation of them. These investigators conclude that
the similarity-attraction effect is best explained by an ex-
pectation of mutual need gratification based on reciprocal
liking. In naturalistic interactions, of course, liking and
similarity undoubtedly feed on each other, with liking
helping to produce, via avoidance of disagreement and
conflict with liked persons, the perception of greater simi-
larity and mutual understanding than actually exists
(Levinger & Breedlove, 1966; see also Sillars, 1985),
which in turn should enhance attraction. There is also evi-
dence that marital partners become more similar over time.
Gruber-Baldini, Schaie, and Willis (1995), for example,
found that spouses became more similar in their verbal
skills and attitudinal flexibility.

Both similarity and dissimilarity (in the form of *com-
plementarity”; Winch, 1958) have been assumed to be as-
sociated with interaction compatibility, often defined as the
ratio of facilitating events to interfering and conflictful
events in the partners’ interaction, and thus with a positive
emotional tenor to the relationship as well as satisfaction
with it (Berscheid, 1985a; Levinger & Rands, 1985). The
weight of the evidence is still on the side of similarity, how-
ever; evidence for complementarity is scarce (Berscheid,
1985b), Houts, Robins, and Huston (1996}, for example,
found that the more similar that individuals® role perfor-
mance preferences and leisure interests were to those of the
other sex in their sample of married couples, the more com-
patible they were with the person they had married.

Similarly, using the Unstructured Dyadic Interaction
Paradigm (Ickes et al., 1990), in which the interaction be-
havior of (wo strangers waiting to participate in a psycho-
logical study is videotaped (with permission to use the tape
for research purposes obtained later, thereby avoiding reac-
tivity of observation), Ickes and his associates have found
that dissimilarity of partners’ sex-role orientation (Bem,
1974) is associated with interaction incompatibility (Ickes
& Barnes, 1978). Dyads composed of masculine men and
feminine women (a dissimilar and *‘complementary” sex-
role orientation combination) typically express less in-
volvement and less liking for each other than do partners
with similar sex-role orientations. Ickes (1985) theorizes
that individuals with masculine orientations can apply a
high level of instrumental capability to interaction but only
a low level of “expressive” (i.e., feminine) skills (e.g., nur-
turant and emotionally supportive responses), that those
with feminine orientations can apply expressive but not in-
strumental skills, and that androgynous people can apply
cither, depending on the sitvation.

Studies of dating couples generally support Ickes’s the-
ory. Both men’s and women’s relationship satisfaction have
been found to be associated with the individual’s own ex-
pressive competence and with perceptions of the partner as
feminine (Lamke et al., 1994). Examinations of spouses’
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sex-role orientations also reveal that the traditional sex-
typed combination is associated with lower marital satis-
faction than are other combinations (Zammichieli, Gilroy,
& Sherman, 1988), and that marital satisfaction is posi-
tively associated with the femininity of the partner,
whether the partner is male or female (Antill, 1983; King,
1993). Using longitudinal data, Huston and Houts (in
press) found that problems in courtship were positively as-
sociated with both men's and women'’s negative affectivity
and inversely associated with their expressiveness; more-
over, these dispositional characteristics continued to be as-
sociated with satisfaction two years after marmriage. For ex-
ample, both husbands and wives with expressive
personalities were more affectionate and more in love with
their partners, and reported less conflict in the relationship,
leading Huston and Houts to conclude that the impact of
these personality dispositions on marriage is as strongly
evident when the couples are newlyweds as it is later in
marriage.

Physical Attractiveness There now is a great deal of evi-
dence that physical attractiveness, a readily discerned per-
sonal characteristic in face-to-face first encounters (Funder
& Dobroth, 1987; Goldstein & Papageorge, 1980), influ-
ences the partners’ interaction. Since the first systematic
demonstrations of its influence on attraction in dating rela-
tionships (Walster et al., 1966) and in other interaction set-
tings, including nursery schools (Dion & Berscheid, 1974;
see also Berscheid & Walster, 1974b), physical attractive-
ness has continued to be the subject of a great deal of re-
search (for surveys, see Bull & Rumsey, 1988; Hatfield &
Sprecher, 1986b; and Patzer, 1985).

Several meta-analytic studies of the physical-attractive-
ness literature have been conducted. For example, Dion,
Berscheid, and Walster's (1972) finding that physical at-
tractiveness is linked to the inference of positive personal
qualities—the *“‘what is beautiful is good” stereotype ef-
fect—has been replicated so many times that Eagly et al.
(1991) could conduct a meta-analysis to examine the
stereotype's strength and generality across studies. Al-
though people do ascribe more favorable personality traits
and more successful life outcomes to attractive people as
opposed to those of lesser attractiveness, Eagly et al. char-
acterize the average magnitude of the beauty-is-good effect
as “moderate,” with differential inferences being largest on
social-competence dimensions, intermediate on personal-
adjustment and intellectual-competence dimensions, and
nonexistent on indices having to do with integrity and con-
cern for others. Recent evidence indicates, however, that
the content of the stereotype may differ across cultures.
Wheeler and Kim (in press) found that what is *good" in
collectivist cultures, which stress harmeny in relationships,
is different from what is regarded as good, and thus as
characteristic of physically attractive people, in individual-
istic western cultures. For example, North Americans per-

ceived attractive persons to be high in potency while Korg
ans did not, and Koreans perceived atiractive people to b
higher in integrity and concern for others but North Ame; ¥l
cans did not.

The results of Feingold’s (1992b) meta-analysis of st

found that compared to the unattractive, atiractive peopls
are less lonely and more popular, as well as more sociallj

sonality measures and mental ability generaily are trivial
In a methodologically rigorous study, Diener, Wolsic, ang
Fujita (1995) found only small associations between a
tiveness and subjective well-being and between attracti e
ness and such resources as money and energy.
It is not clear to what extent the lack of observed associ§
ation between physical attractiveness and certain other pe
sonal characteristics in most studies is due to the tendency,
of investigators to focus on the coilege student population]
whose variability on mental ability, adjustment, and otheg
dimensions may be attenuated in contrast to the general
population. For example, examining the influence of alg
tractiveness on adjustment across the life span, and inclu
ing studies of the association between adjustment and at
tractiveness in psychiatric patients, Burns and Faring)
(1992) estimate that attractiveness accounts for 610 16 pecs
cent of the variance in subjective, sociometric, and behav,
ioral measures of adjustment from age four through sev3
enty-five. Moreover, examining data from large-scal |
quality-of-life surveys in the United States and Canada that}
included interviewers' ratings of respondents’ physical ap]
pearance, economists Hamermesh and Biddle (1994) found]
that plain people earn less than people of average looks|
who earn less than the attractive. They estimate the
“penalty” for plainness 1o be about 5 to 10 percent and the]
“premium” for beauty only slightly less; moreover, hold-£
ing demographic and labor market characteristics constant,]
these effects were mostly independent of occupation, and}
the effects for men were at least as great as for women. It is}
difficult to account for such results from studies of the gen-}
eral population without speculating about the cumulative,
and thus substantial, effects that inferences about an indi-§
vidual's interior qualities on the basis of appearance mayj
have. Zebrowitz, Olson, and Hoffman’s (1993) finding of
the *“differential stability” of physical attractiveness overd
the life span (i.e., relative to peers, the atiractive remain at- '
tractive, although the absolute level of attructiveness de-§
creases with age for both men and women) suggesls that §
the effects of such inferences may accumulate.

Physical Attractiveness and Interaction More informa-§
tion has become available on the association between phys-
ical attractiveness and an individual's social interactions.?
Using the Rochester Interaction Record (sce Reis &3
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wheeler, 1991), in which indﬁviduals are askcc! 10 record'in
s structured diary every socm! encounter lasting ten min-
utes or longer and Eo rate the 1.nteracm?n along' several c.h-
mensions (€.8+ intimacy), Rells and his associates (Reis,
ezlek. & Wheeler, 1980; Reis et al., 1982) have found
that a male college student’s physical attractiveness is asso-
cated with the number, percentage, and average length of
appusite-sex interactions per .day. as well as lht? n.umber of
iferent women interacted with; no such associations were
ohserved for females. For both men and women, however,
sractiveness was associated with perceived interaction
plc.':.-eunmess. ) ) '

Other evidence of the impact of physical attractiveness
on interaction comes from research using the *expanded”
Unstructured Dyadic Interaction Paradigm, in which indi-
viduals view the videotape of their interaction and report
1he thoughts and feelings they recall having experienced.
Ciarcia et al. (1991) found that individuals’ physical attrac-
veniess was strongly associated with both their own and
iheir randomly selected partners” interaction behavior. For
evample, men's physical attractiveness was correlated with
the percentage of positive thoughts and feelings that both
partners reported, as well as with the amount of time they
wmiled at each other; and, among other effects, women's
attractiveness was strongly associated with the frequency
and duration of talking, with “interactional involvement,”
with partners’ liking for each other, and with their ratings
ot iteraction quality. The number of significant correlates
between the interaction features of opposite-sex interac-
twns and women’s attractiveness exceeded those for men’s
attractiveness by about three 1o one, leading these investi-
vatots to conclude that a woman’s attractiveness has
vreater influence on such first-encounter interactions than
# man’s does.

Dewerminants of Physical Attractiveness  Observers’ per-
ceptions of any one individual's attractiveness level tend 10
correlate only modestly, just as individuals’ perceptions of
their own attractiveness correlate only modestly with oth-
ers' perceptions (Diener, Wolsic, & Fujita, 1995). Physical-
ditractiveness researchers have reliably identified attractive
and unatiractive individuals only by aggregating the judg-
ments of many raters and by choosing stimuli that reflect
nuiximum consensus (Berscheid & Walster, 1974b). When
many raters are used, judgment appears to be consistent
across cultural groups. For example, Cunaningham et al.
{1995) found that the mean corvelation between the aitrac-
inveness judgments of photos of Asian, Hispanic, and black
il white American women made by recently arrived na-
e Asian and Hispanic students and by white Americans
was remarkably high.

Physical-attractiveness researchers have focused almost
exclusively on facial attractiveness, seldom investigating
the contribution of other morphological characteristics to
alructiveness judgments. Singh's (1993) examination of

female waist-to-hip ratio is an exceptien to this rule. An-
other exception is a study conducted by Alicke, Smith, and
Klotz (1986), who assessed the relative and combined in-
fluence of faces and bodies of varying attractiveness in a
factorial design and found strong main effects for both face
and body, as well as a strong face-body interaction that ap-
peared to have its source in significantly decreased attrac-
tiveness judgments when a highly aitractive face was
paired with an unatiractive body.

Interest in identifying the determinants of facial attrac-
tiveness has grown. Two approaches to the question pre-
dominate. In the first, representing the more usual route
taken throughout the years (Finck, 1891), the size and
arrangement of facial features are measured in order to
identify configurations associated with perceptions of at-
tractiveness. Examining only female faces and male judges
in the United States, Cunningham (1986), for example,
found several features to be associated with men’s attrac-
tiveness judgments of women, including large eyes (but see
Grammer & Thornhill, 1994, who find small eyes pre-
ferred), small nose, prominent cheekbones, and large smite.
Studies of features associated with women’s judgments of
men’s attractiveness find that such attributes as a broad jaw
are attractive (Cunningham, Barbee, & Pike, 1990).

In contrast to an empirically inductive approach to iden-
tifying the determinants of facial attractiveness, Langlois
and her associates (Langlois & Roggman, 1990; Langlois,
Roggman, & Musselman, 1994) have taken a theoretically
deductive route, drawing on evolutionary theory and on
cognitive theory. To account for previous findings that even
young infants prefer attractive to unattractive faces (Lan-
glois et al., 1991) and that judgments of facial attractive-
ness are more similar than different across cultures (Jones
& Hill, 1993; McArthur & Berry, 1987; Perrett, May, &
Yoshikawa, 1994), these theorists assume that (1) evolu-
tionary pressures favor human attributes close to the popu-
lation mean and (2) cognitive processes favor prototypical
(often average) category members. In support of their hy-
pothesis that faces representing the mathematical average
of faces in a population should be perceived as atlractive,
Langlois and her associates have consistently found that
both male and female computer-generated composites, or
“averaged” faces, are judged to be more attractive than the
individual faces that contribute to the composite.

The *attractive-is-average” findings have been contro-
versial. Some have argued that while averaged faces are at-
tractive, the faces judged most attractive are notl average
{Perrett, May, & Yoshikawa, 1994). Others have argued
that the averaging procedure produces symmetrical faces
and it is their feature of symmetry, rather than their aver-
ageness, that is associated with attractiveness (see Gram-
mer & Thornhill, 1994, and Langlois, Roggman, & Mus-
selman, 1994, for conflicting evidence on this issue). Still
others have proposed that average faces are more familiar
and familiarity is itself associated with attractiveness, an
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argument that is integral to Langlois’s hypothesized mech-
anism whereby averaged faces are found (o be attractive.
On the basis of their own data, Langlois, Roggman, and
Musselman (1994) find that the association between per-
ceived attractiveness and perceived familiarity in randomly
selected samples of male and female individual faces is
strong and positive; moreover, averaged faces are per-
ceived as more familiar than the individual faces contribut-
ing to the composite.

Langlois’s work on facial attractiveness suggests that
familiarity may underlie the physical-attractiveness princi-
ple of interpersonal attraction, just as it underlies the prin-
ciples of similarity and attraction reciprocity. All attraction
principles thus appear to be specific manifestations of an
underlying preference for the familiar and safe over the un-
familiar and potentially dangerous,

Mate Selection

The question of who mates with whom is an especially im-
portant outcome of attraction, not only for the individual
but alsc, as Darwin (1871) observed, for the future of the
species. Identification of the determinants of mate selec-
lion continues to be of interest (see Surra, 1990, for a re-
view), particularly to those who take an evolutionary view
of human behavior (see Buss & Kenrick, 1998, in this
Handbook).

Homogamy in Mate Selection In his article “Assorta-
tive Mating in Man,” Harris (1912) concluded, *The statis-
tical facts reviewed in this essay make it highly probable
that a great variety of physical and mental characters influ-
ence human matings, and in such a way that, on the aver-
age, similar individuals tend 10 marry.” He added, “These
results will probably be received with much skepticism”
(pp. 191-192). Whether for this reason or others, the mat-
ter has been regularly examined over the years and always
with the same result (e.z., Burgess & Wallin, 1943; Surra,
1990; Vandenberg, 1972). Buss (1985) concludes from his
review of the evidence that levels of assortative mating
have not changed substantially in the past fifty years. With
the exception of biological sex, reflecting the fact that men
prefer to mate with women and vice versa, positive assort-
ment—or like mating with like—appears to occur along
virtually every dimension examined, including personality
dimensions (e.g., Caspi & Herbener, 1990).

Positive assortment often has been taken as evidence
that like prefers to mate with like, an unwarranted conclu-
ston given that an individual's ficlds of availables and cligi-
bles are overwhelmingly composed of similar persons,
Thus, if the individual is to mate at all, it is likely to be
with someone similar along many dimensions. Preferences
for specific qualities in a mate frequently have been inves-

tigated, however, usually with special attention to g
differences in desired attributes.

Gender DilTerences in Mate Preference Most recas

mans have been selected to maximize gene replication, ag
thus reproductive success, but that the differential biolgg

ol

their offspring, they are more discriminating in their chojtg
of a mate; men, who invest less than women, are hypoths
sized to be less discriminating and more competitive wig)
other men for access to fertile women, Kenrick et al
(1990) have modified Parental Investment Theory to recog
nize that features preferred in casual mating partners ma§
differ from those preferred in long-term (e.g., marital) parfs
ners, a distinction seldom made in mate preference studieg
(but see Regan & Berscheid, in press). f

Buss and Barnes (1986) examined attribute preference
in married couples and college students and found thaf
overall, men and women generally value the same ¢ :
teristics (e.g., *‘good companion,” “kind,” “‘considera o
and “intelligem”). However, three gender differences we y-
found in both samples: men more than women prefe edl
mates who were physically attractive, while women morg
than men preferred mates who had good earning potentiall
and were college educated. Buss (1989) subsequently
replicated these findings across many cultures, and Feind
gold’s (1992a) meta-analyses of studies conducted mostly}
in the United States reveal that the largest gender differd
ences in self-reports of desired attributes are obtained fo _
cues to resource acquisition (e.g., status and ambition)§
with women more likely than men 1o value these character2
istics. Similarly, using a large U.S. probability sample;
Sprecher, Sullivan, and Hatfield (1994) found the same
gender differences observed in previous research and thal
these differences were generally consistent across age
racial groups.

Although Feingold’s (1990) meta-analyses indicate
women rate physical attractiveness as less important than
men do, the effect sizes associated with this gender differs
ence are larger in self-report than in behavioral research|
paradigms (see Feingold, 19924, for a discussion of factorz
that may produce artifactual gender differences in mate
preference studies that rely on self-report data). An exam-g
ple is provided by an experimental study conducted by}
Sprecher (1989) in which students indicated how attracted |
they were to an opposite-sex person and, later, told what
influenced their feelings. Although men and women's acs
tual behavior showed no differences in preference (their
choice of a partner was most influenced by the other’s



Chapter 22 / Attraction and Close Relationships 211

e

nysical attractiveness), their self—repcrts showed the usual
,:,_-;ujcr difference: males were more likely to say lhal.lhe
woman's physical attractiveness influenced their choice,
whereas women were more likely 1o claim that the man’s
caming potential and expressiveness were responsible for
their choice.

Gender differences in self-reports of mate preference
are often interpreted in evolutionary terms (e.g., Buss &
schmitt, 1993; Kenrick & Trost, 1989); that is, both men
and women are believed to value reproductive investment,
put because women's fertility and reproductive value are
closely associated with their age and health, men are said
o value female beauty because it signifies youth and fertil-
ity (see Kenrick & Keefe, 1992, for cross-cultural evidence
of age preferences in mates and a persuasive evolutionary
¢xplanation of these); women, on the other hand, are be-
lieved to especially value men who can provide the quali-
nes and investments associated with high earning pawer.
Another explanation for the ubiquitous gender difference
mn mate preference is women’s universal lower status,
power, and access (o valuable resources. Howard, Blum-
«ein, and Schwartz (1987) provide some evidence in favor
of this social and proximal causal interpretation and, in op-
position to the evolutionary and ultimate causal interpreta-
tion, conclude that some of the mate preferences they find
i their samples of homosexual and heterosexual couples
Ju not serve clear reproductive purposes; some, in fact, are
clearly contrary to successful reproduction.

A proximal causal interpretation of preference for phys-
wally atiractive mates also has been advanced by Ganges-
1ad (1993), who notes that although men typically claim to
care more about this attribute than women do, it is an im-
portant preference of both sexes. For example, Buss’s
(1989) cross-cultural data indicate that gender accounts for
less than 10 percent of the variance in preference for this
characteristic, which is consistent with Feingold’s (1990)
meta-analytic findings of studies conducted largely in the
United States. Gangestad and Buss (1993) reanalyzed
Buss's (1989) preference data from twenty-nine cultures (o
investigate a hypothesis derived from the “parasite theory”
of sexual selection (see Grammer & Thornhill, 1994),
which proposes that people select mates on the basis of re-
sistance Lo parasitic pathogens (e.g., bacteria) and that
physical attractiveness signals immunocompetence and
high disease resistance. Both men and women in geograph-
ical areas with relatively greater prevalence of pathogens
were found to value a mate’s physical attractiveness more
highly than people in areas with relatively little pathogen
mcidence did (after controlling for such factors as average
income and geographical region). In another analysis of
Buss's data, Gangestad (1993) indexed women’s access 1o
financial resources in each of the countries surveyed and,
controlling for parasite prevalence, found that women’s
greater economic power appears (o be associated with in-

creased preference for physically attractive men. This find-
ing suggests that the lower economic and social status typi-
cal of women relative to men may be responsible for their
lesser emphasis on men's physical attractiveness compared
to men's financial and social resources.

Others have found within-sex differences in preference
for the physically attractive. Simpson and Gangestad's
(1991) Sociosexual Qrientation Inventory differentiates a
“restricted” orientation, in which individuals tend not to
have sexual relations with their partner before the pariner
invests in the relationship, from an “‘unrestricted” orienta-
tion, in which individuals are more likely to have sexual re-
Jations without their partners’ commitment. Both men and
women with an unrestricted orientation claim to care more
about their romantic partners’ sex appeal and physical at-
tractiveness and less about their partners’ kindness and un-
derstanding and other internal qualities than do those with
a restricted orientation (Simpson & Gangestad, 1992).

Not only may within-sex individual differences such as
sociosexual orientation modify the usual between-sex ef-
fects, but certain partner characteristics may interact with
other partner attributes to influence preference. Jensen-
Campbell, Graziano, and West (1995), for example,
demonstrated that a male’s dominance, which often signals
social and economic resource power and which has been
found to be a trait attractive to females (Buss, 1989;
Sadalla, Kenrick, & Vershure, 1987), strongly interacts
with the male's prosocial behavior to influence desirability.
Preference also may vary depending on whether the indi-
vidual is choosing a short-term sexual partner or a long-
term mate. Kenrick et al, (1990) find that whereas men
have lower requirements for a sexual partner than women
do, men are nearly as selective as women in their require-
ments for a long-term partner, a finding inconsistent with
the Parental Investment Theory.

Preferences aside, there is a good deal of evidence that
men and women of similar levels of physical attractiveness
tend to pair with each other. Although the “matching hy-
pothesis” of social choice is not always found when
sought, it has been demonstrated by some investigators
{¢.g.. Berscheid et al., 1971), and studies of de facto paired
individuals (e.g., spouses) have consistently affirmed that
romantic partners tend to be of similar physical-atiractive-
ness levels (e.g., Price & Vandenberg, 1979). Indeed, in a
longitudinal study, White (1980) found that similarity of
physical attractiveness was predictive of courtship
progress, and Feingold's (1988) meta-analysis of studies
examining the physical attractiveness of relationship part-
ners revealed that for romantic couples, the correlations be-
tween partners’ attractiveness levels were consistent and
averaged about .49. For friends, however, Feingold found a
matching effect only for men.

Kalick and Hamilton (1986) have argued that although
there is de facto matching on the physical-attractiveness di-
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mension, it may not be the result of people’s preference for
others of their own attractiveness level. Their reanalysis of
the Berscheid et al. (1971) dating choice data revealed that
although there was a small but statistically significant
matching effect, it was dwarfed by a strong tendency for
everyone to choose the most attractive partner. Using a
computerized mate selection simulation procedure that
assumed that all individuals demand an attractive partner
regardless of their own attractiveness, with the more attrac-
tive being able to satisfy their demand (pairing assorla-
tively) and thus leaving individuals of lesser attractiveness
to mate among themselves (and so also pairing assorta-
tively, but not by choice; see Burley, 1983), Kalick and
Hamilton found substantial intracouple attractiveness cor-
relations in the upper range of those reported in actual
studies of existing couples. Aron (1988), however, has dis-
cussed the dubiousness of several assumptions underlying
this simulation and identified several factors that may ac-
count for de facto matching in naturalistic situations as op-
posed to the laboratory. One of these factors is undoubt-
edly the reluctance of a man to approach an attractive
woman when the possibility that the woman may reject his
approach is salient, as it often is in nawralistic situations
(e.g., Bernstein et al., 1983; Huston, 1973).

Love

Love is a particularly important variety of attraction. It also
is an important element in mate selection. For example, the
simple statement “! love you™ almost always precedes dis-
cussions of marriage, according to King and Christensen’s
(1983) Guttman scaling of events associated with progress
in courtship, The association between love and marriage
appears to have grown even stronger over the past few
decades in the United States, particularly for women. In the
mid-1960s Kephart (1967) found that most women claimed
that the absence of love for their partner would not neces-
sarily deter them from marriage if he possessed the other
qualities they desired in a mate, while most men reported
that they would not marry unless they were in love. How-
ever, Simpson, Campbell, and Berscheid's (1986) replica-
tion of Kephart's study in the mid-1980s revealed that no
matter how ideal a prospective partner might be on all de-
sired dimensions, the overwhelming majority of both men
and women claimed they would not marry unless they
were in love with their partner; for men, love as a prerequi-
site to marriage rose from 65 percent in the mid-1960s to
86 percent, and for women, from 24 1o 80 percent.

Love does seem to make a difference. In their fifteen-
year follow-up of dating couples who had participated in
their Boston Couples Study (sce Hill, Rubin, & Peplan,
1976), Hill and Peplau (in press) found that although love
was not enough to guarantee a happy and stable relation-
ship, putative measures of love were significant predictors

of whether the couple eventually married and stayed ma
ried. And, in a quasi replication of Blood's (1967) examg
nation of the happiness of “love maiches” versus arrangeq
marriages in Japan, Xiaohe and Whyte (1990) found thi}
wives in Chinese love matches were more satisfied thif}
their arranged-marriage counterparts regardiess of
length of the marriage; in fact, freedom of choice of a ma .
was the strongest predictor of wives’ evaluations of &
quality of their marriages. Contreras, Hendrick, and He/®
drick (1996), too, bave found that eros, a love-style assocf
ated with romantic love, is strongly associated with marit]
satisfaction, ‘
Love has remained the focus of much theory and rj
search in recent years. Attraction theorists and investigatogg
initially assumed that the causal antecedents of all forms of
attraction were the same; the strong forms, such as lovg
were believed to differ from liking and the other mild]
forms (e.g., respect) only in magnitude. Anecdotal observal
tion suggested, however, that greater and greater liking
opposite-sex relationships typically led to a lot of liking
not love, and especially not romantic or passionate love. A§
a consequence, researchers were forced to recognize thaf
the antecedents of romantic love may be qualitatively dif3
ferent from those typical of milder forms of attractioq]
(Berscheid & Walster, 1974a). Rubin (1970) was the firs
to demonstrate that love and liking are measurably differ;
ent, by showing that scores on his Love Scale, but not op)
his Liking Scale, were highly correlated with self-reporis]
of loving the partner in opposite-sex relationships and that
moreover, Love Scale scores more strongly differentiate
between opposite-sex dating partners and same-sex friends
than did Liking Scale scores.

love is a complex and multifaceted phenomenon. Rem :
ing on Sternberg and Barnes's (1988) collection of th
views of many current contributors to the study of love
Rubin (1988) concludes that the science of love is still i}
its infancy, as indicated by the facts that love theorists
investigators have yet to develop a common conceptual vo3
cabulary and that most have developed their own taxt
onomies of love, each making little contact with othersl
taxonomies. L

Taxonomies of Love The identification and cataloguin
of different kinds of love has been a frequent methodologi]
cal approach to love at least since the Greeks. Although}
many love taxonomies have been offered, few have been:
accompanied by theories adequate to guide empirical re-}
search by specifying the unique observable manifestagions
of each type of love proposed, as well as its causal an-
tecedents and consequences (see Kelley, 1983b). Neverthe- 20
less, many recent taxonomies represent substantial jm-5
provements over past offerings. |
For example, several recent investigators have taken any
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empirically i.nduclive' approa_ch to identifying subtypes of
jove. A parucularly mtcres.tmg study of the naturfﬂ-lan-
wage concept of love that illustrates some of the difficul-
ties in classifying types of love was conducte'd by Fehr and
Russell (1991). These researchers asked their respondents
10 list as many types of love as came to mind; ninety-three
Jdifferent types were mentioned (e.g., “love of money™).
Respondents’ ratings of several of these types as to_“hgw
cood an example” each was of “lc_)ve" yielded typicality
},uings for each type and a glimpse into the love prototype.
sfaternal love received the highest typicality rating and
\hus was regarded as the best example of love, followed by
parentat love, friendship, sisterly love, romantic love, and
hrotherly love (in that order); several other types of love re-
ceived relatively low typicality ratings, including passion-
ate love, sexual love, and platonic love. Fehr and Russell
(1991) concluded from the results of their *‘prototype ap-
proach™ to love that “the folk definition of love is complex
and provides no sharp boundary between love and other,
telated experiences” (p. 435).

Other investigators, taking a “*psychometric approach”
to the problem of defining love (Stemberg & Beall, 1991},
have atiernpted to identify the dimensions that underlie the
feelings, attitudes, and events that people report having ex-
perienced in putative love relationships, usually heterosex-
ual dating relationships. Deriving his Triangular Theory of
Love and tripartite taxonomy from such an approach,
Sternberg (1986; 1987) theorizes that many popularly rec-
ugnized subtypes of love can be accounted for by different
weightings of three components: intimacy, passion, and de-
cimienfcomnitment (see Aron & Westbay, 1996, for sup-
porting evidence). The intimacy componeni is associated
with liking, as was suggested by Sternberg and Grajek’s
1944} identification of several indicators of relationship
mumacy, including a desire to promoie the partner’s wel-
tare. giving and receiving emotional support to the partner,
and sharing one’s self and possessions with the partner.
tnher studies confirm that these elements are integral to
love. Fehr (1988), for example, asked respondents to list
characteristics of love and found that trust, caring, honesty,
and Triendship emerged as central attributes, a finding that
she notes is consistent with other studies using similar pro-
vedures (e.g., Steck et al., 1982). This finding is also con-
ststent with Shaver et al.’s (1987) examination of layper-
sons” rankings of the similarity of emotion terms and their
finding that such terms as love, affection, liking, attraction,
and caring formed a closely assaciated cluster, which, the
authors conclude, comprise the core of love (see also
Sluver, Morgan, & Wu, 1996).

As opposed (o intimacy or liking, Sternberg associates
the passion component with drives that lead to romance,
physical attraction, and sexual consummation. The passion
and intimacy components together are viewed as the prin-
<pal ingredients of romantic love. The decision/commit-

ment component, on the other hand, refers to the short-
term decision that one loves the partner and the long-term
commitment to maintain the love. The intimacy and deci-
sion components together constitute “companionate love,”
and the presence of all three components in a relationship
is labeled *‘consurimate love.” Sternberg theorizes that the
three components have different time courses and different
underlying mechanisms (e.g., the development of intimacy
is presumed to follow a course hypothesized by
Berscheid’s, 1983, Emotion-in-Relationships Model; see
“Developing Relationships™), and thus his theory empha-
sizes that love is a dynamic phenomenon that is likely to
change in character over the course of the relationship.

Another taxonomy of love, which similarly identifies
basic components that are theorized to blend in different
ways to produce different kinds of love, has been offered
by Lee (1976, 1988). On the basis of an examination of in-
dividuals’ reports of their experiences in love relationships
as well as of philosophical and literary discourses on love,
Lee concludes that love is composed of three primary
“love-styles™: eros, or erotic love; storge, or friendship
love; and ludus, or game-playing, uncommitted love. Nu-
merous other kinds of love are proposed to result from var-
ious combinations of the primary love-styles. Hendrick and
Hendrick (1992), building on Lasswell and Lasswell’s
(1976) scale, which assessed six of Lee’s love-styles, have
developed a Love Attitudes Scale that asks respondents to
answer items with reference to a specific love relationship.
Researchers using the Love Attitudes Scale report associa-
tions between love-style and numerous other variables, in-
cluding gender (e.g., men are more ludic than women;
Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) and relationship satisfaction
(Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996; Grote & Frieze,
1994).

Numerous other typologies have been advocated. One
of the oldest is the distinction between romantic and com-
panionate love (Berscheid & Walster, 1978; Walster &
Walster, 1979), subsequently elaborated by Hatfield (1988;
see also Hatfield & Rapson, 1987, 1993). Another is Davis
and Todd’s (1982) distinction between friendship and ro-
mantic love that resulted from their ““ideal case™ approach
to the taxometric problem. Yet another is Kelley’s (1983b)
distinction among passionate, pragmatic, and altruistic
love. Still others have been offered (e.g., Beach & Tesser,
1988; Berscheid, 1985b), and even these do not exhaust the
typologies proposed.

Romantic Love Romantic love is what has captured
most researchers’ attention. Indeed, it was an interest in ro-
mantic love that originally spurred the differentiation be-
tween liking and love decades ago. Although there is cur-
rently a surfeit of love taxonomies, virtually all include
romantic love (or one of its presumed synonyms—e.g.,
passionate love, eros, erotic love, “limerance” [Tennov,
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1979], addictive love). There is some evidence to support
the inclusion of romantic love in any taxonomy. For exam-
ple, Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) factor-anal yzed college
students’ responses (o the Triangular Theory of Love scale,
Davis and Latty-Mann's (1987) Relationship Rating Form,
Hatfield and Sprecher's (1986a) Passionate Love Scale,
Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) Adult Attachment Style Scale,
as well as their own Love Attitudes Scale, and found five
factors underlying responses. The first factor was charac-
terized by passionate love and related characteristics, the
second by closeness and the absence of conflict. Hendrick
and Hendrick suggest that these two factors may roughly
correspond to the romantic versus companionate love dis-
tinction, but they reject a simple two-factor solution to love
as premature,

In addition to Hendrick and Hendrick’s finding of a pri-
mary factor seemingly associated with romantic love, this
type of love has emerged as distinct in other investigations
as well, In her cluster analysis of love *‘prototypes” (e.g.,
romantic love, parental love, infatuation), Fehr (1994) ulti-
mately finds two clusters that, she asserts, depict a passion-
ate-love grouping and a companionate-love grouping. Fehr
suggests that if one were to think of these love categories
as a hierarchy, then “love” would form the apex, and com-
panionate and passionate love would be at the next-lower
level, with subcategories such as friendship and maternal
love under, say, companionate love. As Fehr notes, how-
ever, her data do not address whether laypeople actually
organize these kinds of love in this way.

A study that does examine how romantic love may fig-
ure in laypersons’ cognitive organization of love was con-
ducted by Berscheid and Meyers (1996; Meyers &
Berscheid, in press). Using their “social categorical ap-
proach” to the problem of defining love, Meyers and
Berscheid found clear evidence that the *love” and “in-
love” categories are hierarchically arranged such that
membership in the latter category is encapsulated within
the love category, and that members of the in-love category
also are usually named in a “sexually attractive/desired”
category while those in the love category rarely are. Love
thus appears to be a generic term, probably meaning inti-
macy and liking, while romantic love is a subspecies of
love that incorporates all the characteristics of other forms
of love (e.g., familial, maternal, brotherly) but contains a
strong sexual component as well, which supports Stern-
berg’s hypothesis that romantic love is composed of the in-
timacy/liking and passion components. Meyers and
Berscheid’s results underscore that romantic love deserves
a special place in any taxonomy of love, but also that the
venerable romantic versus companionate love taxonomic
distinction might be better viewed as romantic/companion-
ate love versus companionate love alone—or, possibly,
love “with” and love “without” sexual desire (sec also
Sprecher & Regan, in press).

Romantic Love and Sexuality Love scholars do not g itk
on the role of sexuality in love (Hendrick & Hend il
1992). Aron and Aron (1991) have sorted the theories/{j
have treated either love or sexuality or both into five it
gories: (1) theories of sexuality that ignore love or cons tit,
love merely to be the result of sexual desire (e.g., Freffs
1921/1951); (2) theories that emphasize sexuality andig
gard love to be a minor feature of sexuality (e.g.. Bow]H
1969/1982); (3) theories that view sexuality and lova
separate (e.g., Reik, 1949); (4) theories that view sex afif
as a minor component of love (e.g., Sternberg, 1986); 3
(5} theories that relatively ignore sexuality and focusi
love. Perhaps the theoretical statement that forgesiff
strongest connection between sexuality and love is Busl
(1988) evolutionary framework, described earlier, whi
views behaviors that fall into the category of love tolf
those associated with reproductive success (e.g., resouf§
display to attract a mate, sexual intimacy, parental in Sl
ment) and posits that these “acts of love” existed am i
humans long before the linguistic category of *‘love”:d
veloped to refer to them.
Generalized arousal, if not specifically sexual aro g1
is integral to Berscheid and Walster's (1974a) Two-Fa cl
Model of Love, in which it is argued that because roma il
love is often associated with emotional events, it must il
low the rules of other emotions. Moreover, because periplt
eral physiological arousal has been shown to be involved
most emotional expericnces (Schachier & Singer, 1963
see Pittman, 1998, in this Handboot), Berscheid and [
ster theorize that people will experience romantic logs
when (1} they are strongly aroused physiologically, and (21
situational cues indicate that romantic love is the appropg
ate interpretation for their feelings. Many of the expef
ments often cited as supportive of the Two-Factor Modé
have demonstrated that arousal stemming from an extrang
ous source (e.g., acrobic exercise) can be misattributed
the individual as having been caused by the romantic pad
ner, thereby increasing attraction to the partner (e.g., Daf
ton & Aron, 1974; White, Fishbein, & Rutstein, 1981):0
most naturalistic situations, however, increases in aroushl
caused by the partner should be correctly attributed to:
partner, and if the situational context is such that roma
love appears to be the correct interpretation of the fact thi
the other possesses arousal-generating capability, then =g
periences of partner-instigated arousal should be associ
with increases in attraction, including feelings of romanii
love. In an important set of studies, Allen et al. (1989)
demonstrated that an arousal-attraction effect is possiblé
even when the individual’s attention is directed to the a
tual arousal source. These investigators have interpreted
their own and previous misattribution findings with refeg
ence to the Hullian “response facilitation™ effect, in w
general arousal has been shown to facilitate the dominag



Chapter 22 / Attraction and Close Relationships 215

-—'-'--_--_-—_

many misattribution studies is attraction to the romantic

riner). .
sexual arousal, of course, is a type of arousal frequently

“pﬂienced in romantic relationships. Other studies di-
rectly examining the effect of extraneous sexual arous:':I' on
sitraction seem to support Allen et al’s response facilita-
uon interpretation. Stephan, Berscheid, and Walsier
(1971, for example, found that men who evaluated a
woman while sexually aroused perceived her as more at-
wractive than did men who were not aroused. In addition,
Dermer and Pyszezynski (1978) found that men who com-
pleted Rubin's Love and Liking scales (with respect to a
woman to whom they were attracted) after they had been
exposed to sexually arousing materials evidenced higher
«cures on the Love Scale, but not the Liking Scale, com-
pared to a control group exposed to nonarousing materials.
Further investigation of the response facilitation hypothesis
with respect to the effects on attraction of both generalized
arousal and sexual arousal appears o be warranted, partic-
ularly in light of recent evidence that simply thinking about
a romantic partner under a state of arousal may enhance at-
waction (Sinclair et al., 1994), Differential influence on at-
wraction of thinking about another under different arousal
vonditions may be partly responsible for Wilson and
Kraft's (1993) finding that simply thinking about a rela-
vonship may change an individual’s attitudes toward it, as
well as findings by Tesser and his associates (e.g., Tesser &
Faulbus, 1976) that thinking about another may polarize
weatiment toward that other. At the least, it has become in-
creasingly clear that not enough is known about the associ-
atiem hetween sexual arousal and romantic love (Hatfield
& Rapson, 1987; Regan & Berscheid, 1995, 1996).

Imdividual Differences The romantic-love literature is
shot through with individual-difference findings, only a
tew of which will be highlighied here. Gender differences
sbound, as usual (e.g., see Peplau & Gordon, 1985),
Sprecher and Metts (1989}, for example, find that on their
Romuntic Beliefs Scale, which assesses attitudes that have
been identified as constituting a “*romantic love ideal,”
men score higher than women, although a feminine gen-
der-role orientation is more positively associated with ro-
manticism than a masculine orientation is. The frequent
finding that men tend 10 be more romantic than women
1hon & Dion, 1988) is consistent with Hill, Rubin, and
P'eplau’s (1976) observations in the Boston Couples Study
that men tend to fall in love more quickly than women do,
while women tend to fall out of love more readily.

One particularly interesting gender difference has been
wlentified by Aron and Henkemeyer (1995), who, further
exploring Tucker and Aron’s (1993) findings, found sub-
Mtantial correlations between passionate fove and several
relationship-relevant variables for women, including a
Woderately positive correlation for marital satisfaction; for

men, however, variations in passionate love were largely
independent of satisfaction and other relationship qualities
(but see Sprecher & Regan, in press). Passionate love in
this study was assessed by Hatfield and Sprecher’s (1986a)
scale, which is heavily weighted with sexual-atiraction
items. Whether sexual attraction is differentially associated
with relationship satisfaction for men and women is wor-
thy of further investigation.

In their program of research, Dion and Dion {1973,
1988) have identified several personality variables associ-
ated with romantic love, as assessed by their own Roman-
tic Love Questionnaire. For example, individuals possess-
ing an internal locus-of-control orientation report having
been in fewer romantic relationships than those with an ex-
ternal locus-of-control orientation, who tend to experience
romantic love as being more mysterious and volatile than
internals do. Dion and Dion also find that individuals who
are high in self-esteem and low in defensiveness report
having experienced romantic love more frequently, but
people with low self-esteem report more intense experi-
ences of love, describe them as being less rational, and
evaluate their partners more favorably than those with high
self-esteem do. These associations between self-esteem
and romantic love perhaps telegraphed Hazan and Shaver's
(1987) findings that endorsement of a “secure” adult at-
tachment-style orientation toward relationships, as op-
posed to an “insecure-anxious” or *insecure-avoidant”
style, is correlated with an individual’s romantic relation-
ship history (see “Developing Relationships").

In addition to individual differences, cultural and na-
tional differences in romantic love are of growing interest
(Dion & Dion, 1996; Hatfield & Rapson, 1996). Sprecher
et al. (1994) examined young adults’ orientations toward
love in Japan, Russia, and the United States and found that
although love attitudes and experiences were similar in all
three countries, there were several significant cross-cul-
tural differences (e.g., Americans scored higher on pas-
sionate love). Dion and Dion {1993} have reviewed several
theories that hypothesize that western individualistic cul-
ture should be more conducive to romantic love than col-
lectivist culture is, but their findings that the personality di-
mensions of internal control, high self-esteem, and
self-actualization—all putative indicators of individual-
ism—are associated with fewer and less intense experi-
ences of love do not support these hypotheses. Dion and
Dion (1993} suggest, instead, that individualism may be
antithetical to love and intimacy, both of which usually in-
volve dependency on others,

DEVELOPING RELATIONSHIPS

The processes by which two people may progress from
their first encounter 1o develop a closer relationship has
been of increasing interest to relationship scholuars as they
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have moved from an examination of first encounters be-
tween strangers in the laboratory to naturalistically formed
relationships. Most agree that whether the individual deve!-
ops an expectation that future interactions will be reward-
ing is critical to the continued development of the relation-
ship, and thus first encounters serve a gatekeeping function
in open-field settings. Even in closed-field settings, where
goals extrinsic to the interaction compel continued interac-
tion with another, a punishing initial interaction sometimes
leads individuals to anticipate that the achievement of their
extrinsic goals will prove too costly because they require
continued interaction with that partner, causing those goals
to be abandoned and the relationship to be terminated.

Relationship Cognition

If the relationship survives the first encounter, the expecta-
tions it creates about the nature of the partner and the na-
ture of the future interactions with him or her often cast
their influence far beyond that first interaction. The fact
that initial expectations may influence future interaction is
now well established (see Fiske, 1998, in this Handbook).
This effect often takes the form . of a self-fulfilling
prophecy in which individuals behave in ways consistent
with their expectations and thereby elicit from their part-
ners the very behaviors they expected their interaction part-
ners to exhibit. Snyder, Tanke, and Berscheid (1977), for
example, found that men who had been led 1o believe that a
woman with whom they were about to have a *“‘get-ac-
quainted” telephone conversation was physically attractive,
afier the conversation rated her as being a more skilled and
enjoyable partner than men who had been led to believe
that she was unattractive. When external observers evalu-
ated the women’s contribution to the conversation, which
had been recorded separately from the men’s, they agreed
with the men’s favorable impressions of their partners; thus
the men had elicited the very behaviors they had expected
their female partners to exhibit on the basis of their false
impression of her physical attractiveness.

Investigators often create expeclations by providing the
individual with information prior to interaction, a situation
not unusual in naturalistic sitvations, in which people fre-
quently have biographical information about another, often
transmitted by friends and acquaintances prior to actuat in-
teraction. In addition to such prior information, cues pro-
vided in the first microseconds of interaction (e.g., physical
auractiveness, age) also create interaction expectations.
Many of these inferences that help guide the individual's
subsequent interaction behavior are formed quickly and
spontaneously, ofien without the individual's awareness
{Uleman et al., 1996).

Although early impressions of interaction partners tend
to be reasonably accurate (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992;
Kenny et al., 1992}, partners gain new information about

each other as their interactions continue. However, adg}
tional information that would disconfirm the individua]]
initial expectations tends to be overlooked. Initial expecty
tions have been shown to direct the individual's atenti

the partner’s behaviors that are noticed {Brewer & Treye
1981), and to influence retrieval of information about:

attain a kind of functional autonomy that leads to
preservation even when they are contradicted by new e

tation of new information about the partner and the rels
tionship and to influence relationship behavior and affech
Just as other social schemata have been shown to do, an as
sumption that is consistent with many well-established the}

ships, including Object Relations Theory (Miichell, 1988
Interpersonal Theory (Safran & Segal, 1990), and Sym
bolic Interactionism (Stryker & Statham, 1985). Baldwig
{1992, 1995) theorizes that a relationship schema generally
has three components: (1) a self schema that represents]
how the self is experienced in interaction with another; (2}

quences of interaction, presumably generalized from rej
peated past interactions. These scripts are characterized as]
“if-then” contingencies {e.g., “If 1 act weak, then my part
ner will take care of me™), .

Baldwin's view contrasts with most cognitive models}
which conceive social schemata as generalized representas
tions of self or of other persons in isolation from each
other. Although mental representations of others usually]
arc viewed as organized around person constructs, it is now]
recognized that certain aspects of the interpersonal fieldj]
including relationship status and type of relationship, may
modify this tendency (Cantor, Mischel, & Schwartz, 1982)%
For example, Fiske ct al."s (1991) finding that confusions
of one person with another most frequently occur between
persons with whoin the individual has experienced a simis
lar type of relationship illustrates that relationship is an img3
portant element in the representation and organization of]
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.;al information. Further confirmation that relationships
e nce the organization of social knowledge has been
snﬂl-l:lcd by Sedikides, Olsen, and Reis (1993), who found
Ill;: if two individuals are described as close-relationship

ners, information about qach is mentally linked both at
the time of encoding and _durmg later recall_. .

Cognitive representation of closc_:-'relauonshlp partners
pave heen found to differ fr9m cognitive representations of
soquainiances in how they influence information process-
wng. For example, Aron et al. (1991) four_lcl that wtfen peo-

te were asked to decide whether a series of traits were
wrue of themselves, reaction time latencies were slower for
waits on which the individuals and their spouses differed
{han for traits on which they were similar, but there was no
weh divergence for trait similarity with superficially
Lnown others {e.g., an enlertainment personality). Aron et
a1, interpret their results as indicating that cognitive repre-
«entations of self and spouse are integrated, and hence
harder to distinguish, than are representations of self and
others who are less well known, an interpretation that is
consistent with Prentice’s (1990) finding that representa-
nons of the self and familiar others differ less than do rep-
yesentations of self and unfamiliar others.

Similarly, a series of experiments by Andersen and her
colleagues (see Andersen & Glassman, 1996) demonstrates
what significant others are mentally represented in distinc-
nve, relatively complex, and chronically accessible cogni-
uve categories that may be more influential than more in-
lusive other-categories (e.g., stereotypes). Once activated,
a vatepory of a significant other may influence judgment
and @ffect in a manner that resembles the clinical construct
ol transference. Andersen and Baum (1994), for example,
demonstrated that when a previously unknown experimen-
tl partner was portrayed as having several traits that indi-
siduals earlier had used to describe a liked or disliked sig-
mificunt other, subsequent recollections and evaluations of
the experimental partner indicated transfer of the individ-
ual’s personal schema of the significant other onto the ex-
permental partner.

Most research on the nature and impact of relationship
schemata examines representations about self and others in
general, or prototypes. Yet, studies such as Andersen and
Baum’s (1994) suggest that people also store in memory
concrete exemplars of particular individuals and occur-
rences (Smith and Zarate, 1992), supporting Srull and
Wyer's (1989) view that people often form situation-spe-
uilic representations of others that are functionally distinct
trom general characterizations (see also Mischel & Shoda,
1995). Thus, expectations about others may be contextual-
17ed according Lo the type of situation or social-role char-
icteristics of the interaction. Representations of relation-
ships at all levels of abstraction appear to influence
u-ncmclion behavior under certain circumstances (Reis &
Knee, 1996). For example, Zuroff {1989) showed that pro-

totypes affect judgments about general mauters, but not
about specific instances, presumably because the latter are
more likely to be based on more concrete exemplars.

The type of framework that will organize these varying
levels of mental representation into a coherent self-in-rela-
tion-to-others model remains an open question, though
clearly it will be considerably more diverse and complex
than currently available models. Such a framework may be
hierarchical, moving from abstractions about “‘others in
general,” at the highest levels, to generalizations about par-
ticular individuals, at middle levels, to highly differentiated
representations of specific others in particular roles, at
lower levels (Baldwin, 1992; Collins & Read, 1994). This
possibility gains credence in view of recent theoretical
models proposing that varying levels of complexity can be
accommodated within a single processing network (Kunda
& Thagard, 1996; Schell, Klein, & Babey, 1996). A multi-
level model would appear to have far greater potential than
single-level models to account for the diversity and am-
bivalence of affect and behavior so typical of close rela-
tionships (Pierce, Sarason, & Sarason, 1992).

Automatic Processing Researchers investigate the impact
of relationship schemata on thought, emotion, and behav-
ior often by examining people’s explicit, consciously de-
rived descriptions of relationships, partners, and social in-
teraction (Fletcher & Thomas, 1996). However, recent
research on the distinction between automatic and con-
trolled processing suggests that much information process-
ing proceeds without the individual’'s awareness (see Weg-
ner & Bargh, 1998, in this Handbook). Bargh (1994) has
identified four features of pure automatic processing: unin-
tentionality, uncontrollability, operation outside of con-
scious awareness, and efficiency. Automatic processes are
likely to predominate when behavior has become routine
through repetition or when cognitive resources are taxed
by the demands of other mental activities, circumstances
that occur frequently in established relationships
(Berscheid, 1994). Some implications of the distinction be-
tween automatic and controlled processing for communi-
cation and interaction in close relationships have been out-
lined by Scott, Fuhrman, and Wyer (1991) and by Surra
and Bohran (1991).

The proposition that many imporiant elements of rela-
tionship cognition operate outside conscious awareness has
a venerable history within psychology, beginning with
Freud's view of the unconscious, Dual-process models
have become popular as researchers have attempted to ac-
count for conscious and nonconscious cognition within a
single theoretical framework (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995).
One such model that may be especially useful for relation-
ship research has been proposed by Epstein (1994}, who
posits 1wo cognitive processing systems, one rational and
the other experiential. The experiential system is viewed as
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affective, associationistic, and itlogical, frequently relying
on simplifying heuristics, memtal shoricuts, and broad gen-
eralizations, and as more likely to operate outside of
awareness. Epstein’s concept of an experiential system de-
serves attention because behavior in close relationships
often involves routinized sequences of interaction, well-en-
trenched schemata about self in relation to others, and
emotionally significant encounters.

The special relevance of automatic information process-
ing to relationship cognition also can be seen in the impact
of chronically accessible constructs. Such constructs, which
presumably arise from repeated experiences within an indi-
vidual’s social interaction history, have been shown to influ-
ence selective attention, expectation formation and confir-
mation, social inference and memory, and the induction of
affective states (Higgins, 1996). Fletcher, Rosanowski, and
Fitness (1994) found, for example, that strongly held beliefs
about the importance of intimacy and passion in successful
heterosexual relationships facilitated judgments about these
qualities under conditions of high cognitive load, which re-
quires automatic processing. Another example is provided
by Baldwin et al.’s (1993} finding that individuals possess-
ing a secure autachment style are quicker to recognize
words representing positive interpersonal themes, whereas
those with an insecure attachment style recognize negative
words more quickly. Andersen's studies (e.g., Andersen &
Baum, 1994) also indicate that, once activated, chronically
accessible constructs may affect how previously unknown
persons are perceived.

The consequences of automatic processing are also il-
Iustrated by experiments in which evocative stimulj are
used to prime certain constructs. For example, Baldwin,
Carrell, and Lopez (1990) showed that people evaluated
their performance more negatively when disapproving
schemata were activated through subliminal exposure {0
the scowling face of a personally significant other. Simi-
larly, Hardaway (1990) reviewed many studies in which the
psychodynamically significant phrase “Mommy and I are
one” {or a comparable stimulus) was presented sublimi-
nally, presumably activating schemata relevant to the
mother-child relationship, and concluded that such priming
usually results in *“a modest but reliable improvement in
adaptive behavior” (p. 184). Although situationally induced
priming effects are probably short-lived in naturalistic set-
tings, especially when more chronically accessible con-
structs interfere (Bargh, Lombardi, & Higgins, 1988), these
studies demonstrate that relationship schemata operating
outside of awareness may have potent effects on behavior.

Theorizing about the automatic versus controlled dis-
tinction is relatively recent, but it seems likely to add im-
portant insights into relationship cognition. For relation-
ship researchers, the distinction may yield new clues for
answering some of the persistent questions about relation-
ships that are important to scholars and laypersons alike

- Attachment Theory's Internal Working Models ldeas s

(e.g., why views of a partner in a long-term relationshiig
sist change even when change seems warranted; whyid
functional interaction patterns persevere, even in the 2l
of concerted effort to change them). For social cognif
researchers, an understanding of relationship cogniff
holds great promise for elucidating the important but i i
preciated role of social context in social information 7
cessing (S. T. Fiske, 1992),

ilar to the relationship schema concept appear in manyiy
lationship theories, but none devotes as much attention!fg
as does Attachment Theory. Born out of John Bowlby's
tempts to explain the infant-caregiver bond, Attachri#
Theory assigns a central place to relational schemata =il
cerned with security, dependability, and self-waf
(Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980). An “attachment behs
ioral system,” manifested in behaviors that keep the chif
in close proximity to adult caregivers and that theref, i
promote survival in evolutionary terms, is seen as se;
the proximate goal of maintaining the individual’s feeli
of security. Felt security, believed to be experienced s
jectively in emotional terms, is theorized to provide i@
child with a secure base from which to explore the envi i
ment and a safe haven when threatened. i
Bowlby theorizes that from their interactions with ¢z
givers, infants generalize “intemnal working models” of {8
lationships that reflect the caregiver's availability and:r§
sponsiveness to meeting the infant's needs. This intern]
medel, believed to be generalized to other significant paf}
ners later in life, is viewed as incorporating two complé
mentary schemala, one referring to the self and the other. i
the attachment figure. The former characterizes the selfs
worthy or unworthy of love and care, whereas the latter de&
scribes the infant’s expectations that caregivers wilt b
available, sensitive, and responsive. The internal working
model is viewed as the mechanism by which the attach
ment behavioral system fulfills its epistemic and motivel
tional functions. Epistemically, the model organizes, reprm
sents, and summarizes historical information about th
individual’s interactions with the caregiving environment}
motivationally, it provides needs, goals, and behavi )
strategies that are useful in predicting and controlling
cial interaction. £
Much of the appeal of Attachment Theory rests on itg

that elicit confirmatory feedback. Consistent with this
tion, attachment assessments appear to have some stabili '
Observers” initial attachment classifications of infants have
shown longitudinal consistency through midadolescence
(Elicker, Englund, & Sroufe, 1992), and adults’ self-assesst
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ments of their own attachment “style” (see Hazan &
ghaver, 1987) remained unchanged in time spans ranging
from one week (o four years in approximately 70 percent
of subjects (Baldwin & Fehr, 1995; Kirkpatrick & Hazan,
1994). Moreover, continuity may span generations, as
Jemonstrated by Benoit and Parker (1994), who found that
maternal representations of attachment were associated
with both their infants’ and their own mothers’ attachment
classifications (see also Fonagy, Steele, & Steele, 1991;
Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). In accord with the less-
ihan-perfect stability found in these studies, however, at-
\achment theorists believe that healthy individuals continu-
ously revise their attachment schemata to reflect their
ongoing experience, as Bowlby's term “working” implies.
Although Kojetin (1993) and Kirkpatrick and Hazan
(1994) have found that changes in adults” attachment styles
tend to reflect actual relationship experiences, the relative
impact of contemporary relationship functioning on attach-
ment style, in contrast to the role of historical and disposi-
vonal factors, is not yet understood (Baldwin & Fehr,
1995; Kobak, 1994). Further indication that attachment
styles are not set in stone is provided by Weinfield (1996),
who found no evidence of continuity from age one to age
nineteen in a sample originally chosen for high risk of poor
developmental outcomes.

Bowlby views attachment behavior as characteristic of
humans “‘from the cradle 1o the grave.” Despite the many
important differences between infant-caregiver relation-
ships and aduit romantic relationships (Hazan & Shaver,
1994), Hazan and Shaver (1987) hypothesized that roman-
tic relationships serve many of the same functions in adult-
hood that relationships with caregivers serve in childhood
(e.g., felt security, a secure base), and that feelings of ro-
mantic love, for example, can be considered manifestations
of the astachmient behavioral system. Specifically, romantic
beliefs and experiences are believed to be organized into
one of three orientations toward romantic relationships,
called adult attachment styles, intended to parallel the three
primary types of infant-caregiver attachment identified by
Ainsworth et al. (1978); attachment styles are viewed as re-
tlecting significant variations among individuals in their
feclings of security, anxiety, and trust in relationships and
how they habitually cope with these feelings. To assess at-
tachment style, Hazan and Shaver asked people to endorse
the one style most characteristic of their feelings and expe-
riences from brief descriptions of the three: (1) avoidant
te.g., *1 am somewhat uncomfortable being close to oth-
ers”); (2) anxious/ambivalent (e.g., *I find that others are
reluctant to get as close as { would like™); and (3} secure
(e.g., “I find it relatively easy to get close to others and am
comfortable depending on them™).

Many variations on Hazan and Shaver's attachment
style classification procedure have been offered (e.g.,
Feeney, Noller, & Callan, 1994; Simpson, 1990). Collins

and Read (1990), for instance, ask people (o rate them-
selves on a series of items reflecting three dimensions be-
lieved to embody atltachment styles: comfort with close-
ness, perceived dependability of others, and anxiety about
relationships. Another popular approach has been ad-
vanced by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991), who split
Hazan and Shaver’s *“avoidant” category into two groups,
one Jabeled *‘fearful” of intimacy and the other **dismiss-
ing” of it. Their four categories derive from a factorial
combination of two independent dimensions, models of
self and models of others, both evaluated along a positiv-
ity-negativity continuum. A recent series of confirmatory
factor analyses by Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) indi-
cates that these two dimensions may underlie many of the
methods currently used to assess adult attachment style.
One advantage of Bartholomew and Horowitz’s approach
is its demonstrated construct validity across several rela-
tionship domains (e.g., peer, family, romantic) and data
collection methods (e.g., self-ratings, other-ratings, inter-
view-based ratings).

Numerous cognitive, affective, and behavioral corre-
lates of attachment style and dimensions have been identi-
fied (Shaver, Collins, & Clark, 1996). Although most of
these studies rely on self-report, some evidence relates at-
tachment style to such observed behaviors as caregiving
under stress (Kobak & Hazan, 1991; Simpson, Rholes, &
Nelligan, 1992), self-disclosure (Mikulincer & Nachshon,
1991), reaction times and other social cognitive tasks
(Baldwin et al., 1993; Mikulincer, 1995), psychophysio-
logical response (Dozier & Kobak, 1992; Feeney & Kirk-
patrick, 1996), and social participation (Tidwell, Reis, &
Shaver, in press).

Despite enthusiasm for the concept of internal working
models and individual differences in attachment style,
there is as yet surprisingly little consensus about the pre-
cise nature and operation of attachment schemata. For ex-
ample, although attachment style is typically assessed by
conscious self-report, the operation of the associated rela-
tionship schema on behavior is believed to occur outside of
awareness (Main, 199]; Reis & Knee, 1996). Internal
working models of attachment thus would seem to exem-
plify Epstein's (1994) experiential mode of information
processing, which is typically affective, implicit, and auto-
matic. The belief that working models of attachment oper-
ate outside of awareness underlies research conducted with
the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) (George, Kaplan, &
Main, 1985; van ljzendoorn, 1995), a lengthy interview
protocol from which the coherence and accessibility of
adults’ understanding and recollections about attachment
relationships are coded. AAl-based ratings are concerned
primarily with metacognitive features of the interviewee's
narrative (e.g., openness, complexity, elaboration, internal
coherence, availability of memories, appropriateness of
emotional responses) rather than its content, an important
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distinction that may contribute 1o the reported lack of cor-
relation between AAl-coded retrospections about relation-
ships with attachment figures during childhood and self-
reported adult attachment styles (Crowell, Treboux, &
Waters, 1996).

Another issue that requires more attention is the nature
and organization of the cognitive representations that con-
stitute an internal working model. A multitude of diverse
concepts—attitudes, beliefs, coping mechanisms, autobio-
graphical memories, emotions, motives, goals, personality
traits, metacognitive strategies, and behavioral plans and
tactics—have been collected under the umbrella of the in-
temnal working model construct. Although the width of its
conceptual swath contributes to the appeal of the construct,
it adds ambiguity as well. Collins and Read (1994), for ex-
ample, observe that the concept remains vague and ill-de-
fined and propose a hierarchically organized connectionist
network as one possible resolution. But empirical evidence
illuminating how complex elements are organized into an
integrated network of mental representations presumed to
influence an individual's relational experience has yet to be
obtained.

Trust Trust of relationship partners figures prominently
in theorizing about adult attachment style, which is viewed
as a relatively stable dispositional trait. Holmes (1991) and
his colleagues, however, have argued that trust is better
conceplualized in relationship-specific terms. Their defini-
tion of trust, which resembles such features of the secure
attachment style as dependability, includes “people’s ab-
stract positive expectations that they can count on partners
to care for them and be responsive to their needs, now and
in the future” (Holmes & Rempel, 1989, p. 188). They dis-
tinguish their view of trust as a feature of the relationship
from more traitlike views by emphasizing the diagnostic
role of noncorrespondence between the pariner’s and the
individual's interests, An individual's trust is hypothesized
to be enhanced when the partner forgoes self-interest to
benefit the individual, whereas situations in which the part-
ner’s self-interest corresponds will not enhance trust be-
cause they are attributionally ambiguous and the individual
cannot determine whether the partner has the individual's
or selfish interests at heart. This proposition links trust with
responsive caring, an important component of intimacy
(Reis & Shaver, 1988).

Holmes and his colleagues (e.g., Holmes & Rempel,
1989} view trust as a process of uncertainty reduction, the
ultimate goal of which is to reinforce assumptions about a
partner's dependability with actual evidence from the pan-
ner's behavior. They hypothesize that once trust develops,
partners may cognitively buttress that trust against threat,
Experimental evidence confirms that highly trusting indi-
viduals not only may assimilate potentially threatening in-
formation about their partners, but they may engage in cog-

L

nitive activity designed to reinterpret that informationf

a threat to an existing relationship may result in cog
activity that effectively reduces the threat (Johnson & R

toward understanding how people interpret relationsh
events. However, differences between the kind of attrilj
tions that occur in ongoing relationships and those

personal causation, oneself and the other (e.g., the p
must be supplemented with a third locus, the relatio

who are behaviorally and affectively interdependent,
such interdependence is likely to bias their attribution§
(Noller & Ruzzene. 1991)

and marital qualily; relative to satisfied spouses, distre
spouses are more likely to auribute negative even
global, stable, and personal characteristics of their p _
and positive events to specific and unstable causes. Thh
significance of this differential pattern stems from
causal impact that attributions are likely to have on subs§
quent behavior. When a partner’s actions are astributed i
ephemeral or external factors, spouses are more |ikely;id
overlook bad behavior or react constructively, a proces
termed “‘accommodation” by Rusbult and her colleagues
(Rusbult, Yovetich, & Verette, 1996 see **Relationship Saj
isfaction and Stability”), whereas attributing negative boli
haviors 10 a partner’s enduring personal qualities is mors
likely to lead to conflict escalation, ol |

Although many relationship attribution studies have e 1
lied on paper-and-pencil measures and correlational ded l
signs, Fincham and Bradbury (1991) have assessed attribi
tions in the context of actual interaction and examined theZS
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mguudim" corre’lates. ﬁpding lha} the mgrc spouses attrib-
st their parner’s negative l?ehnvnors to benign causes, the
" ester their marital satisfaction one year fater (Fincham &
firadbury. 1993)- Nevertheless, the causal impact of marital
Jationship attributions remains ill defined. As Bradbury
:rd Fincham (1990) note, the results of clinical outcome
:l:.dw.s are significantly more ambig}lous than the results of
cvperimental and correlational studies. One reason for_ the
discrepancy may be that altnbuu_onal biases in na'tllra'llsllc
wiuations sometimes mask other lnﬂueqces operating in re-
Lsuonships; for example, partners sometimes construct non-
threatening accounts of a partner’s bad behavior as a means
of warding off doubts and anxieties (Murray & Holmes,
1996), as previously discussed. Another reason is that an in-
Jnidual’s implicit theory of relationship may influence the
aature and impact of attributions. A six-month longitudinal
«udy by Knee (1996) found that early dissatisfaction in dat-
e relationships predicted breakups more strongly for “en-
;.-f_\“ lay theorists, who view relationship behaviors as the
pronfuct of relatively fixed, immutable traits, than for “in-
emental” theorists, who stress flexibility and growth,
Adding further complexity is the fact that the kinds of
atributions formally described by attribution theory consti-
tne only a small fraction of the kinds of explanations that
anse in natural thoughts about relationships (e.g., excuses,
dlame: Bradbury & Fincham, 1990). Planalp and Rivers
11996) suggest that explanations in naturalistic settings
tvpically are more concrete and grounded in specific
tnowledge about the self, other, relationship, and situation
tln in the abstract dimensions of classical attribution the-
a1y (e, locus, stability, specificity); more useful, they
arpue, would be an explanatory coherence model (Thagard,
1489), which posits that current events are compared to ex-
nting causal schemata until an adequate fit is obtained, Yet
anither problem is that automatic judgments about the
auses of events that are made without awarcness may dif-
ler Irom the products of conscious and deliberate thought,
which has led some researchers to investigate when people
spontancously make causal attributions (Holtzworth-
Munroe & Jacobson, 1988). Bradbury and Fincham
11990), following Weiner (1985), hypothesize that causal
altributions are most likely after unexpected negative rela-
uenship events that have important implications for the
seIf. Another condition likely to induce conscious attribu-
uonal thought is when the individual's attention is explic-
uly wrned toward that task by relationship partners, marital
therapists, and, of course, the experimenter in the classic
atiribwtion research paradigm. More investigations are
needed of possible differences between event explanations
that oceur spontaneously and avtomatically in relationships
+nd those that resuit when thought is more deliberate,

Relationship Memory Relationship researchers have a
*Peciul interest in autobiographical memory for at least two

reasons. First, empirical evaluation of many theoretical
propositions depends on people’s recollections of their re-
lationship experiences, even though most relationship re-
searchers recognize, in principle if not always in practice,
that self-reports of past relationship events are at best an
uncertain substitute for external observations of these
events (Metts, Sprecher, & Cupach, 1991). Second, current
memories about past relationship events may reflect the
meaning of those events to the individual, which is likely
10 be associated with the individual’s current relationship
behavior.

On conceptual grounds, there is no particular reason
to distinguish memory for relationship events from the
more general literature on autobiographical memory for
personal events (see Smith, 1998, in this Handboak), es-
pecially because many important instances of the lauer
involve the former. Although it seems reasonable that
the extensive literature demonstrating the biasing ef-
fects on memory in general of mood and emotion or of
cognitive accessibility, for example, should be relevant
to the special case of relationship memory, relationships
possess special properties that may limit the generaliz-
ability of this literature to memory for relationship
cvents. For example, for relationship events there is al-
ways another person who possesses memories of the
same event. The individual’s awareness of this fact may
curb self-serving embellishments, although partners’
memories for the same event are frequently discrepant
nonetheless (Christensen, Sullaway, & King, 1983;
Surra, 1987), and agreement between partners’ memo-
ries may reflect one partner’s dominance in the creation
of a shared account, rather than concurring independent
memories (Surra, 1996). In addition, as Wegner and his
colleagues theorize, close-relationship partners may de-
velop “transactive memory,” an interpersonally coordi-
nated system in which each partner specializes in re-
taining only certain types of memories or knowledge
(Wegner, Erber, & Raymond, 1991; Wegner, Guiliano,
& Hertel, 1985).

Insight into relationship memory has been advanced by
Ross (1989; Ross & Buehler, 1994), who theorizes that
personal recall is an active, constructivist process guided
by the individual’s implicit theories concerning the stabil-
ity of relevant events. For example, McFarland and Ross
(1987) compared evaluations of dating partners obtained
two months earlier with individuals’ recall of those carlier
impressions and found that those whose impressions had
become more favorable over time recalled that they had
had more favorable impressions initially than was actually
the case, whereas those whose impressions had become
more negative recalled more negative initial impressions.
Similarly, Sprecher (1996), who asked people to describe
their romantic relationships once each year for four years
and state how the relationship had changed during the pre-
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vious year, found that ratings of perceived change were
more similar to current feelings about the relationship than
to actual changes.

Increased recognition that relationship memory in part
reflects people’s attempts to comprehend the meaning of
their current interpersonal circumstances has led to the
growing popularity of account narrative methodology in re-
lationship research. Harvey, Weber, and Orbuch (1990)
have theorized that people are motivated to construct coher-
ent narratives 1o help make sense of major life events (e.g.,
divorce) and, moreover, that the particular content of these
accounts often serves psychological functions (e.g., self-es-
teem maintenance, perceived control). Indeed, there is evi-
dence that interpersonal scripts that reflect not only per-
sonal beliefs but also consensually shared cultural beliefs
and maxims may be used to create a coherent patiern
among a series of relationship events (Acitelli & Holmberg,
1993). In one representative study, Holmberg and Veroff
(1996) asked spouses to tell the story of their courtship and
marriage one year later and three years later; by the third
year, their recollections had changed to reflect more closely
their personal beliefs pertinent 1o these events (e.g., egali-
tarianism) and their cultural beliefs about gender roles.

Evidence that motivated reinterpretation contributes to
the formation of relationship narratives has been provided
by Murray and Holmes (1993, 1994, 1996), who propose
that people in relationships *‘construct idealized images of
their partners to sustain feelings of confidence and com-
mitment in the face of disappointing realities” (Murray &
Holmes, 1996, p. 91). These investigators have found that
relationship satisfaction is positively correlated with the
tendency to evaluate partners more positively than partners
evaluate themselves, and that such idealization also pre-
dicts more constructive conflict resolution styles and less
ambivalence eight months later (Murray, 1995). Other
studies corroborate the beneficial impact of an idealized
view of the relationship. For example, Rusbult et al. (1996)
report several studies showing that perceiving one's own
relationship as possessing more positive qualities and
fewer negative qualities than others' relationships facili-
tates commitment and satisfaction.

In addition to providing justification for continuing a re-
lationship, reconstructed relationship accounts may justify
dissolving it. Vaughan (1990) suggests that initiators of
breakups not only redefine their partners in negative terms,
but they also reconstruct the history of the relationship;
“The good times are forgotten or explained away” (p. 29).
Several longitudinal studies confirm Vaughan's hypothesis
(e.g., Holmberg & Veroff, 1996; Sprecher, 1996), and
Buehlman, Gottman, and Katz (1992) find that a recasting
of relationship events in a negative light is predictive of
subsequent divorce. Self-serving biases in memory for re-
lationship evenis in some instances may be beneficial; ex-
amining the perceptions of both ex-spouses following di-

chl!dren ] fnendshlps is beyond the scope of this ch .
see Bukowski, Newcomb, & Hartup, 1996, for a recen

tionship development by studying the differing st
through which relationships may progress (Leving
Snoek, 1972); others address the processes that may guid
lationship partners through these stages (Morton & Dot
1981). Both approaches tend to assume that relations
development entails increasing levels of interaction’sh
outcome interdependence, but theories of relationship/gs
velopment sometimes overlook the fact that some propeg
ties of relationships go beyond the properties of the'ig
viduals involved and their interaction with each '..‘-,.
{Duck & Sants, 1983; Hinde, 1995). v

As Levinger (1980) has observed, people pursuc 4!
tionships with only a small fraction of the persons
meet, even if the initial encounter has produced attra =.-'m
Furthermore, as discussed earlier, attraction is not alway Vv
characteristic of a developing or established relationshiff§
for this reason, *“developing” relationships usually are coff
ceived in terms of increases in the partners’ impact on £4
olher regardless of whether that i 1mpact is associated W

processes presumed to be crucial to further developme_
each stage.

Sell-disclosure Social psychologists have been ini
ested in adult relationship development at least since N
comb’s (1961) pioneering study of the acquain
process, but research was especially stimulated by Altats
and Taylor's (1973) Social Penetration Theory. Altnll

and Taylor theorize that relationships devetop throughiié
reciprocal exchange of information, beginning with rel
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|y nonintimate topics and gradually progressing to
:ntt. r,chO“al and private aspects of the self; depth and
f self-disclosure are viewed as the hallmarks of a
m_‘dlh 0 . . A .

palls developed close relanonshlp: Social Penetration The-
‘led o the widespread popularity of laboratory research
o 1i-disclosure. These studies document that self-disclo-
‘:;,:.‘ s correlated wilh_ liking and p?rceived acquaintance,
o hich is consistent with }he theory's pr_oposed graduated
jern of deecpening r-ec:lprocal.revelnt:on as well as .the
mypothesis (hat deepening acquaintance leads to attraction
and vice Versi. Ina rect_:nt meta-analysis of Sclf-dlsclf‘ls‘ure
\tudics. Callins and Mlllef (1994) found cle:ar empirical
wpport for three specific links bet\_veen self-disclosure and
straction: (1) people who engage in more intimate disclo-
wies tend to be liked betier than people who disclose less;
121 people disclose more to those whom they initially like;
and 13) people like others as a result of having disclosed to
them. Collins and Miller (1994) attribute these associations
to an inferential process: “Disclosing to another communi-
ates that we trust that person to respond appropriately, that
we value his or her opinions and responses, that we are inter-

eved in knowing them and having them know us” (p. 471),

Swdies of self-disclosure using the Social Relations
vjode] method indicate that there are both individual-level
cifects (i.e., some people disclose more to others, and some
peuple receive more disclosures) and relationship effects,
or self-disclosure reciprocity (see Kenny, 1994b, for an
wmerview and discussion). Studying self-disclosure in on-
going relationships, Miller and Kenny (1986) found that
most (nearly 87 percent) of the variance in self-disclosure
patierns for highly intimate topics in a group of forty-five
sorority women was due to relationship factors. Other stud-
wes have helped elaborate the role of disclosure in ongoing
relationships. For example, short-term longitudinal studies
hy Hays (1984, 1985) and Berg and McQuinn (1986) indi-
cate that self-disclosure may reach high levels very quickly
th i new relationship, and that this acceleration may pre-
dict retationship longevity. Similarly, the longitudinal
Boston Couples Study suggested that afier a relatively
short period of time, dating couples may have litlle new
factual information 1o disclose to each other (Rubin et al.,
1980), These studies also indicate that, even in very inti-
mate relationships, most conversations tend to be relatively
nondisclosing and mundane. High self-disclosure thus ap-
pears 10 be more characteristic of a relationship’s peak mo-
ments than its everyday discourse,

As the well-documented principle of sell-disclosure
reciprocity implies, one partner’s disclosure is likely to
clieit from the other disclosures matched in topical content
and depth; deviations from disclosure reciprocity, either
«xcess or shortfall, tend to engender discomfort, Derlega et
al. (1993) gbserve that although “reciprocity is ‘norma-
Uive,” meaning it is a common and expected occurrence [it]
15 not invariant or autematic™ {(p. 37). For example, recipi-

ents may use nonreciprocity to signal to a discloser that
they do not wish to deepen their relationship (Miell &
Duck, 1986; Miller & Read, 1987). Moreover, disclosures
that are perceived to be manipulative, indicative of pathol-
ogy, or situationally inappropriate are unlikely to be recip-
rocated (Wortman et al., 1976), and chronically high levels
of distressed self-disclosure about personal problems may
generate discomfort in listeners and lead to avoidance
{Ashworth et al., 1976). Indiscriminately high levels of
self-disclosure to multiple partners that violate the expecta-
tion of privacy and uniqueness in a relationship also are
unlikely to be reciprocated (Jones & Archer, 1976). Fi-
nally, in long-term communal relationships, partners may
establish reciprocity over time, lessening the need for im-
mediate and similar disclosures (Mills & Clark, 1994),

One shortcoming of much self-disclosure research is
the failure to take into account situational and personal
goals. Although early research presumed that greater ac-
quaintance was the preeminent goal in social interaction, it
probably is only one of several goals (Berger & Bradac,
1982). Moreover, self-disclosure may serve purposes other
than acquaintance, such as unburdening oneself about a
distressing event, eliciting advice or pity, extracting private
information or favors (Miell & Duck, 1986; Miller &
Read, 1987), or even terminating a relationship (Tolstedt &
Stokes, 1984). Another shortcoming concerns the nature of
what is being disclosed. Echoing an earlier distinction pro-
posed by Morton (1978), Reis and Shaver (1988) hypothe-
sized that disclosure of self-relevant feelings and emotions
is more central to relationship development than is the dis-
closure of factual information. Early theorizing about self-
disclosure largely concerned the former (e.g., Jourard,
1964, 1971), but most researchers have assessed the latter.
Support for Reis and Shaver’s hypothesis has been pro-
vided by a diary study in which people kept detailed
records of their social interactions for ten days (Lin, 1992);
factual and emotional self-disclosure were highly corre-
lated, but when their effects were statistically controlted,
the correlation of relationship intimacy with emotional
self-disclosure was highly significant, whereas factual self-
disclosure was unrelated to relationship intimacy. The hy-
pothesis also is supported by Pennebaker’s (1989, 1990)
findings that the act of revealing previously suppressed
traumatic memories is most likely to be beneficial when it
fosters emotional insight and clarity, and by the work of
Mendolia and Kieck (1993), who found that people in-
structed to discuss their emotional reactions to a distressing
film showed better long-term adaptation than those told
merely to recount the sequence of events in the film (see
also Greenberg & Safran, 1987).

As in other relationship phenomena, there are gender
differences in self-disclosure. Dindia and Allen’s (1992)
meta-analysis of disclosure studies reveals that men gener-
ally self-disclose less than women do, particularly in same-
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sex interaction. These and similar findings may reflect
women’s greater reliance on verbal discourse in relation-
ships, while men may become equally close through
shared activities and experiences (Crosby, 1991; Duck &
Wright, 1993; Wood & Inman, 1993). Auxiliary support
for this hypothesis is provided by evidence that men “in
peer relationships that emphasize competition and chal-
lenge, learn to avoid revealing weaknesses and may associ-
ate self-disclosure with loss of control and vulnerability”
(Derlega et al., 1993, p. 63). Thus, socialization pressures
may lead men to disclose selectively to women rather than
1o men, although recent cross-cultural data suggest that a
preference for female recipients may not typify same-sex
interaction in nonwestern cultures (Reis, in press).

The importance of self-disclosure notwithstanding, re-
searchers now recognize that there is more to a deepening
relationship than self-disclosure. Burgess and Huston
(1979), for example, observe that in comparison to superfi-
cial relationships, close relationships usually involve more
interaction for longer periods of time in more diverse set-
tings; synchronized goals and plans; shared feelings and
emotional responses; enhanced feelings of liking, trust, and
commitment; and appreciation for the uniqueness of the re-
lationship (see also Levinger, 1983). Self-disclosure re-
search still dominates the literature (see Derlega et al.,
1993, for a recent review), but research on relationship inti-
macy, which more broadly incorporates these additional
factors, has increased (Prager, 1993; Reis & Patrick, 1996).

Intimacy One of the most popular social psychological
terms, “intimacy,” has been used variously to refer (o feel-
ings of closeness and affection between interaction part-
ners; the state of having revealed one’s innermost thoughts
and feelings to another person; relatively intense forms of
nonverbal engagement (notably, touch, eye contact, and
close physical proximity); particular types of relationships
{especially marriage); sexual activity; and stages of psy-
chological maturation. This multiplicity of usage not only
reflects conceptual and linguistic ambiguity; it also un-
doubiedly reflects the multifaceted nature of the phenome-
non {Acitelli & Duck, 1987), as Prager's (1995) proposal
that intimacy be considered a *‘fuzzy” category in the
Roschian sense suggests.

For many years, intimacy was considered to be an in-
evilable by-product of mutual self-disclosure (Altman &
Taylor, 1973; Jourard, 1964). However, many observers
criticized the assumed equivalency of intimacy and self-
disclosure (Acitelli & Duck, 1987; Wellman, 1992), and
theorists now recognize their conceptual, if not empirical,
independence. Similarly, Reis and Patrick (1996) assert
that “intimacy” and *'closeness,” two terms often used syn-
onymously in everyday language, also should be recog-
nized as distinct. They suggest that whereas closeness en-
tails high levels of contact and behavioral interdependence

timacy involves mutual perceptions of understanding, ¥§
dation, and caring. r
As relationships develop, intimacy may grow throfffi
metacognitive processes. If intimacy is viewed as “a s
jective appraisal, based on interactive behaviors, that lag
to certain relational expectations” (Chelune, Robison]
Kommor, 1984), then the demands of reciprocity req
that each partner consider to some extent the other's exg
tations. Monsour, Betty, and Kurzweil (1993) illusts
how shared relationship perceptions (e.g.. an individuy
impressions of how the partner perceives the individuf
thoughts and feelings about the relationship) contributé
intimacy development. When the relationship itself|f#
comes the object of thought as intimacy deepens (Acit=[}
& Young, 1996), partners are likely to develop bel ick
about how the other thinks about the relationship. In mi
instances, however, direct communication undoubtedly##
the usual medium through which metacognitions evol§
(Montgomery, 1988). i

of intimacy not only corresponds to lay descriptions, whicH
generally feature these and related constructs (Helge
Shaver, & Dyer, 1987; Waring et al., 1980}, but these thre#§

Swann, De La Ronde, and Hixon (1994) have found
congruence between self-perceptions and a partner’s a
praisals are associated with inlimacy among married co

communication {Gottman, 1994; Notarius & Markmam
1993), as well as selective affiliation (Wheeler, 1974). H

with Attachment Theory’s emphasis on felt security, 83
well as with the association between self-disclosure ang}
liking noted earlier (Collins & Miller, 1994).

The interactive process of responsiveness to disclosurd
is integral to Reis and Shaver’s view of intimacy. Respon;
siveness often is communicated through verbal channelsg
Davis (1982) has found empirical support (Davis &
Perkowitz, 1979) for her proposition that verbal responii
siveness is a function of three parameters: (1) the probabil;
ity with which each partner responds to the other’s comy
municative acts; (2) the proportion of responses whosé
content is relevant to the speaker’s message; and (3) thed
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roportion of responses Lhat‘ elal?orau': appropriately on the
_,;pcaker‘s message. Responsive 1|§tenmg has bes:n shown to
distingUiSh distressed and nondistressed married couples
and constructive and destructive marital problem solving
(Gottman, 1994; Notarius & Markman, 1993), and Lin
(1992) has found that perceived responsiveness is a
sronger predictor of relationship intimacy than is the ex-
went of self-disclosure.

Responsiveness also may be manifested in nonverbal
communication, a process that seems particularly impor-
tant in intimate relationships, given that nonverbal cues
aften derive meaning from the partners’ shared knowledge
and private signals. For example, close conversation part-
ners may regulate their level of intimacy by systematically
varying their nonverbal behaviors (Patterson, 1994). It is
Jess well understood how nonverbal factors influence the
development of intimacy in ongoing relationships, al-
though it seems likely that partners’ greater familiarity
with each other would enhance the meaning atwributed to
nonverbal signals and hence magnify their impact.

In contrast to those who view intimacy as an attribute of
a relationship, some theorists have approached intimacy
phenomena from the perspective of an individual’s disposi-
tional preference for, or avoidance of, intimate relation-
ships. Several studies of adult attachment style, for exam-
ple. suggest that intimacy is what avoidant individuals
want to aveid but what anxious/fambivalent people seek
(Bartholomew, 1990; Mikulincer & Erev, 1991; Tidwell,
Reis, & Shaver, in press). McAdams (1980, 1989) has de-
veloped a projective method for assessing intimacy motiva-
tion, which he defines as “a recurrent preference or readi-
ness for experiences of warm, close and communicative
interaction with other persons™ (McAdams, 1992, p. 224).
The intimacy motive, viewed as distinct from more status-
asserting social motives such as need affiliation, has been
shown 1o be related to higher self-disclosure, responsive
listening, and interpersonal concern in the context of
tnendship (McAdams, Healy, & Krause, 1984). In addi-
non, Nezlek and Pilkington (1994) find that persons who
perceive risk in intimacy report less-rewarding social lives
on several socioemotional dimensions (see also Descutner
& Thelen, 1991). Unfortunately, it is not easy to integrate
studies that examine intimacy from relational and disposi-
tional perspectives, largely because most relationships
never become highly intimate, even when the participants
are initially atiracted 10 each other and are not particularly
averse to intimacy.

Theories of Interpersonal Involvement Most theorists
agree that relationships proceed systematically from a su-
perficial stage to deeper and more interdependent levels of
mvolvement. But their implicit assumption that all relation-
ships develop at approximately the same rate, and that this
advancement is both linear and monotonic, is “patently du-

bious™ (Berscheid, 1985b, p. 467), as has been demon-
strated by Huston and Surra and their associates, who also
have shown that different trajectories of progression from
courtship to marriage provide important clues about the na-
ture of the relationship (Huston, 1994; Huston et al., 1981;
Surra, 1987). These investigators ask spouses to recreate
the path from acquaintance to marriage in terms of their
probability of marriage at each stage. The resulting graphs
are coded along three dimensions: length of courtship, ac-
celeration of commitment (defined as the time taken to
move from 25 to 75 percent likelihood of marriage), and
the number of downturns on the graph. Couples whose
courtship is *‘accelerated” move beyond superficial contact
and become committed to marriage relatively rapidly, re-
porting less conflict and more love and satisfaction as new-
lyweds than other couples do. On the other hand, ‘“pro-
longed” courtships, which last longer and show more
downturns in the probability of mariage, are characterized
by greater ambivalence and conflict, weaker feelings of
love and attachment, and a greater probability of separation
or divorce two years after marriage.

Levinger and his associates (Borden & Levinger, 1991;
Levinger & Snoek, 1972) theorize that relationships pass
through three levels of relatedness, distinguished by in-
creasing ‘*‘intersection” between partners: Level 1, in
which the individual is aware of the other without interac-
tion, but the other may not reciprocate the awareness;
Level 2, in which interaction is brief, governed primarily
by social roles, and involves little personal disclosure or
mutual concern; and Level 3, characterized by mutual rela-
tionship, in which partners possess shared knowledge of
each other, assume some responsibility for each other’s
welfare, and share private norms for regulating their asso-
ciation. Two processes are hypothesized to govern the pro-
gression from awareness to mutuality: interpersonal disclo-
sure and mutual investment, whereby partners coordinate
their activities and begin 1o share responsibility for their
mutual well-being.

An important implication of Levinger's model is that
different factors may assume importance for the relation-
ship’s growth at different stages. For example, partners in
less-involved stages of relationship development may be
particularly interested in gathering information to reduce
uncertainty about the partner and decide whether or not to
deepen the relationship (Berger & Bradac, 1982), and
Rands and Levinger (1979) have shown that praise, criti-
cism, and affectionate behaviors increase as levels of relat-
edness increase. Another stage-related distinction is sug-
gested by Swann, De La Ronde, and Hixon's (1994)
finding that intimacy was greatest among dating individu-
als when they felt idealized by their partners but that inti-
macy was more closely related to congruence between
spouses’ self-conceptions and their partners’ view of them.
That the processes relevant to regulating relationships may
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vary at different levels of involvement also is illustrated by
Clark and Mills's (1979; Mills & Clark, 1994) research,
discussed earlier, on communal relationships (in which
members benefit each other out of concern for the other’s
welfare} and exchange relationships (in which benefits are
provided with the expectation of receiving comparable
benefits in return). In contrast to people in exchange rela-
tionships, who mentally keep track of inputs and outcomes
and feel exploited when the benefits they have given are
not repaid, people in communal relationships tend to avoid
attending to each other's inputs and outcomes and, rather,
respond to their partners’ needs.

Researchers who emphasize cognitive and motivational
processes take a somewhat different approach 1o processes
of deepening relationship involvement. The Self-expansion
Model proposes that people are motivated to enter a close
relationship in order to “expand the self " by enlarging
their personal store of traits, attributes, and abilities (Aron
& Aron, 1986, 1996; Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992). The
degree of closeness in an existing relationship is conceptu-
alized in terms of the extent to which cognitive structures
representing the self and partner overlap (Aron et al.,
1991), as previously discussed. Supporting their proposi-
tion that new relationships are kindled by the desire for
self-expansion, Aron, Paris, and Aron (1993) found that
after falling in love, as contrasted to before, people listed
more words and phrases as characteristic of the self, sug-
gesting that they felt as if they had acquired some of their
partners’ qualities. This model proposes that the decrease
in romantic love typical of long-term relationships results
from plateaus in self-expansion; if so, joint participation in
novel and exciting activities may offer possibilities for en-
hancing long-term relationships that pleasant but non-self-
expanding activities do not (Reissman, Aron, & Bergen,
1993),

Emotion Regulation in Relationships

Most emotion theorists agree that relationships are among
the most potent and frequent sources of emotion. Lazarus
(1994a) observes, for example, that “‘most emotions in-
volve two people who are experiencing either a transient or
stable interpersonal relationship of significance™ (p. 209),
and Ekman and Davidson (1994}, summarizing the views
of several emotion theorists, conclude that all believe that
“emotions are brought into play most often by the actions
of others, and, once aroused, emotions influence the course
of interpersonal transactions” (p. 139). Bowlby (1988),
100, states that “there are, in fact, no more important com-
munications between one human being and another than
those expressed emotionally™ (p. 156). But, despite agree-
ment among emotion theorists that relationships provide
the most important context for emotional experience, theo-

retical and empirical elaboration of this fact by emotiogis
searchers is sparse {e.g., see Shaver, Morgan, & Wu, 19 i

Relationship researchers have begun, however, to jq8
tify the interpersonal processes that underlie emotiona
perience in relationships. Three facets of the associz ih
between emotion and relationships have been investj g
First, relationships have been shown to be a frequj
source of positive emotion. Clark and Watson (1938) dg
mented, for example, that positive affect is more cg
monly linked to socializing than to any other everyday I3
activity, and some theorists view extraversion, one ofjf
“Big 5" dimensions of personality, to be a measure of o3
itive affectivity. Second, relationships are a comnjfy
source of negative emotion. Negative relationship evepj
(e.g., conflict, loss, alienation, and jealousy), or negatrgs
emotions caused by the absence of a relationship (e.g
loneliness), are commonly cited reasons for psychologic
distress and unhappiness and the presented reasons. gl
seeking mental health intervention (Berscheid, Gangestag]
& Kulakowski, 1984; Reis, 1990). Third, the behaviorgf
relationship partners may help regulate emotion arisiglt
from other sources; seeking and relying on the supportiys
responses of significant others is a common method 4
coping with stress and negative emotions (Lazarus & Foll®
man, 1984}, and conversely, interaction with depressed i)
dividuals may diminish existing good moods (Coyne 2
Downey, 1991). :

Evolutionary Models Following Darwin's (18721196
emphasis on the evolutionary significance of emotiongl
communication in relationships, most contemporary emo
tion theorists recognize the adaptive significance of emagl
tional and relational processes for reproduction and s
vival. Bowlby’s Auachment Theory (196971982, 1973§
1980), discussed earlier, draws heavily on evolutionacy]
concepts for understanding emotion regulation in relation:
ships. Through natural selection, several interconnecte it
behavior-regulating systems designed 1o foster the infants
proximity with caregivers, especially during times of thread
or distress, are presumed to become “hardwired.” Whel
safely in the presence of caregivers, infants instinctively]
feel secure, allowing other behavioral systems (such as ex;
ploration) to predominate. But when the infant's “felt se
curity” is threatened, or when caregivers are felt to be
tant, anxiety is aroused. Such anxiety elicits behaviod
intended to reestablish proximity to the caregiver (e.g., cryg
ing, clinging, and searching) that persists until the infant'g)
“set-goal” of desired proximity is restored or until feelings
of hopeless frustration or exhaustion set in (Sroufe, 1996)
Attachment thus is viewed as an emotionally driven homeo]
static process. ¥

The premise that adult romantic relattonships may serve
some of the same functions that infant-caregiver relationd
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dJo has resulted in a body of evidcncc'sugges.ting ltml

itern of emotions evoked by romantic relationships
e ra gms with Attachment Theory's predictions (see
o u,- & Hazan, 1993, for a review). Various affects asso-
f:::: with romantic love appear to bf’ interpretable .under
he umbrella of Alta‘chment Theory, including passionate
grousal experienced in the early‘stages of romance (Shnw:r,
Collins. & Clark, 1996)3 security and contentment felt in
jong-term stable relationships (l?erman. . Marqus. &
Rerman, 1994); jealousy and romantic obsession (Hindy &
§chwarz, 1994; Sharpsteen &.Klrkpmnck. in press); and
the grief, despait, and sense of isolation th.at usually follow
tereavement or divorce (Parkes, 1972; Weiss, 1975). Vorm-
prock's (1993) survey of the literature on wartime and oc-
cupational separation Foncludes that p_rolonged marital
scparation creates anxiety and depression, conceptually
analugous to children’s demonstrations of protest and apa-
ihettc withdrawal when separated from their caregivers.
§pouses also tend to experience conflicting emotions and
conflict at reunion, as Cafferty et al. (1994) found in their
iy of soldiers deployed during the Gulf War.

Attachment Theory was intended to illuminate general
processes applicable to most persons, but research adopt-
myg an individual-difference perspective is more common.
Kobak and Sceery (1988) summarize interpretations of the
theory's predictions about emotional experience and regu-
laton that should be characteristic of individuals possess-
g different attachment styles: **Secure attachment would
be arganized by rules that allow acknowledgment of dis-
tress and turning to others for support, avoidant attachment
b rules that restrict acknowledgment of distress and the
associated attachment attempts to seek comfort and sup-
port. and ambivalent attachment by rules that direct atten-
von toward distress and attachment figures in a hypervigi-
tant manner that inhibits the development of autonomy and
sell-confidence” (p. 142). Recent laboratory experiments
tend to support these predictions. Simpson, Rholes, and
Nelhgan (1992) found that secure women waiting to par-
ticipate in an anxiety-provoking interview sought more
support from their partners than did avoidant women, and
secure men provided their partners more support than did
avoidant men. In another study, Simpson, Rholes, and
Phillips (in press) found that observers of dating couples
discussing a major relationship problem rated anxious/am-
hivalent women as displaying higher levels of anxiety and
engaging in more negative behaviors than secure women,
whereas avoidant men were seen as less warm and support-
e than secure men. This finding is consistent with those
ol Mikulincer, Florian, and Weller’s (1993) study of Is-
fachis during the 1990 Iraqi missile attacks: secure persons
sought support to alleviate their distress, anxious/ambiva-
lent persons focused on emotion regulation {e.g., wishing
they felt differently), and avoidant persons reported more

shups

attempts at emotional distancing (e.g., trying to forget).
Reliance on emotional distancing during an attachment in-
terview was positively correlated with autonomic activity
in Dozier and Kobak's (1992) laboratory study, suggesting
a defensive reaction.

An unresolved question concerns the role of threat and
anxiety in activating attachment-related processes of emo-
tion regulation. Many theorists, following Bowlby's lead,
assett that the attachment system operates only when the
individual's sense of felt security is threatened. Among
these are Kobak and Duemmler (1994), who identify three
kinds of activating conditions: fear-provoking circum-
stances, challenging situations, and interpersonal conflict.
Supporting their view are studies examining such putative
attachment-activating circumstances as death anxiety
(Mikulincer, Florian, & Tolmacz, 1990), breast cancer
(BeHlg, 1995), relationship conflict (Feeney, 1995; Gaines
et al., 1997; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995), and problem-
solving conversations between spouses (Kobak & Hazan,
1991) and parents and their adult children (Doane & Dia-
mond, 1994). Attachment behavior may be commonplace
in everyday life, however. Tidwell, Reis, and Shaver (in
press), examining detailed social interaction diaries kept
over one week, found that compared to secure and am-
bivalent individuals, avoidant persons reported lower lev-
els of enjoyment and positive affect and higher levels of
negative affect, especially in opposite-sex interaction,
while anxious/ambivalent individuals reported more emo-
tional lows and highs in opposile-sex interaction during
the week. Other studies have shown that insecure attach-
ment style is associated with dispositional affective disor-
ders, including depression, dysphoria, loneliness, and
chronic anxiety (summarized in Sperling & Berman,
1994); interpersonal orientation and ego-functioning, as-
sessed via self-report and peer-report measures
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Kobak & Sceery,
1988); and eating, drinking, and sexual behavior disorders
(Brennan & Shaver, 1995). Resolution of the question of
when attachment-related processes of emotion regulation
are activated requires explicit comparison of arousing and
nonarousing conditions, a contrast attempted in only a
handful of studies (e.g., Pietromonaco & Barreit, 1996;
Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan, 1992; Simpson, Rholes, &
Phillips, in press}.

Attachment Theory is commonly cited as an example of
the value of viewing social phenomena from an evolution-
ary perspective. Buck and Ginsburg (1991, 1997) provide
another illustration. Citing evidence from both vertebrate
and invertebrate species, they propose that “spontaneous
communication” between individuals is fundamental to
life. Spontaneous communication, which they define as
**nonintentional, non-propositional. affective communica-
tion about feelings and desires or emotions and motives”



Part Five / Interpersonal Phenomena

uck & Ginsburg, 1997, p. 156), is viewed as highly
adaptive because it allows individuals to coordinate their
activities for mutual benefit, facilitates bonding and cohe-
sive behavior, and helps establish clearly defined, well-or-
ganized social hierarchies. Spontaneous affective commu-
nication also is theorized to provide a common foundation
for various types of emotion-related social interaction, in-
cluding altruism, empathy, rapport, and responsiveness.
For example, nonverbal communication, considered by
many to be the main channel for affective and relational
communication (Knapp & Hall, 1992), relies significantly
on the human face, an evolutionarily adapted, highly visi-
ble, and usuaily reliable marker of spontaneous affect
(Ekman & Friesen, 1975; Fridlund, 1992). Given that
human facial musculature has evolved to a high degree of
complexity (Izard, 1978), and given that facial displays are
widely considered to be involved in emotional experience
(Ekman & Friesen, 1975), the ability to convey emotional
information 10 others through facial expressions may have
facilitated various behaviors that made survival or repro-
duction more likely. Emotional contagion, or “the ten-
dency to dutomatically mimic and synchronize facial ex-
pressions, vocalizations, postures, and movements with
those of another person and, consequently, to converge
emotionaily” (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992, pp-
153-154), is another example of this phenomenon.
Berscheid also takes an evolutionary perspective in her
Emotion-in-ReIalionships Model (Berscheid, 1983;
Berscheid, Gangestad, & Kulakowski, 1984), one of the
few theories that explicitly addresses the role of relation-
ship interaction infrastructure in emotion, Building on
Mandler’s (1975) theory of emotion, which postulates that
the human nervous system incorporates a “hardwired” at-
tention-reorienting mechanism that generales emotional
arousal whenever unexpected changes in environmental
conditions interrupt organized sequences of behavior,
Berscheid proposes that emotion occurs in relationships
when the partner’s behavior interrupts the individual’s on-
going goal-directed behavior Sequences. For example, dis-
covering that one’s spouse is having an affair not only in-
terrupts everyday routines, but also is likely to interrupt
many long-term pilans and goals and thereby should gener-
ate intense negative emotion, Berscheid defines “emo-
tional investment” in a relationship as the degree 1o which
an individual's ongoing behavioral sequences are
“meshed” with a partner’s, such that performance of those
behavioral sequences and the attainment of goals is depen-
dent on the other partner’s performance of appropriate be-
haviors at appropriate times in the sequence. Because rela-
tionships are affectively quiescent when interdependent
sequences of activity run smoothly, partners in long-term
relationships are theorized to underestimate their emo-
tional investment in the relationship and their partners’ po-

tential to cause emotion. In support of this reaso i
Simpson (1987) found that relationship closeness, defig
in terms of behavioral interdependence (cf. Berscheid, Sii§
der, & Omoto, 1989b), predicted emotional distress thijs
months after the breakup of dating relationships better
relationship satisfaction did. .
Although Berscheid’s model has not received a fiiyo |
deal of empirical attention, it explains certain aspectsj§
emotional experience in relationships not easily accoun| i
for by other theories, including the well-documented it
crease in intense positive emotion in the early yearsi
marriage: “In order for a person to experience intense pj
itive emotion in a relationship, at least through the unes
pected completion of plans, the individual's partner mifg
facilitate these plans, and yet the individual must not'ey
pect that the partner will do so. These conditions are %
likely to be met in the initial stages of a relationship whag
the partner's actions . . . are still unexpected and surprisigQ
As time wears on, however, the partner—and what he!§
she can and will do—becomes increasingly known, pre:
dictable, and expected” (Berscheid, Gangestad, & Kif
lakowski, 1984, p. 453), and therefore not the occasion fof
positive emotion. Furthermore, because it stresses meshag]
“‘organized action sequences,” which develop in a relation}
ship through repetition over time and therefore tend to b§
associated with automatic rather than controlled process}
ing, Berscheid’s model implies that the individual's experif
ence of strong emotion in the relationship signals that thi
partner has interrupted organized sequences and plans off
which the individual may not be fully aware. ]

Other Models of Emotion Regulation in Relationshipsg
One of the central problems of social life is regulating thel
emotion aroused by the actions, or absence of expected acs
tion, of others. Nearly all models of social competence pra e
pose, and many empirical studies have demonstrated, thaff®
optimal regulation involves neither overcontrol (i.c., inhibi
tion of emotion, shyness, and lack of overt reactivity
others) nor undercontrol (i.e., lack of impulse control, hy}
perrcactivity, and frequent frustration) but moderate, flexid
ble use of emotion displays and an ability 1o profit from the}
supportive reactions of others (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1992) :
Indeed, it is a staple of the literature on childhood socialf®
relations that either extreme of emotional expression is as3%
sociated with a broad variety of psychological and social™
adjustment problems, both concurrently and prospectivelyls
(Block & Block, 1980; Hartup, 1983). Social adjustment is .
similarly linked to emotional adaptability in adults. For ex:"
ample, Aronoff, Stollak, and Woike (1994) asked peoplel’
who had been categorized as either high or low in their?™
ability to cope with anxiety-arousing material 1o engage int
a series of six interpersonally challenging tasks with a pzu’(-';'f
ner (e.g., telephone a stranger) and found that less ego:@-

0
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adaptable individuals were significantly more distant and
affectively disengaged from their partners than were highly
ego-adaptable individuals.

Although most research on emotional regulation has fo-
cused on dispositional factors, some social psychologists
have atternpted to identify situational influences on emo-
tion regulation. A prominent example is Tesser's Self-eval-
pation Maintenance Model (Erber & Tesser, 1994; Tesser,
1988), which proposes that there are two affective re-
sponses to successful accomplishments by a close other:
(1) reflection, in which the self “basks in the reflected
glory” of the other's performance; and (2) comparison,
which engenders jealousy. According to Tesser, the process
that predominates depends on the hedonic self-relevance of
ihe activity in question; on highly self-relevant tasks, out-
performance by a close other produces facial expressions
characteristic of negative emotions (e.g., envy and jeal-
ousy), whereas on tasks with little self-relevance, pride and
uther positive expressions are more common (Tesser, Mil-
lar. & Moore, 1988; see also Pilkington, Tesser, &
Stephens, 1991; Tesser, 1980).

It also has been suggested that people may strategically
present their own emotional state in order 10 create impres-
sions that elicit desired behaviors from relationship part-
ners {(e.g., appearing angry to induce submissiveness)
(Clark, Pataki, & Carver, 1996). In addition, a set of exper-
iments by Erber, Wegner, and Therriault ([996) indicates
that people may modify their mood in order to prepare for
interactions in which their existing mood would be inap-
propriate or unhelpful (e.g., when interacting with a de-
pressed other). Although the role of self-presentational fac-
tors in emotional expression is generally not well
understood, an exception is provided by research on self-
esteem and affect regulation. Baumgardner, Kaufman, and
Crunford (1990) summarize research conducted by several
investigators indicating that individuals with low or uncer-
tain self-regard are especially prone to attempt to regulate
cimotion through public self-presentation tactics, such as
hoasting, self-handicapping, and criticizing others.

Finally, social cognitive theories have not overlooked
the impact of relationships on emotion and mood. Repre-
sentative of this approach is Forgas's Affect Infusion
Model (Forgas, 1995), which proposes that under certain
information-processing conditions, affective states will in-
fluence judgments about a variety of matters, including re-
lationships and relationship partners. For example, in one
st of studies, people evaluated theit relationships as closer
and more positive when they were in a good mood than
When they were in a sad mood (Forgas, Levinger, & Moy-
lan. 1994), Morcover, people in a sad mood appear 10 at-
tribute serious relationship conflict to internal, stable, and
global factors, whereas those in a good mood are more
likely to cite external, unstable, and specific causes (For-

gas, 1994), a noteworthy pattern corresponding to attribu-
tional differences between distressed and nondistressed
couples that have been associated with differences in mari-
tal problem solving and stability,

Communication of Affect in Relationships Relation-
ship quality is often defined in terms of the quality of emo-
tional communication between partners. Noller and
Ruzzene (1991) observe that “it is taken for granted that
marital harmony is strongly related to effective communi-
cation between spouses, and that effective communication,
to some optimal degree, involves spouses’ understanding of
each others’ thoughts and feelings” (p. 204). Thus many re-
search programs that aim to identify and understand marital
dysfunction and instability focus on how spouses represent
emotion to each other and react to each other’s displays of
emotion (see *‘Relationship Satisfaction and Stability™).
Researchers have become particularly interested in those
aspects of emotional communication that take place outside
of conscious awareness, including emotional contagion
(Hafield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1994); physiological syn-
chrony (Levenson & Ruef, 1992); spontancous affective
communication (Buck & Ginsburg, 1991); and vicarious
emotional responding (Eisenberg et al., 1991).

Empathy The process of attending to, interpreting, and
responding to another person’s expressions of emotion is
commonly referved to as empathy. Like other common-lan-
guage terms, “‘empathy” has multiple meanings that have
obscured conceptual understanding. Wispé (1986) distin-
guishes between “‘sympathy,” defined as “heightened
awareness of the suffering of another person as something
to be alleviated,” and “‘empathy,” or ““the attempt by one
- . - self to comprehend unjudgmentally the positive and
negative experiences of another self” (p. 318). Davis's
(1983, 1994) multidimensional measure of empathy also
differentiates these (wo components, referring to them as
empathic concern and perspective taking, respectively. A
further refinement distinguishes empathy from “empathic
accuracy,” which Ickes (1993, 1997) defines as the degree
1o which an individual can accurately infer another per-
son’s thoughts and feelings. Although the literature often
uses these terms interchangeably, they describe conceptu-
ally distinct processes.

The most explicit studies of sympathy examine its im-
pact on helping. For example, Batson (1991) has demon-
strated that other-oriented concern for the welfare of others
(as distinguished from helping induced by more egoistic
motives) enhances helping and other prosocial behaviors,
Helpfulness also is more likely in persons characterized by
relatively high levels of dispositional sympathy (Eisenberg
& Fabes, 1990). In both peer and romantic relationships,
sympathy is associated with sensitivity 1o others, self-dis-
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closure, warmth, and supportiveness (Davis & Kraus,
1991). Reis and Patrick (1996) suggest that of all the con-
structs for which the generic term “‘empathy” is used,
“sympathy” seems most likely to capture the motivation
for pursuing close relationships and for engaging partners
responsively.

Empathy in the sense of perspective taking is the ten-
dency lo seek to understand circumstances from another
person’s viewpoint. The importance of empathy in close
relationships, including the psychotherapeutic relationship,
was highlighted by Rogers (1961), who felt that genuinely
adopting the other’s frame of reference was essential to an
intimate relationship. Subsequent studies of the therapist-
client relationship have underscored the importance of em-
pathy in predicting successful therapy outcomes and client
satisfaction (e.g., Lafferty, Beutler, & Crago, 1989). How-
ever, such studies generally confound Wispé’s two compo-
nents, both conceptually and operationally. Eisenberg and
Fabes (1990) propose that, as a cognitive skill, empathy
may operate in the service of other relational motives, such
as sympathy; sympathetic arousal, for example, may impel
peopie to use whatever perspective-taking skills they pos-
sess, as demonstrated by Eisenberg et al.’s (1989) finding
that the more emotionally aroused individuals felt while
viewing a videotape in which a mother discussed her
child’s serious injuries, the more help they offered.

Even the most highly motivated attempts to take an-
other’s perspective may fail, suggesting that empathy is
useful primarily when it is also accurate, Several commen-
tators have recounted the long and torturous history of
methodological and conceptual ambiguities that have
plagued the study of “empathic accuracy” (ickes, 1997;
Kenny, 1994a), These obstacles include the classic mea-
surement artifacts first identified by Cronbach (1955), as
well as the intrinsic difficulty of determining what one per-
son is thinking or feeling at the same moment that the per-
ceiver is drawing inferences. Partly as a result of innova-
tions such as the Social Relations Model procedure
{Kenny, 1994a), previously discussed, and the use of
videotapes that facilitate objective comparisons between an
individual’s thoughts and feelings at a given moment and
an observer's intuitions (Ickes et al., 1990), a greater un-
derstanding of empathic accuracy has been achieved.

Among the time-honored questions addressed in this
“new wave” of research is whether some people have more
empathic accuracy than others. Davis and Kraus (1997)
meta-analyzed thirty-six studies investigating thirty-two
different predictor variables and found that good judges are
intelligent, cognitively complex and flexible, well adjusted,
and wrusting; of equal interest is the fact that extraversion,
femininity, and self-reported empathic ability did not pre-
dict empathic accuracy (see also Ickes, 1993). Davis and
Kraus also conclude that the comelation between self-rated
and actual empathic accuracy is essentially nil, confirming

Ickes’s (1993) finding that people “have little insight 8
garding their own relative level of empathic skill” (p. 6 1
On the other hand, an individual's empathic accuracy /g
rated by friends and acquaintances did reliably predict a8
tual ability. Recent research also continues to documagi
that friends understand each other’s thoughts and feeling$
better than strangers do (Colvin, Vogt, & Ickes, 1997
Kenny, 1994a). }
New light also has been shed on the ubiquitous {8
sumption that women’s nonverbal decoding skills are hal!
ter than men’s. Well-entrenched explanations of this pr
sumed difference range from evolutionary to social-sta
interpretations (i.e., persons with lower status or poweg
must attend more closely to intentions and motives cog®
veyed nonverbally). However, Graham and ickes’s (199 )
thoughtful analysis refutes any sweeping declaration of &
gender difference, finding a modest advantage for women
in only the special case of decoding nondeceptive facial}
expressions; in particular, they find no evidence thaf
women infer the specific content of others’ thoughts ang
feelings better than men. However, there may be sex dif3
ferences in the extent to which men and women are will$
ing to use these inferences sympathetically in social inter
action (Reis, in press). i)
As a general rule, empathy appears to be a powerful
tool for enhancing the quality of close relationships, ‘
ability to correctly infer a partner’s thoughts and feelings;
and to respond supportively, provides the foundation forf
relationship-enhancing behaviors, including accommoda®
tion, social support, intimacy, and effective communication§
and problem solving (Bissonnette, Rusbult, & Kilpatrick,'§
1997; Ickes & Simpson, 1997). Nevertheless, empathic ac-f!
curacy may be detrimental at times, such as when one part-§
ner exploits empathically inferred vulnerabilities or when
partners correctly perceive relationship-threatening content §
(Simpson, Ickes, & Blackstone, 1995).

RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION
AND STABILITY

No single question in relationship research has captured @
more attention than why one relationship endures and an-
other dissolves. If that question were answered, relation-#
ship researchers would know a great deal more about the'
causal dynamics of relationships than they do now. In addi-
tion, identification of the determinants of stability has prac-
tical implications for individuals, who often experience ad- 3
verse consequences from the dissolution of their close '
rclationships (see “Relationships and Well-Being™), as
well as for society, which suffers high costs from the dis- &
ruption of close relationships, especially marital and %
parental relationships. As befits a question of great theoret-
ical and practical import, almost all disciplines currently £

contributing to relationship science address relationship 18
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.wability. Moreover, all assume that satisfaction with the re-
ationship is an important determinant of its stability. As a
CONSEQUENCE, the satisfaction and stability literatures are

yoluminous.

Overview of Research on
Satisfaction and Stability

sfost studies of relationship stability focus on dating and
marital relationships. Adult friendship stability, for exam-
ple. is infrequently studied (Blieszner & Adams, 1992).
Not only are friendships often viewed as less important
than marital relationships, but examining the stability of
friendships is difficult because they usually do not have the
clearly defined dissolution point that premarital and mari-
1l relationships often do. Similarly, a parent-child relation-
Jhip is rarely declared dissolved by the partners, even if by
all reasonable standards it is moribund.

[nvestigation of the factors associated with marital sta-
hility began to assume urgency in the United States as the
rate of divorce accelerated from the mid-1960s through the
Lie 1970s. Although it appears that the rate may have lev-
cled off (Kitson, Babri, & Roach, 19853), some demogra-
phers estimate that two-thirds of all first marriages now
contracted will end in separation or divorce (Martin &
lumpass, 1989). In marriages with at least one previously
divorced partner, the probability of divorce is still greater
1Cherlin, 1992). Thus, there has been acute interest in the
vauses of marital-relationship dissolution. Identification of
the antecedents of premarital-relationship dissolution, of
mterest in itself, has assumed additional significance be-
cause of the presumed similarity between these factors and
those associated with marital dissolution.

Three research traditions have been prominent in the in-
vestigation of premarital and marital stability: the socio-
logical tradition, as represented by the field of marriage
and the family; the clinical marital and family therapy tra-
diion; and the social psychological tradition. Cross-fertil-
1ization and homogenization of theory and technique
among these approaches are increasing, but each remains
distinctive. Although the three approaches differ, all as-
sume that relationship satisfaction is the preeminent causal
determinant of stability. Despite the fact that the short an-
swer to the question of why some relationships endure and
others dissolve has been that people maintain satisfying re-
lationships and dissolve dissatisfying ones, evidence in
support of this assumption is still surprisingly sparse, even
in the case of marital relationships (White, 1990}, More-
vver, when such evidence appears, it tends to be unimpres-
sive (Gottman & Levenson, 1992).

Satisfaction and stability research traditionally have
formed separate literatures (Glenn, 1990). With the recent
increase in the use of longitudinal methodology, however,
the satisfaction-stability association has been more fre-

quently examined. Booth et al. (1986), for example, found
that unhappy spouses at the time of first contact were four
to five times more likely to divorce over the subsequent
three-year period than those who were very happy.
Gottman and Levenson (1992} report some longitudinal
evidence in support of their Cascade Model of relationship
dissolution, in which low marital satisfaction may lead to
consideration of separation or divorce, followed by actual
separation, followed by divorce, Such a progression has
been widely assumed, but as these investigalors observe, it
has never been adequately demonstrated empirically. The
proposed pattern of events may be neither necessary nor
sufficient for divorce, and at present, evidence supporting
the cascade view is weak (Nollet, in press).

Although the hypothesized satisfaction-stability associ-
ation is a causal and thus temporal one, most studies of sat-
isfaction and stability have been cross-sectional rather than
longitudinal. At least a hundred longitudinal studies of
marital stability now have been published (see Karney &
Bradbury, 1995, for a review)}, and more are in process (see
Bradbury, in press), but these represent only a small frac-
tion of the satisfaction and stability literatures. The need
for longitudinal studies has been dramatized in recemt
years by findings that variables associated at one point in
time may show different associations with satisfaction as-
sessed at that same point in time than they do with later
satisfaction.

That the correlates of present satisfaction may differ
from those predictive of later satisfaction was signaled
some years ago by data collected by Braiker (reported in
Braiker and Kelley, 1979), who asked couples who had
been married less than three years to report retrospectively,
from their initial acquaintance through their first six
months of marriage, their love for their partners, their ex-
periences of conflict and negativity, and their progress to-
ward commitment and marriage. Although conflict was
common, often increasing sharply in the serious dating
stage, there was little association between the amount of
love and the amount of negative affect and conflict these
spouses reported having experienced. Citing the similarity
of their findings to those of Orden and Bradburn (1968),
who had found no association between married couples’
reports of their frequency of engaging in pleasurable activi-
ties together and problems in their marriage, Braiker and
Kelley concluded that love and conflict /negativity are in-
dependent relationship dimensions, a conclusion supported
by more recent investigations revealing the relative inde-
pendence of positive and negative affect (sce “*Relationship
Beginnings™). Braiker and Kelley’s finding that love and
conflict had little impact on each other in premarital and
early marital relationships subsequently was supported by
Berg and McQuinn’s (1986) finding that conflict did not
predict dating status four months later. The finding also re-
ceived support from Kelly, Huston, and Cate’s (1985} lon-
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gitudinal study of newlyweds, in which premarital conflict
was found to be unassociated with the love the partners re-
ported having felt for each other before marriage; however,
premarital conflict not only was revealed to be a precursor
of marital conflict, but it predicted marital satisfaction after
two years of marriage.

Other studies confirm that isomorphism between con-
current and longitudinal correlates of satisfaction cannot be
assumed. For example, Markman (1979, 1981) found that
spouses’ ratings of the affective impact of their partner’s
communications were not associated with concurrent satis-
faction or even satisfaction one year later, but they strongly
predicted satisfaction two and a half and five years later;
Smith, Vivian, and O'Leary (1990) also have found that
factors associated with current marital satisfaction differ
from those associated with later satisfaction. Another ex-
ample is provided by Gottman and Krokoff's (1989) find-
ing that wives’ positive verbal behavior covaried directly
with their concurrent marital satisfaction but inversely with
their later satisfaction, Although Gottman and Krokoff's
study sparked controversy about the best way 1o assess
changes in satisfaction over time (Woody & Costanzo,
1990; see Bradbury, Cohan, & Kamey, in press, for a dis-
cussion of the issues and a possible resolution) and the
finding has failed 10 be replicated (Gottman, 1993), it is
clear that the factors associated with present satisfaction
are not necessarily the same factors that are associated with
later satisfaction,

One further example will illustrate how complex the
study of relationship stability is proving to be and the role
that longitudinal studies must play in illuminating the
processes by which some relationships are stably main-
tained while others dissolve. Hill and Peplau (in press)
conducted a fifteen-year follow-up of individuals who had
participated in the Boston Couples Study, one of the first
longitudinal studies of courtship (Hill, Rubin, & Peplau,
1976). Although many correlates of premarital satisfaction
also predicted later satisfaction and stability, some vari-
ables (e.g., sex-role traditionalism) that were not associated
with dating satisfaction and breakup did emerge as signifi-

cant predictors of later marita! satisfaction, Moreover, Hill
and Peplau found that the attitedinal correlates (assessed
fifteen years earlier) of happy marriages for those who
married their college partner, termed “early nesters,” dif-
fered significantly from those associated with happy mar-
riages for those who later married someone else, or “late
nesters.” The differential influence of stability predictors
for just two groups within this relatively homogeneous
sample illustrates that mapping the determinants of marital
satisfaction and stability is proving to be a difficult task.

One cause and consequence of the emergence of a mul-
tidisciplinary science of relationships has been some meld-
ing in recent years of the three major approaches lo ques-
tions of satisfaction and stability. We next bricfly describe

the sociclogical and clinical approaches that are currentfy
influencing social psychological investigations of stability}

The Sociological Approach

For many years the stability of premarital and marital rela
tionships was exclusively the concern of scholars of maf;
riage and the family; Terman’s ( 1938) psychological stud
of the personality comrelates of later marital success in hig
sample of gifted people was an exception, Like Termag}
sociologists Burgess and Coltrell (1939) focused on ind}
vidual-difference characteristics and reported in Predict; T
Success or Failure in Marriage that these could account fg¥
about one-fourth of the variance in marital success. Fol}
lowing couples from their engagement through their ear]y]
years of marriage and mostly using scores from the Thug)
stone Personality Inventory as predictors, Burgess ang|
Wallin (1953) subsequently found significant but small as3
sociations with marital success three to five years later,

A flood of studies in this general tradition followed
many of them large-scale surveys examining the concur
rent association between marital satisfaction and a variety]
of demographic and personality variables. In one of the
few longiwdinal studies, Kelly and Conley (1987) exam®
ined the personality antecedents of marital instability in &
panel of couples who were followed from their engage:}
menis in the 1930s until 1980 and found that husband’s}
neuroticism, wife's neuroticism, and husband’s impulse!
conirol as assessed in the 1930s were positively correlated®
with later instability. Despite the immense number of stud-!
ies, marriage and family scholars have expressed dissatis-
faction with their progress in identifying the determinants
of satisfaction and stability and in elucidating the associa:f
tion between the two (e.g., see Adams, 1988: Nye, l988)‘
Glenn (1990), for example, has characlerized the marital-3
quality literature as incohesive and atheoretical and as hay- 2
ing produced *only a modest increment in understanding
the causes and consequences of marital success” (p. 818),)
where marital success is defined as satisfaction in an intact}
mayriage, b

Among the many problems that have plagued the study
of marital satisfaction and its association with stability and
other outcomes is disagreement about how satisfaction§
should be measured (Sabatelli, 1983). Perhaps the most]
often used measure of marital satisfaction is the Locke-3
Wallace Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) i
or one of its variants (e.g., Kimmel & Van der Veen, 1974).
Spanier’s (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale runs a close ]
second, but & wide variety of other satisfaction scales, in- 18
cluding single-item measures, are also used. The noncom- 13
parability of many marital-satisfaction scales has been
demonstrated, and equivalency tables for three frequently
used scales have been proposed (Crane et al., 1990). For}
social psychologists, whose theoretical interest in relation- &
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ship satisfaction extends beyond the marital relationship to
ather relationship types and who thus desire comparability
across type, a generic measure of relationship satisfaction
developed by S. 5. Hendrick (1988), whose scale items do
not presume that the partners’ relationship is marital, will
pe useful.

However marital satisfaction is measured, the cross-sec-
sional evidence suggests that relative to the happiness of
their never-married counterparts, people in intact marriages
are less happy today than they once were (Glenn, 1991;
Glenn & Weaver, 1988; Lee, Seccombe, & Sheban, 1991).
They also appear Lo be less happy as contrasted to the hap-
piness reported by spouses in the early 1970s, leading
Glenn (1991) to conclude that the rise in divorce in the
1960s and 1970s resulted largely from increased marital
failure, not simply from a greater tendency for marital fail-
ure 1o lead to divorce. Such findings underscore the need to
wlentify the determinants of marital satisfaction.

One of the most established findings in sociological re-
search has been that marital success decreases continu-
ously over the course of the marriage but that there is a
slight satisfaction upswing in older marriages at the post-
parental stage, producing the curvilinear pattern that has
been a familiar fixture in marriage and family texts (Glenn,
1990). Most research supporting this pattern has been
cross-sectional or retrospective, however, and recent longi-
wdinal research suggests that the satisfaction increase in
older marriages may have been a methodelogical artifact.
Analyzing data from men (and some of their wives) who
had been recruited for a health study and followed for forty
years, Vaillant and Vaillant (1993) found that when respon-
dents were asked to retrospectively plot their happiness,
the usual U-curve was found; however, actual measure-
ments of satisfaction at several points during the four
decades revealed a continuous decline in satisfaction, par-
ticularly for wives (sce *'Developing Relationships” for a
discussion of relationship memory). These data are in ac-
vord with Glenn's (1989) estimate that marital success, de-
fined as the percentage of still-married persons who de-
scribe their marriage as “very happy,” decreases
monotonically with age of marriage for at least the first ten
years and perhaps as long as twenty-five years, although
marriages do become progressively more stable with age
(the vulnerable marriages having dissolved earlier). In the
absence of additional longitudinal data, however, it is diffi-
cult to muster much confidence in estimates of the tempo-
ral progression of satisfaction over longer spans of marital
duration, Martiages that have survived for many years are
undoubtedly very different from those in their cohort that
did not, and one important difference should be that they
were happier than those that dissotved. Levenson,
Carstensen, and Gottman (1994) examined marital interac-
tions between couples in long-term marriages in which the
couples differed in age {middle-aged versus older couples)

and found that the interactions of older couples were char-
acterized by greater affective positivity than those of mid-
dle-aged couples.

With respect to shorter-terrn marriages, longitudinal
studies have corroborated findings from cross-sectional
studies that the steepest drop in satisfaction occurs shorily
after marriage and that the decline is similar for wives and
husbands (e.g., Kurdek, in press). The early satisfaction
drop is significant; Leonard and Roberts (in press) report
from their Buffalo Newlywed Study that during the first
year of marriage, satisfaction dropped about two-thirds of a
standard deviation, a drop similar in magnitude to that
found in other longitudinal data (e.g., Huston & Vangelisti,
1991; Smith et al., 1990). Huston et al. (1987) found that
all couples in Huston’s longitudinal sample of newlyweds
(often referred to as the PAIR project) showed large de-
clines in the frequency of their affectional behaviors
shorily after marriage but no corresponding changes in the
frequency of negative behaviors, suggesting that reduced
positivity rather than increased negativity is responsible for
the decline in satisfaction. More optimistically, Lindahl,
Clements, and Markman (in press) report that the decline
in satisfaction in their sample plateaued by year 4, with no
further significant decline observed by year 9, the last year
assessed.

For many years the early drop in marital satisfaction ob-
served in cross-sectional data was attributed to the advent
of parenthood. Huston, McHale, and Crouter (1986), how-
ever, found that the degree of decline in PAIR project cou-
ples did not differ for parents and a control group of child-
less couples. On the other hand, Kurdek's (in press)
longitudinal research suggests that the satisfaction decline
in his sample of marital couples was especially high for
those who had their own children (but not stepchildren)
carly in marriage, a finding consistent with other longiwdi-
nal examinations of the effect of parenthood on young
marriages (e.g., Ruble et al., 1988).

Nevertheless, Huston et al.’s (1987) results suggest that
other factors associated with the advancing age of the rela-
tionship, not parenthood itself, may be importantly respon-
sible for the early decline in marital satisfaction. Age of the
relationship also may be responsible for many previous
findings that premarital cohabitation is associated with
marital instability; marriages with prior cohabitation have
been shown to be older relationships and thus further along
on the continuum of dissatisfaction (Teachman & Polonko,
1990). Given the well-documented association between
age of relationship and satisfaction, it is clear that relation-
ship age is an important variable that should not be over-
looked in studics of satisfaction (see Heaton, 1991, for a
sensitive discussion of temporality dimensions and their
impact on marital dissolution).

In addition 10 parenthood, an exwaordinary array of
other variables has been hypothesized 1o be responsible for
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declines in marital satisfaction. Karney and Bradbury
(1995) report that the longitudinal influence of nearly 200
variables on marital satisfaction and stability has been ex-
amined with the result that, in general, “positively valued
variables—such as education, positive behavior, and em-
ployment-—predict positive outcomes, whereas negatively
valued variables—such as neuroticism, negative behavior,
and an unhappy childhood—predict negative marital out-
comes” (p. 18). No single factor has proved to be an espe-
cially potent predictor of satisfaction, and even groups of
variables often account for a relatively small portion of the
variance.

The same conclusion might be reached from the pre-
marital satisfaction and stability literatures. For example,
Attridge, Berscheid, and Simpson (1995) found that thir-
teen reliable indicators of variables theoretically associated
with relationship quality and stability (e.g., love, trust,
closeness, satisfaction, commitment, positive emotion)
were all highly correlated with each other and loaded on a
single factor. A composite measure representing that factor,
although it was significantly associated prospectively with
premarital romantic relationship stability, accounted for
only about a third of the variance, even when scores from
both partners were used to predict stability. Efforts to iden-
tify the determinants of dating and premarital relationship
satisfaction, then, have been no more successful than those
attempting to identify determinants of marital satisfaction.
Nevertheless, researchers in the sociological tradition have
progressed light-years beyond their early attempts to dis-
cover personality correlates of relationship success, The
facts that problems of marital satisfaction and stability
have not quickly and easily yielded to solution, and that re-
searchers are more confident now about what they do not
know than what they do, say more about the complexity of
the problems than they do about the efforts to solve them.

The Clinical Approach

One reason why researchers must persevere in their at-
tempt to identify the determinants of satisfaction is that the
treatment of distressed relationships depends on under-
standing the causal dynamics of dissatisfaction. Thus mari-
tal and family therapists have been major contributors to
the marital satisfaction and stability literature at least since
the mid-1970s, coincident with the dramatic rise in public
demand for relationship counseling and therapy (for brief
histories of relationship counseling, see Christensen, 1983,
and Follette & Jacobson, 1985: for an application of rela-
tionship science rescarch to relationship counseling, see
Hendrick, 1994). In contrast to investigators who take the
sociological approach, which has frequently relied on self-
report and large-scale cross-sectional studies, researchers
in the clinical tradition have focused on discovering how
the behavior of satisfied couples differs from that of the

dissatisfied. Like sociological studies, however, stug
taking the clinical approach often have been atheoreticgl
Two seminal studies were influential in establishing

couples into the laboratory and observed their interacy
as they discussed a conflict. The other was performe;

iors on themselves. Those affective ratings were theng

related with the individuals’ overall daily ratings of maf
satisfaction, revealing that their spouses’ “displeasing’ A
haviors contributed more to satisfaction than did “p ;.
ing' behavwrs and that partners were more Ilkely tor

many researchers in the clinical tradition have roughl
voked social learning theory as their theoretical imprin
and embraced techniques from experimental psycholog
order to invesligate and treat mnrilal dysfunction S

loose and eclcclic collection of Ieaming principles (
1989). The basic assumption underlying all learning the
ries is that behavior that is rewarded—whether by a pellg
from an experimenter to a rat or a compliment from a

tion will bring rewarding rather than costly oulcomes,
the expenence of rewardmg outcomes assumed to prod &

to questions of satisfaction and stability is the partners’ af
fective responses to each other's interaction behavioms)

4
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Heyman, 1990, for a review), negative affect appears to
differentiate satisfied and dissatisfied couples more reliably
than positive affect does (e.g., Gottman & Levenson, 1986).

Differential rates of positive and negative interaction
hehavior, as opposed to absolute levels of each, appear to
he associated with concurrent satisfaction, as well as with
[ater satisfaction and stability. Gottman and Levenson
(1992} coded the positivity minus negativity of each
spouse’s “speaker,” as opposed to “listener,” interaction
behaviors, plotted the cumulative total of these over the
course of the interaction, and classified couples as “regu-
lated.” if both spouses’ speaker slopes were positive, and
-unregulated,” if one or both were not. Four years later,
when these couples were recontacted, nonregulated cou-
ples were less satisfied than regulated couples at both mea-
surement times, and were more likely to have considered
Jivorce, to have actually separated, or to have divorced. Al-
though an earlier study by Levenson and Gottman (1985)
had suggested that a high level of physiological arousal
treflecting intensity of negative emotion) during a conflict
interaction was associated with later decline in satisfaction,
no such effect was observed. Gottman and Levenson
(1992) conclude that “marital stability requires regulation
of interactive behavior at a high set point ratio of positive
to negative codes of approximately 5.0” (p. 232), reflecting
the fact that positive speaker behaviors were at least five
umes more frequent than negative behaviors in satisfied
vouples, Observing that couples can achieve such a set
puint in different ways, Gottman (1993, 1994) proposes a
1 pology of stable couples that includes “*volatile” couples
{much negative affect, even more positive affect, and little
neutral interaction), ‘‘validator” couples (moderate nega-
tive and positive affect and more neutral interaction), and
“avoider” couples (small amounts of negative and positive
altect and much neutral interaction). He notes that this ty-
pelogy is similar to Fitzpatrick's (1988} threefold typology
of happily married couples into “traditionals,” *indepen-
dents.” and “separates.”

Further insight into the role that positive and negative
mteraction behaviors play in satisfaction has been provided
hy Huston's longitudinal PAIR project. Huston and Vange-
listi (1991) found that although spouses® level of expressed
negativity is low at the beginning of marriage and does not
change significantly during the first few years of marriage,
and although both negativity and satisfaction were strongly
associated concurrently for both husbands and wives, the
potency of negativity as a predictor of future satisfaction
ditfered for husbands and wives; husbands® negativity to-
ward wives especially predicted declines in wives’ satisfac-
tion. but wives® negativity did not have a corresponding ef-
Tect on husbands® satisfaction.

Using the same sample, Huston and Chorost (1994)
subsequently found support for their hypothesis that the
eflect of negativity differs at least in part because expres-

sions of affection and relationship maintenance behaviors
(e.g., talking about and trying to resolve relationship prob-
lems) “buffer” the impact of husbands’' negativity on
wives' satisfaction; decline in wives® satisfaction associ-
ated with husbands’ negativity was less when husbands
exhibited relatively high levels of affectional expression.
However, no such buffering effect was evident when
wives' affectional and maintenance behaviors were used to
try to account for husbands’ satisfaction; declines in hus-
bands” satisfaction, in fact, could not be predicted either
by wives' initial levels of negativity considered alone or in
combination with wives’ levels of affectional expression
and maintenance behaviors. Huston and Chorost’s study is
notable because the investigators not only focused on rela-
tionship behavior patterns revealed over several days of
multiple interactions rather than a single interaction but, in
addition, they used a satisfaction measure that did not con-
found spouses’ global evaluations of the relationship with
spouses’ characterizations of behavioral patterns that were
hypothesized to be the causal determinants of satisfaction
(sce Kelley, 1992, for a discussion of this regrettable ten-
dency in relationship research).

In addition to different combinations of positive and
negative behavior, several other interaction patterns are as-
sociated with marital distress. One of the best-established
associations concerns “affect reciprocity.” Although bath
satisfied and dissatisfied couples often exhibit reciprocity
of positive behaviors, dissatisfied individuals exhibit sig-
nificantly more negative reciprocity, responding to their
spouses’ negative behavior with negative behavior (Weiss
& Heyman, 1990). For example, Levenson and Gottman
(1983) assessed autonomic nervous system arousal during
spouses’ contlict interactions and found that “physiologi-
cal linkage,” or reciprocity of negative emotion as evi-
denced by the spouses’ physiological arousal, accounted
for a significant portion of the variance in current marital
satisfaction. Only absolute level of arousal (indicating in-
tensity of negative emotion), however, was associated with
satisfaction in this sample three years later (Levenson &
Gottman, 1985). Filsinger and Thoma (1988), on the other
hand, found that both negative and positive behavior reci-
procity in premarital couple interaction was correlated with
later marital instability as assessed over a five-year period.

In addition to affect reciprocity, an interaction pattern in
which one partner's attempt to discuss a relationship prob-
lem is met by the other partner's avoidance or withdrawal
from interaction also differentially describes satisfied and
dissatisfied couples (Levenson & Gottman, 1985; Roberts
& Krokoff, 1990). Christensen and Heavey (1990} have
shown that (1) the demand-withdraw pattern is associated
with the “‘closeness versus separateness dilemma,” in
which one partner wants more interdependence and inti-
tacy while the other wants more independence and pri-
vacy and (2) both self-report and laboratory observation of
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interaction reveal that the wife is usually the demander and
the husband the withdrawer. Given wives’ lesser power in
many marital relationships (Falbo & Peplau, 1980;
Krokoff, 1987}, Christensen and Heavey hypothesized that
wives are often demanders because they want more change
from the husband than the husband wants from them. Ex-
perimental manipulation of whether the husband or the
wife wanted the other to change revealed an interaction be-
tween this variable and gender in the appearance of the de-
mand-withdraw pattern, Heavey, Layne, and Christensen
{1993) replicated this interaction effect, also finding that
the wife demand-husband withdraw pattern was associated
with declines in the wife’s satisfaction one year later, while
the husband demand-wife withdraw pattern was associated
with an increase in wives’ later satisfaction, for reasons
that remain unclear.

Communication Most researchers working in the clini-
cal tradition highly value observation of actual interaction
as opposed to partners’ self-reports of their interactions.
Coinciding with the cognitive revolution in theories of
human learning, however, self-report measures reflecting
individuals® interpretation of, and affective reaction to, their
partner’s interaction behaviors increasingly have been used
to supplement observational data. The fact that observers’
judgments of the meaning of an interaction behavior often
are discrepant from those of the partners themselves was
telegraphed very early by the Wills, Weiss, and Patterson
(1974) study. These investigators themselves initially
coded the behaviors on their Spouse Observation Checklist

s “‘pleasing” or “‘displeasing”™ but quickly discovered that
their affective classifications often were incongruent with
the spouses’ own interpretations, and they therefore revised
their procedure to obtain the spouses’ own ratings of the af-
fective impact of their partners’ behaviors.

Subsequent research further established that spouses’
interpretations of their partner’s behaviors often disagreed
with those made by outside observers, For example, Robin-
son and Price (1980) found that although observers
recorded similar rates of pleasing behaviors for high- and
low-marital-adjustment couples, low-adjustment spouses,
relative to high-adjustment spouses, reported that their
partners had performed about 50 percent fewer pleasing
behaviors. Similarly, Floyd and Markman (1983) found
that nondistressed spouses and distressed husbands rated
their partners’ behaviors as more positive than observers
did, while distressed wives rated their husbands’ behaviors
as less positive than observers rated them. Not only did
“insiders” to the interaction ofien not agree with the inter-
pretations made by ‘“outsiders” (Olson, 1977), spouses
often did not agree with cach other, even on such seem-
ingly sitmple matters as to whether a marital event had or
had not occurred in the past week (e.g., Christensen, Sull-

away, & King, 1983). Findings such as these raised mag
questions about patterns of marital communication g}

the affective intent of their sent messages as well as the§
fective impact of messages they receive (Gottman, 19
Many studies now show that although both satisfied 4

such messages frequently have a negative impact on
tressed spouses (e.g., Markman, 1981). In general, investg

dicate that distressed spouses often inaccurately identifs
their partners’ affect and intentions (e.g., Noller i&
Ruzzene, 1991). That this inaccuracy is more a function'af
the unhappy relationship than of the distressed spouse’s da}
ficient communication skills is suggested by Nollers]
(1981) finding lhat dissntisﬁed spouses are less accu

that differences evident between happy and unhappy cous
ples after two years already had been present at the time o
marriage, and that effects of conflict were negative in both
the short and the long term. These investigators conclude]
however, that although many theorists and researchers
have emphasized the effect of communication on later satd
isfaction, their data provide as much support for the propo
sition that current satisfaction affects the quality of Iat
communication. g%
As interest in the role of dysfunctional communication in
dissatisfied relationships suggests, and as Bradbury and Fin-}
cham (1989) discuss, researchers working in the clinical tra-}
dition became increasingly interested in the cognitive events}
and processes that mediate between interaction behavior and}
subsequent satisfuction. Fincham and Bradbury's (1991)]
Contextual Model of marital interaction, for example, repre-
sented both a deepening and broadening of the behavioralf
model that guided much marital-interaction research. This]
maodel views the interactant’s thoughts and feelings during iﬂ—"JI
teraction as forming an important part of the proximal (:a)ﬂ-!*qJE
:

#
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wext of interaction, and such variables as relationship expecta-
sions as forming the interaction’s distal context. Fletcher and
Fincham (1991) have incorporated into Bradbury and Fin-
cham’s contextual model the distinction between automatic
and controtled processing to better account for attributional
processes as they occur in ongoing interaction, and they dis-
cuss as well the differences in content and process that may
characterize attributions made at the controlled and automatic
levels (see “Developing Relationships”).

Intervention The clinical approach to relationship satis-
faction and stability has been driven by the need to devise
sound therapeutic interventions for distressed couples, as
previously noted. Hahlweg and Markman (1988) report
meta-analyses of the effectiveness of premarital interven-
rions and behavioral marital therapies and conclude that al-
though there remains a need for well-controlled, long-term
outcome studies, behavioral approaches not only are bene-
ficiaf but the magnitudes of their effects are comparable to
those of various other forms of psychotherapy (but see
~Mental health: Does therapy help?” 1995).

One premarital intervention based on the wealth of find-
ings that dysfunctional interaction patterns precede the de-
velopment of relationship satisfaction, and evidence that
these patterns can be detected in the couple’s premarital in-
teraction independent of their level of premarital satisfac-
uon, is the Premarital Relationship Enhancement Program
(PREP) devised by Markman and his colleagues {e.g.,
Markman et al., 1988). This prevention program aims to
improve the couple’s communication and problem-solving
skills, to clarify their marital expectations, and (o educate
them about the principles of sexual functioning (Markman,
Stanley, & Blumberg, 1994). Both husbands and wives par-
icipating in the PREP program, relative to no-treatment
control couples, maintained their carly levels of marital
quality over thirty-six months, and husbands maintained
their earlier marital quality over sixty months (Markman et
al.. 1993).

Bradbury, Cohan, and Karney (in press) note, however,
ihat Markman et al.’s (1993) couples were not at high risk
lor dissolution. Whether such programs can help couples
who suffer greater conflicts remains (o be determined. The
problems faced by couples who later divorce appear to be
qualitatively different from those of couples who remain
married (Bentler & Newcomb, 1978), but it is not yet clear
whether their different problems are a function of the per-
sonal characteristics of the partners, a function of different
cnvironmental stresses on the relationship, or both. In their
critique of Jongitudinal research emerging from the clinical
approach, Karney and Bradbury (1995) cite the need for a
shift in emphasis, from predicting outcomes to understand-
ing the processes by which different relationships arrive at
different outcomes, as well as for improved theoretical

models, especially models that incorporate the relation-
ship's environment.

The Social Psychological Approach

The social psychological approach to satisfaction and sta-
bility has been marked by an abundance of theory, by an
interest in the processes associated with relationship ef-
fects, and by attention to the environmental context of rela-
tionships (see Berscheid, in press). Although social psy-
chologists have studied primarily dating and premarital
relationships, social psychological studies of marital rela-
tionships are becoming more numerous, as are longitudinal
studies of all relationship types.

Social psychologists often have taken a *'social ex-
change” theoretical approach to relationship phenomena in
general and to satisfaction and stability in particular. Like
learning theories, social exchange theories make the twin
assumptions that behavior will not be repeated unless it is
rewarded in some way and that the fundamental internal
dynamic of social interaction is the partners’ exchange of
rewards and costs. OF the social exchange theorics that
have influenced social psychological relationship research,
the most influential has been Interdependence Theory
(Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley,
1959, see also Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996).

Interdependence Theory In contrast o learning theories
of human behavior and other social exchange theories
(e.g., Homans, 1961), Interdependence Theory proposes
that an individual's behavior in a relationship is a function
not only of the individual’s options but also of the configu-
ration presented by the outcome preferences associated
with both the individual’s and his or her partner’s behav-
ioral options. One of the theory’s several contributions has
been to identify the ways in which partners may be interde-
pendent with respect (o the positive and negative outcomes
of their behavior, and thus how relationship partners are
likely to coordinate their interaction behaviors over time in
order to achieve mutually rewarding outcomes.

Kelley and Thibaut (1978} and Kelley (1979} extended
their theory with an analysis of the patterns of interdepen-
dence that frequently characterize relationships. This
analysis distinguishes between the “given” outcome ma-
trix of a relationship, or “a set of oulcomes [associated
with different behavioral options] provided to the person
by external reward and incentive systems™ (Kelley, 1979, p.
69), and the “effective” outcome matrix, which is deter-
mined not only by self-interest but also by a variety of
broader considerations (e.g., the individual's interest in the
partner’s outcomes). The eflective outcome matrix, which
describes the outcomes the individual will actually experi-
ence in the situation, is theorized to guide the individual's
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behavior in the relationship and to influence relationship
satisfaction and stability.

Kelley and Thibaut (1978) also describe a *“‘transforma-
tion of motivation” process that often takes place in close
relationships and changes the given matrix such that the
correspondence of the partners’ outcomes is increased. An
example of motivation transformation is the movie actor
Tom Cruise’s response to an interviewer’s query about
whether he ever felt jealous of his actress wife's success
(USA Weekend, May 17-19, 1996): *“You don’t under-
stand,” he said, *“Her dreams are now my dreams.” Borden
and Levinger (1991; see also Holmes & Levinger, 1994)
have further elaborated the processes by which relationship
partners may gradually move from a selfish *“I” orientation
to & “we" orientation. They propose that in addition to mo-
tivation transformation, a process of “dispositional™ trans-
formation occurs whereby individuals internalize their
partners’ personal attitudes and preferences (e.g., develop
an interest in football), which also may increase the part-
ners’ outcome correspondence over time.

However it occurs, the given matrix clearly becomes
transformed in many leng-term relationships. Clark and
Mills (1979) argue that in most marital relationships the
given matrix has been transformed by the adoption of a
“*communal” rule, that benefits will be given in response to
need, rather than by a quid pro quo rule (see “‘Developing
Relationships™). Such joint agreements override the part-
ners’ immediate self-interest in interaction, and like other
relationship orientations (e.g., traditional sex-role orienta-
tion; see “Relationship Beginnings™), they are likely to
guide interaction behavior and influence relationship satis-
faction and stability.

Several studies have demonstrated that close-relation-
ship partners frequently depart from their immediate self-
interest for the greater good of the relationship (Rusbult et
al., 1991). One relationship orientation that has tmportant
consequences for stability focuses on situations in which
one partner has behaved in a manner destructive to the refa-
tionship. Constructive responses to the partner’s destruc-
tive behavior are theorized to be the result of a transforma-
tion of motivation in the relationship that “leads
individvals to relinquish preferences based on immediate
self-interest, and instead act on the basis of broader interac-
tion goals” (Rusbult, Yovetich, & Verette, 1996, p. 69}, re-
sulting in a stable “accommodation” relationship orienta-
tion and interaction rule. Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn
(1982; see also Rusbult, Yovetich, & Verette, 1996) classify
the possible responses to the partner’s destructive behavior
along two dimensions, active-passive and destructive-con-
structive, yielding four categories of response: Exit, or ac-
tively harming or dissolving the relationship; Loyalty, or
passively waiting for conditions to improve; Voice, or ac-
tively and constructively attempting to improve the situa-
tion; and Neglect, or passively allowing conditions to dete-

riorate. Using the “ELVN” typology, Rusbult, Johnson, ang]
Morrow (1986) examined response sequences in interde
pendent couples and found support for their hypothesis thg
couple functioning is enhanced when an individual re

previously discussed, also suggests that accommodation:§
an important factor in relationship stability. Rusbult and
colleagues have demonstrated that an individual’s commit]
ment to the relationship is strongly associated with willingg

many years confined to laboratory game-playing situationg
in which the partners were strangers to one another,

relationships have been conducted because of the difficulty
of identifying the partners’ behavioral reperioires and outs
come matrices, as well as of assessing the theory’s o
constructs, in naturalistic situations. One notable exceptiog '
is a longitudinal study of dating partners by Surra and
Longstreth (1990), in which the partners’ personal activity
preferences, their similarity of preference, and conflict!
were used to predict the partners’ actual joint participation}
in activities and relationship stability. The authors cons
cluded that their results generally support the theory but
that the interdependence problems that couples face tend to)¥
vary by type of activity and by gender. A8

Perhaps Interdependence Theory's most important con-j
tribution to an understanding of relationship stability has|
been the theoretical decoupling of satisfaction from stabil:t
ity. Although the satisfaction-stability assumption has been
a staple in marital research, family sociologist Willard
Waller (1930/1967) long ago expressed some doubt aboutt
its validity, cautioning that the stability of a marriage is notj
always related to the sweetness of its contents (as many un:$.
happy but stable marriages illustraie; see Heaton & Al-
brecht, 1991). The assumption that satisfaction is the pnme_g
determinant of stability remained unexamined theoreti-
cally, however, until Interdependence Theory formally ad-|
dressed the dynamics of relationships that people would:
prefer to dissolve but feel compelled to maintain,

To account for such nonvoluntary rclauonshlps the the-
ory differentiates between an individual’s Compdnsonk‘_
Level” (CL), or “the standard against which the [relation-
ship] member evaluates the attractiveness of the relations
ship or how satisfactory it is,” and the individual’s *Com-
parison Level for Alternatives” (CLalt), or *“the standard -
the member uses in deciding whether to remain in or leave.
the relationship” (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959, p. 21). CLalt is
defined as “the quality of the best of the member’s avail-
able alternatives . . . [or) the reward-cost positions experi-;.
enced or bellcved to exist in the most satisfactlory of the!

o

o
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other available relationships” (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959, p.
12}, When a relationship’s goodness-of-outcomes level
falls below that available in the best alternative, the theory
predicts that the stability of the relationship is threatened
regardless of the individual’s previous satisfaction with it.

Relationship stability thus is viewed not solely as a
function of the quality of the interior of the relationship but
as a conjoint function of the quality of the interior interac-
tion and the quality of exterior alternatives. The theory pre-
dicts that even unhappy relationships may be stably main-
mined and that even satisfying relationships may prove to
e unstable if a better alternative presents itself, This gen-
eral hypothesis has been elaborated and extended in sev-
eral theoretical models deeply influenced by Interdepen-
dence Theory.

Levinger's Cohesiveness Model  One of the first models
inspired by Interdependence Theory was formulated by
[evinger (1965, 1976, in press), who hoped 10 theoretically
imegrate the fragmented divorce literature. Levinger also
drew on Lewin's (1951) Field Theory, which posits forces
that attract or repel people from a particular region of their
life space (e.g., a particular relationship). These attracting
and repelling forces are termed *‘attraction forces” in
Levinger's model, and they are theorized 1o be associated
with relationship satisfaction. In addition to attraction
forces, Levinger postulates that stability is influenced by
“barrier forces,” or costs associated with leaving a relation-
ship should it become dissatisfying and should a better al-
ternative arise. The barriers that may act to contain the part-
ners in the relationship are theorized to be any aspect of the
physical or social environment that leads the individual to
anticipate sustaining costs (e.g., financial, social) should he
ar she voluntarily terminate the relationship, as well as in-
ternal barriers, such as those that derive from the individ-
ual’s emotional, religious, or moral commitments toward
the marriage or its children. Levinger (1991) theorizes that
“barriers only influence one's decision to continue in a re-
lationship if one begins to contemplate exit” {p. 148).
Support for Levinger’s model has been provided by
Udry (1981), who, using longitudinal data from a panel of
white couples from several U.S. urban areas, assessed
spouses’ perceptions of their marital alternatives (i.c., how
much better or worse off they would be without their present
spouse, and how easily that spouse could be replaced with
one of comparable quality). Not only did goodness of mar-
ital alternatives predict disruption, it independently was a
better predictor of stability than satisfaction was. Udry
concludes that Levinger's theoretical contention that mari-
tal satisfaction and marital alternatives are separate and im-
portant determinants of marital stability is well founded. A
more recent study by Kurdek and Schmiu (1986) also sup-
ports the view that attraction to the relationship is indepen-
dent of alternatives and barriers to leaving the relationship,

These investigators examined attraction to the relationship,
barriers to termination, and alternatives in married, cohab-
iting, gay male, and lesbian couples and found signifi-
cantly higher barriers and fewer aliernatives in married
than cohabiting couples (with gay and lesbian couples in
between), but no differences among the groups in their at-
traction scores.

Udry's (1981) study showing the importance of alterna-
tives in the prediction of marital stability has been corrobo-
rated by White and Booth (1991), who examined the asso-
ciation between marital happiness and stability in a
national panel of married individuals interviewed eight
years apart. They found that, in addition to relationship sat-
isfaction, the extent to which there were few alternatives to
the relationship and many barriers against dissolving it
(e.g., home ownership) was associated with stability. White
and Booth conclude that “the rise in the divorce rate has
occurred not because marriages are less happy, but be-
cause, in the presence of falling barriers and rising alterna-
tives, the threshold of marital happiness necessary to
prompt divoree is lower than it used to be” (p. 19). As pre-
viously discussed, however, it appears that marriages also
are less happy than they once were.

Karney and Bradbury (1995) observe that social psy-
chological theories of satisfaction and stability have ne-
glected the temporal dimension of relationship processes;
for example, they generally do not explain how features of
the relationship’s environment influence satisfaction, how
satisfaction then affects other aspects of the relationship,
including further changes in its environment, and, finally,
how these ultimately culminate in relationship mainte-
nance or dissolution. In a Temporal Model of relationship
dynamics, Berscheid and Lopes (in press; see also
Berscheid & Campbell, 1981) have elaborated Levinger’s
theory to address the temporal interplay between the inter-
nal quality of the relationship and the presence or absence
of external barriers to dissolution. They theorize that
changes in macrosociocultural conditions that have re-
duced barriers to divorce have influenced the likelihood of
relationship dissolution not only directly, but also indi-
rectly, by affecting the partners’ satisfaction with the rela-
tionship. As external barriers to divorce have weakened,
“the burden of purpose and justification for maintaining
the relationship has increasingly fallen on the ‘sweetness’
of its contents” (Berscheid & Campbell, 1981, p. 222).
When the burden of justifying a relationship is placed so
heavily on satisfaction with interaction microevents, they
argue, the relationship is more likely to turn sour than it
would have had barriers to dissolution been present. At-
tridge and Berscheid (1994) review data indicating that
the escalation of the divorce rate followed closely the pro-
gressive weakening of external barriers to marital dissolu-
tion, and they present evidence supporting their contention
that the absence of barriers to dissolution promotes anxi-
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ely and insecurity about the future of the relationship, thus
increasing the costs of the relationship and lowering satis-
faction with it. The Temporal Model departs from most
social psychological theories of relationship stability in
that it explicitly excludes psychological commitment to
the relationship, or the individual’s intention to maintain
the relationship, as a predictive variable and instead high-
lights more distal causal conditions associated with stabil-
ity (an approach advocated by Kelley, 1983b, as we will
discuss shortly),

Johnson's Commitment Theory Iohnson's (1991a) con-
cept of “structural commitment” is somewhat similar to
Levinger’s concept of barriers. Johnson theorizes that an
individual’s decision to continue a relationship is a func-
tion of three distinct subjective experiences of commit-
ment: (1) individuals’ feelings that they want to continue
the relationship; (2) their feelings that they ought o con-
tinue it; and (3) their feelings that they must continue it,
which is termed structural commitment. Structural com-
mitment, theorized 1o be experienced as external 1o the in-
dividual, is viewed as stemming from the individual's as-
sessment of the costs of terminating the relationship that
will be posed by the environment, including irretrievable
investments in the relationship, social reaction, the diffi-
culty of termination procedures, and the availability of ac-
ceptable alternatives. These three forms of commitment are
hypothesized to have different behavioral consequences.

Rusbult’s Investment Model  Another important model in-
fluenced by Interdependence Theory is Rusbult's Invest-
ment Model (Rusbult, 1983, 1991), which proposes that
people will feel more satisfied with a relationship to the de-
gree that many rewards are received from the partner and
the relationship, few costs are incurred, and each pariner
has a lower rather than higher Comparison Level. As in
Johnson’s model, psychological commitment 1o the rela-
tionship plays a central role in the Investment Model. Rus-
bult theorizes that to the extent the individual is satisfied
with the relationship, he or she should be committed 10 it
Satisfaction is viewed as only one of three aspects of
commitment, however. The quality of the individual’s alter-
natives to the relationship and the individual’s “investment”
in the relationship—both “intrinsic” investments put directly
into the relationship, such as time and money, and “extrin-
sic” investments, such as shared memories and mutual pos-
sessions—are theorized to contribute to commitment, which
is viewed as directly mediating decisions to maintain or dis-
solve the relationship: “Importantly, it is increasing satisfac-
tion, the perception that one’s aliernatives are becoming less
and less attractive, and the recognition of increasingly great
investment that leads to increased commitment” (Rusbult,
1991, p. 160, italics in original). Research findings generally
support the model. In a longitudinal study of dating relation-

ships, for example, commitment was found to increase atg)
result of increases in satisfaction, declines in quality of alt
natives, and increases in investment size (Rusbult, 1983);
terestingly, however, while increases in self-reports of g
ward were associated with increases both in satisfaction
commitment in these young relationships, variations in ¢
generally had little impact on either. ;
Second-generation theories influenced by Interdepeg
dence Theory have tended to highlight the importance q
the individual’s psychological commitment to the relatiof
ship and the individual’s comparison level of alternatives#
the prediction of relationship stability. Each of these coff
structs has been the focus of much research in recent yeags
Commitment to the Relationship Commitment, usualf§
viewed as a subjective psychologica! state of the individu [

tinue the relationship, as previously noted, As the foregoing
discussion of models that incorporate commitment and such
concepts as barriers and investments suggests, it is somel
times difficult to draw lines of correspondence between 1)
variables theorized to be associated with each concept in tha
different models (see Levinger, in press, for a discussion of
some problems and a further elaboration of his own model)
In addition to conceptual ambiguity, the construct of com$
mitment often is assessed by one or only a few questionnaing
items, which sometimes raises interpretive problems. For ext
ample, as Johnson (1991a) discusses, it usually is not cleaf
what kind of relationship the respondents are expressing;
their commitment to continuing (e.g., the popular revision of
the marriage vows that expresses commitment to maintain:
ing the relationship “so long as we both shall love” exd
presses an intention to continue one kind of relationship,d
loving relationship, but not an unloving one). '

A theoretical analysis of commitment that avoids this)
interpretive problem has been advanced by Kelley (1983b)}
who observes that the construct of commitment has beet]
invoked primarily to predict relationship stability. He thus}
focuses attention on the conditions that may underlie
individual’s intention to continue the relationship, arguing]
that 1o understand and predict stability, one must identif
the causal conditions that act to keep the individual in _
relationship. Kelley classifies these causal conditions 2 3
(1) those responsible for the positive aspects of the relad
tionship, as well as the costs that would be incurred upor
leaving the relationship, or the “pros™ of the relationshipi|
and (2} those that act to push or draw the individual out ofi
the relationship, or the ““cons™ of the relationship. -

Kelley (1983b) theorizes that the important feature of
these causal conditions for the prediction of stability is they
“*consistency with which, over time and situations, the pro
outweigh the cons™ (p. 289) for cach partner. Specifically,
he hypothesizes, “‘If membership {in the relationship] is tg
be stable, the average degree to which the pros outweigh

e R Y e B 4
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must be large relative to the variability in this dif-
jerence” (p. 289). Kelley's view of commitment under-
«ures that predic.:t'mg sl.ablluy requires not oqu |d¢?.nnfymg
he causal conditions mﬂueqcmg the relationship at th'c

pesent ime, but also forct.:astmg how each of these condi-
wons is likely to fluctuate in the future. Moreover, because
1 takes two people to maintain a relationship but only one
o dissolve it, such a forecast must be made for each part-
ner. because if only one partner’s pros dip below the cons,
the relationship may dissolve.

At present, most researchers of relationship stability
«mply assess the partners’ current intentions to continue
1he relationship. Although Rusbult (1983) and others have
attempted 0 identify the conditions associated with ex-
pressions of commitment, few attempt to forecast how
each of these conditions is likely to change over time for
cach partner, even though the *weak link™ hypothesis has
jong figured in discussions of stability; this hypothesis rec-
wemizes that it takes two partners to continue a relationship
but only one to abort it. Waller and Hill (1951), for exam-
ple. carly proposed a *principle of least interest” whereby
the partnet who is least interested in continuing the rela-
uenship is able to extract favorable conditions for its con-
nnuance from the partner and, should these be unfulfilled,
it ts this partner who is most likely to end it. Similarly, In-
terdependence Theory suggests that it is the individual
whose relationship alternatives are better than the partner’s
who constitutes the relationship’s weak link and whose sat-
ilaction with the relationship should be most diagnostic of
the relationship’s fate. Social psychological satisfaction
and stability studies, like their sociological counterparts,
however, frequently examine the attitudes and behaviors of
unly one relationship partner. One exception is a longitudi-
nal study of romantic relationships in which both partners
were assessed on stability indicators; it was found that the
strength of the “weak link” partner’s standing on these
barometers was more diagnostic of the later stability of the
relationship than was the strength of the “strong link™ part-
ner's standing on the same stability indicators (Attridge,
Berscheid, & Simpson, 1995).

There is some evidence, however, that the act of subjec-
tvely committing oneself to continuing the relationship
iy be important in itself and apart from the conditions
that led the individual to make that commitment. Psycho-
logical commitment appears to activate certain psychologi-
val processes that help maintain that commitment. For ex-
ample, the appearance in the social environment of an
atiractive and available aiternative partner appears to lead
indwiduats who are highly committed to their relationship
o devalue the attractiveness of that alternative (Johnson &
Hushult, 1989; Simpson, Gangestad, & Lerma, 1990).

the cons

The Relationship’s Exterior In addition 1o the role that
commitment plays in relationship stability, Interdepen-

dence Theory and its second-generation models emphasize
the role of the environmental context of the relationship,
especially its social environment.

Goodness of Alternatives  Since Udry's (1981} seminal
study, stability researchers have been increasingly attentive
1o the degree to which the partners’ social environment
contains good alternatives to their relationship. A substan-
tial body of research, some of which has been described,
now testifies to the predictive utility of assessing an indi-
vidual's CLalt (e.g., Rusbult, 1983; Simpson, 1987). For
example, in two studies in which participants reported on
the status of their romantic relationships every week for
approximately two months, Drigotas and Rusbult (1992)
found that dependence on the relationship, and thus stabil-
ity, was high when desirable outcomes in the current rela-
tionship were perceivedto be unavailable elsewhere. In an-
other prospective study, Felmlee, Sprecher, and Bassin
(1990) administered a relationship questionnaire to stu-
dents early and then again late in the semester. Using infor-
mation provided by the students about the duration of their
relationships, a hazard analysis revealed that the rate at
which relationships dissolved was a function of the stu-
dent’s level of alternatives (as well as support from the
partner's social network and other factors).

Evidence that goodness of alternatives is also a factor in
marital stability continues to accumulate. In addition to
White and Booth's (1991) study, in which marital dissolu-
tion was found to be a function of the individual’s per-
ceived goodness of alternatives to the relationship, South
and Lloyd (1995) report that risk of marital dissolution is
highest in geographical areas where the local market of po-
tential spouses presents an abundance of alternatives to the
present relationship. Several ongoing longitudinal studies
of marital stability are inciuding CLalt as a predictor (e.g.,
Rusbult et al., in press; Tallman, Burke, & Gecas, in press),
representing a needed shift from a concentration on how
stability is influenced by the microevents of interaction and
the partners’ satisfaction with these to at least one element
of the relationship’s environment (see Berardo, 1990;
Levinger, 1994). More distal sociocultural factors that in-
fluence not only the likelihood that good altemnatives to the
relationship exist but many other aspects of the relationship
as well, have yet to receive the attention they deserve (see
Berscheid, 1995; in press).

Social Approval of Others  Since Ridley and Avery (1979)
persuasively argued that many features of the relationship’s
social environment are likely to influence whether a rela-
tionship is maintained or dissolved, more attention has
been given other aspects of the social network within
which the relfationship is embedded. However, Felmlee,
Sprecher, and Bassin’s (1990) and Sprecher and Felmlee’s
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{1992} findings that the degree of approval the relationship
receives from persons in the partners’ social environment is
a significant factor in premarital-relationship dissolution
remain among the few empirical documentations of how
the relationship’s social surroundings may influence its sta-
bility. As Parks and Eggert (1991) have observed, the study
of personal relationships has been “peculiarly divorced
from the study of the social contexts in which they are em-
bedded” (p. 1). Their own programmatic research on the
influence of the relationship’s social context, both premari-
tal and friendship relationships, also indicates that relation-
ship progression and stability is positively associated with
the level of perceived support from friends and family, as
well as the attraction for, and degree of communication
with, the partner’s social network. These investigators,
then, along with others (e.g., Lewis, 1973; Milardo, 1982)
have failed to find evidence for the “Romeo and Juliet” ef-
fect originally proposed by Driscoll, Davis, and Lipetz
(1972}, which predicted that parental interference would
increase romantic love.

As the influence of the relationship’s social context has
become of greater interest, theoretical treatments of the na-
ture of this influence on the relationship have become
more sophisticated (Milardo & Allan, in press). Of particu-
lar promise is Surra and Milardo’s (1991) distinction (pre-
viously discussed; see ‘‘Relationship Beginnings™) be-
tween “interactive” networks, consisting of people with
whom one engages in face-to-face interaction, and *“‘psy-
chological” networks, composed of people with whom the
individual feels close or believes to be important. Each
type of network is likely to exert different kinds of influ-
ence on the stability of the relationship, but these have yet
to be identified. .

Equity and Other Resource Allocation Principles  An-
other social exchange perspective sometimes applied to re-
lationship phenomena is Equity Theory, which proposes
that people assess their own and their partners’ inputs and
ouicomes to the relationship and perceive that the relation-
ship is equitable when their own gains from the relationship
are equal to their partners’ gains. Perceptions of equity are
theorized to be associated with satisfaction and stability,
while perceptions of inequity—either underbenefit or over-
benefit—are hypothesized to be associated with distress and
instability. Originally derived from Homans’s (1961) con-
cept of “distributive justice” in relationships, as well as con-
cepis assaciated with Festinger’s (1957) Theory of Cogni-
tive Dissonance (see Berscheid, 1985b), equity predictions
were originally tested in employer-employee or coworker
relationships. In their theoretical elaboration of the equity
construct, however, Walster, Walster, and Berscheid (1978)
proposed that equity principles apply to close relationships
as well. Hatfield and her colleagues subsequently examined
equity within marital and dating relationships (see Hatfield
et al., 1985), finding some support for their predictions.

A great deal of research on the role that perceptiong
justice in general (see Lerner & Mikula, 1994), and perc
tions of equity in particular, play in relationship satisfg§

Felmlee, Sprecher, & Bassin, 1990). As a result, som
searchers have concluded that equity principles are uni

everyone; marital satisfaction, in fact, was shown to be
lated to perceptions of equity only among spouses high
exchange onemanon 3

change” norms such as equity and equality, are more likely V¥
to apply to close relationships. As do other revicwers of the

(16994) observe that the evidence indicates that peopl
somelimes use an equity norm, sometimes an equality,
norm, and yet other times a norm of mutual responsibility &
for the fulfiliment of their partners’ needs. Moreover, with}&
respect to satisfaction, the evidence suggests that, ralher
than equitable rewards, the sheer number of rewards part-
ners receive from the other appears to most strongly infl
ence relationship satisfaction in both friendship and ro
mantic relationships (Cate et al., 1982; Hays, 1985; seef
also Desmarais & Lerner, 1994).
Clark and Chrisman (1994) maintain that these l‘mdmgs a
may not be as contradictory as they seem. These theorists &
believe that future research should focus on the boundary & i
conditions under which people believe their ideal exchange
norm or combination of norms should hold. They also con- !
clude that a given rule may not be exclusively associated
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with close and less close relationships; although the com-
munal rule may be most persons’ ideal for close relation-
iips. for example, it may not be achieved, leading partners
1o adopt other rules for the giving and receiving of relation-
Jhip benefits, depending on such factors as the stage of the
relationship and the partners’ current satisfaction with it.
Ctark and Chrisman’s analysis will be a helpful guide to
suture research on how perceptions of justice in the rela-
sonship influence stability and satisfaction.

RELATIONSHIPS AND WELL-BEING

\luch of the interest in interpersonal relationships in the
«wcial, behavioral, and health sciences derives from the as-
«ciation between satisfying relationships and physical and
mental health.

Relationships and Happiness

\Myriad studies of happiness find that people who are more
wocially involved are also happier. Argyle (1987) concludes
{rom his own comprehensive review that *“social relation-
Jiips are a major source of happiness, relief from distress,
and health” (p. 31), a judgment shared by Myers and Di-
ener {1995) and Diener (1984), who review studies of sub-
jective well-being. National surveys reach the same con-
clusion. For example, Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers’s
(1976) survey of more than 2,000 Americans named mar-
nare and family life as the best predictors of overall life
itisfaction. Older adulis’ reminiscences about sources of
«atisfaction in their lives similarly 1end 1o put family and
social relations first (Sears, 1977). The evidence is $o com-
pelling that Myers (1992) refers to the association of
friendship with happiness as a “deep truth” (p. 154).

There is equally compelling evidence of the dark side of
relationships. Veroff, Douvan, and Kulka (1981) conducted
in-depth interviews with a representative sample of more
thun 2,000 Americans and found that when asked to de-
scribe “the last bad thing that happened to you,” half of the
respondents recounted an interpersonal event, primarily
disruption or conflict in a significant relationship; more-
over, of those interviewees who had sought professional
help, nearly two-thirds said the reason was a relationship
problem. ‘Troubled relationships are indeed the most com-
mon preseating problem of psychotherapy seekers (Pinsker
ct al., 1985; see also Cupach & Spitzberg, 1994; Rook &
Pietromonaco, 1987). But despite the wealth of evidence
that relationships are people’s most frequent source of both
happiness and distress, there is inadequate evidence of the
causal mechanisms responsible and of the types of rela-
tionships that are most beneficial or harmful, even though
these issues form the core of much theorizing and research,

Researchers who have examined the association be-
tween happiness and relationships have focused on mar-
riage, partly because of the importance of the marital rela-

tionship to individuals and society but also because marital
status can be ascertained easily and accurately in surveys.
Wood, Rhodes, and Whelan's (1989) meta-analysis of al-
most a hundred studies relating marital status and reports of
life satisfaction, happiness, and general well-being indi-
cates that married persons are, on average, happier than the
nonmarried. Other studies suggest that marital quality,
rather than marital status per se, ratters most to happiness
(Brown & Harris, 1978; Gove, Hughes, & Style, 1983).
Two gender differences have been identified. First, mar-
riage seems to be associated with somewhat greater bene-
fits in global happiness for women than for men (Wood,
Rhodes, & Whelan, 1989); married women report higher
life satisfaction than married men do, aithough they also re-
port higher negative affect (Bernard, 1972; Glenn &
Weaver, 1988), a finding that Wood, Rhodes, and Whelan
(1989) attribute to women's greater seasitivity to emotional
factors in relationships. Second, whereas simply being mar-
ried accounts for most of the increase in well-being among
men, marital quality appears to be the more important pre-
dictor among women (Gove, Hughes, & Style, 1983).

Because most studies of happiness and relationships are
correlational, the causal association between the two is not
clear. Some investigators hypothesize that satisfying rela-
tionships and psychological well-being are caused by the
same underlying factors. Myers and Diener (1993}, for ex-
ample, theorize that four personality traits contribute to
subjective well-being, one of which, extraversion, has been
causally implicated in studies of both socializing and tem-
perament. Lykken and Tellegen (1996) assert that about
half of the variance in subjective well-being is associated
with genetic factors and argue that genetically based pre-
dispositions to positive or negative mood are causally re-
sponsible for behaviors that promote or disturb interper-
sonal relationships. Supporting their argument is research
indicating that chronically dysphoric persons display be-
haviors that may result in social rejection (Coyne & Whif-
fen, 1995).

Over and above stable dispositional differences, how-
ever, there is evidence that refationships do enhance well-
being. Studies conducted by Csikszentmihalyi, Larson, and
their colleagues using the “‘experience sampling” method,
in which people provide detailed descriptions of their cur-
rent activity when signaled (e.g., by a preprogrammed
pager), indicate that individuals’ affective states are gener-
ally more positive in social settings than in solitude and
that their mood changes when they leave or enter the pres-
ence of others (Larson & Csikszentmihalyi, 1983). Gther
investigators using this method confirm that people tend to
report more positive affect when signaled in social contexts
than when alone (Delespaul, Reis, & deVries, 1996; Di-
ener, Larsen, & Emmons, 1984), and Reis et al. (1996)
found that individuals’ self-reported mood and vitality
were higher on days in which they were more engaged in
enjoyable and intimate social interaction.
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Social interaction frequently involves experiences that
are inherently gratifying (e.g., shared pleasurable activity,
receipt of help and advice, relief from stress, and self-es-
teem enhancement), which should promote well-being.
Baumeister and Leary (1995) maintain that “the need to
belong,” or to maintain meaningful connections with oth-
ers, is fundamental among human motives, a view shared
by most theorists of human development and motivation.
For example, relatedness is one of three core human mo-
tives in Deci and Ryan’s (1991) Self-determination Theory,
one of four basic needs in Epstein’s (1994) Cognitive-Ex-
periential Self Theory, and the centerpiece of Object Rela-
tions Theory (Fairbaim, 1954). If human nature is intrinsi-
cally social, as these theories maintain and much evidence
testifies, then there should be a fundamental causal link be-
tween the satisfaction of relational motives and the individ-
ual’s experience of well-being.

Nevertheless, there is abundant evidence that relation-
ships, even good ones, are sometimes destructive of well-
being. Rook (1994) goes so far as to speculate that bad re-
lationships may diminish happiness more than good
relationships enhance it. Most investigators have not distin-
guished the positive qualities of a relationship from the ab-
sence of negative qualities, even though Diener (1984) re-
ported more than a decade ago that positive and negative
affect correlated independently with the tendency to social-
ize. In a study that did differentiate positive from negative
social outcomes, Rook (1994) found that the later better
predicted a composite measure of psychological well-
being. Her evidence is consistent with findings that nega-
tive behavior is a betier predictor than positive behavior of
marital satisfaction and stability (see “*Relationship Satis-
faction and Stability™). It is also consistent with accumulat-
ing evidence of the independence of positive and negative
aspects of behavior (Cacioppo & Berntson, 1994; see also
*Relationship Beginnings").

Whatever the mechanism responsible for the associa-
tion between interpersonal relationships and happiness,
Ryff (1995; Ryff & Keyes, 1995) theorizes that there is
more to psychological well-being than happiness. Arguing
that the prevailing model depicts a narrow view of the re-
quirements for effective human functioning, she finds con-
firming evidence for her six-factor model, which includes,
as one component of well-being, *positive relations with
others” (e.g., warmth, trust, and intimacy).

Loneliness Spurred by an important conference and sub-
sequent collection of papers (Peplau & Perlman, 1982), re-
search on loneliness, a significant problem for many peo-
ple, enjoyed great popularity during the 1980s (for reviews,
see Marangoni & Ickes, 1989; Rook, 1988; see also Shaver
& Brennan, 1991, for assessment scales and psychometric
information). Peplau and Perlman (1982) define loneliness
as a perceived discrepancy between the desired and

achieved pattern of social relations, Although this defip
tion is widely cited, researchers have focused more on ind§
viduals' perceptions of their current social activity than g
their desired activity (Rook, 1988). Moreover, beca
both loneliness and its presumed causes are typically
sessed via self-report, it is not clear whether the differencé
that have been found between lonely people and those nfj
lonely reflect differences in their behavior or in their peg
ceptions. Dispositional factors, social circumstances, anpff
social cognitive tendencies have been empirically assocy
ated with loneliness.

Dispositional Factors Among the many personality co8
relates of loneliness are shyness, depression, introversiog
self-consciousness, low self-esteem, external locus of conl
trol, and insecure attachment (Marangoni & Ickes, 1939)]
Several social skill deficiencies that predispose people 1]
loneliness also have been identified from ratings by thel
self, friends, or independent observers; these include lack
of assertiveness, situationally inappropriate self-disclosure}
and greater self-focus and lesser responsiveness (o partnerg]
(Jones, 1982; Rook, 1988). i

Social Circumstances To minimize biases associa
with global self-report, Wheeler, Reis, and Nezlek (1983)
asked people to keep detailed records for two weeks de:]
scribing all social interactions lasting ten minutes of
longer. Their results indicate that loneliness is negatively]
associated with the amount of time spent with women and
with intimacy and disclosure in interactions with either
sex. Because interactions involving women tend to be rela-
tively more intimate, Wheeler, Reis, and Nezlek speculate
that the absence of intimacy especially fosters loneliness, a
speculation subsequently supported by Kraus et al., (1993);
who found that interaction quality mattered more than
quantity. [

Social Cognitive Tendencies Lonely people are generally,
harsher in their judgments of others. Lonely individuals
tend to judge roommates and people in general more negas
tively (Wittenberg & Reis, 1986), expect to be evaluated
negatively by others (Jones, Sansone, & Helm, 1983) and§
interpret hypothetical scenarios more critically (Hanley-#
Dunn, Maxwell, & Santos, 1985), and their judgments}
seem to be especially negative when they are personally in-
volved (Duck, Pond, & Leatham, 1994). Loneliness also}
has been linked to self-defeating attributions; lonely indi-|
viduals are more likely to attribute social failure to charac-§
terological factors and social success to circumstances$
(Anderson et al., 1994),

Age and sex differences also have been examined fre-18
quently. Despite popular belief 1o the contrary, loneliness §
appears to be most prevalent during adolescence, declining §
gradually over the life spun (Rubenstein & Shaver, 1982).
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As for sex differences, Borys and Perlman (1985) conclude
from their review of the evidence that women tend to re-
ceive higher scores than men on scales that explicitly use
the words “lonely” or “loneliness,” but scales that omit this
word tend to find either no difference or higher loneliness
among men. They attribute this discrepancy to men’s rela-
\ive unwillingness to admit to feeling lonely. Men's greater
reluctance to admit to loneliness may help explain the
weming paradox that despite the strong association be-
wween loneliness and depression, women consistently re-
port greater depression than men, even though many stud-
ivs find that men are lonelier than women.

Rook (1988) comments that although implicit in the
joneliness literature is “the idea that the distinctive inter-
personal responses of the lonely alienate others or in some
wther way serve to perpetuate loneliness” (p. 584), empiri-
cal evidence for this proposition is sparse and inconsistent.
Although loneliness theories focus on causality, loneliness
i usually investigated correlationally. De Jong-Gierveld's
{1987) demonstration that cognitive variables may mediate
the impact of social network experiences on loneliness il-
lustrates that more investigations of the hypothesized
vitsal determinants of loneliness are needed.

Multidirmensional conceptions of loneliness also should
be explored. The popular UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell,
Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980) refiects a unidimensional view
ol foneliness. [t does not distinguish between “emotional™
and “social” loneliness (Weiss, 1973), for example, which
were early recognized to have different antecedents and
remedies. Emotional loneliness concerns the lack of an
cmotionally satisfying, often romantic, relationship,
whereas social loneliness refers to a dearth of social net-
work ties, Another important distinction has been made be-
tween **state loneliness™ and “‘trait Joneliness” (Shaver,
l'urman, & Buhrmester, 1985). State loneliness is viewed
ax limited by time and atiributable to social transitions,
such as changing residence or terminating a close relation-
slip. Trait loneliness is seen as more enduring and cross-
situational and closely linked to personality function and
mental health, which is the referent of most loneliness the-
lll’i?ll‘lg.

Relationships and Morbidity and Mortality

Epidemiological Studies Folk wisdom has long held
that “friends can be good medicine,” but only with the ad-
vent of large epidemiological studies in the 1970s did the
dvsociation between interpersonal relationships and good
health and longevity begin to be verified (see Salovey,
Rothman, & Rodin, 1998, in this Handbook). Epidemiolo-
Lisls typically investigate the link between the structural
features of relationships, frequently termed “social integra-
tion,” and indicators of mental health, physical health, and
Wortality, Reviews of these studies commonly conclude

that social integration is associated with better health and
lower mortality risk, both in general (e.g., Cohen, 1988)
and with respect to specific illnesses such as cancer (Glanz
& Lerman, 1992) and cardiovascular disease (Atkins, Kap-
tan, & Toshima, 1991; Berkman, Vaccarino, & Seeman,
1993). The weight of the evidence is such that few doubt
the association, aithough the causal pathways remain to be
discovered and are currently the subject of a great deal of
scientific effort.

Community-based prospective studies occupy center
stage in the epidemiological literature (Berkman, 1995).
Their special methodological advantages typically include
(1) very large samples, which permit statistical differentia-
tion of effects whose magnitude may be small; (2) prospec-
tive designs, which obviate biased recall of social ties as an
alternative explanation; (3) population-based samples,
which minimize nonrandom selection and volunteer bias;
and (4) minimal attrition rates over long periods of time,
Berkman (1995} concludes from her review of the eight
major studies currently available that, in each case, mortal-
ity rates were significantly lower among persons who were
more socially integrated, with broad and varying opera-
tionalizations of social integration used (e.g., the extent of
social ties with friends, family, and community, or the fre-
quency of social contact). In the first of these studies, the
classic Alameda County Study, persons who lacked ties to
others were between 1.9 and 3.1 times more likely to have
died nine years later (Berkman & Syme, 1979).

House, Landis, and Umberson (1988) conclude, how-
ever, that social integration appears to be less strongly as-
sociated with women's mortality rates than with men’s,
Where a ratio of 1.00 indicates no correlation, the relative
risk ratio of mortality at the lowest versus highest levels of
social integration among men ranged from 1.08 to 4.00, but
1.07 to 2.81 among women, in the five studies they review,
House, Landis, and Umberson caution that this difference
may be due to differential validity or method variance, but
it is also consistent with sex differences observed in the di-
vorce and bereavement literatures, as we shall discuss. It is
clear, however, that social integration is beneficial for both
sexes and that the association with morbidity is substantial
(e.g., the age-adjusted mortality risk of social isolation ex-
ceeds the comparable risk for cigarette smoking).

Because epidemiclogical studies do not address ques-
tions of causality, and because the pragmatic requirements
of large community surveys make it impractical for re-
searchers to assess more than a few general characteristics,
findings in this area generally lack discriminant validity,
For example, network size likely covaries with marital and
parental status, proximity to kin, type of occupation, and
many social qualities, such as attractiveness, extraversion,
and capacity for intimacy. Thus, aithough cpidemiological
surveys are extremely valuable for identifying an important
phenomenon, they have limited ability to enhance under-
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standing of the relevant processes and to guide the design
of interventions.

Social Networks Whereas epidemiological researchers
typically characterize social integration in relatively crude
ways, many investigators have sought io capture the com-
plexity of social communities. A large and independent
discipline devoted to the study of social networks has
emerged from their efforts. According to Wasserman and
Faust (1994), “the social network perspective views char-
acteristics of the social units as arising out of structural or
relational processes or focuses on properties of the rela-
tional systems themselves” (pp. 7-8). Structural analysis
assumes that the nature and impact of interpersonal rela-
tionships depends not on such psychological factors as at-
traction, but rather on features such as power, influence, re-
sources, and communication channels (Hall & Wellman,
1985). It further assumes that dyadic ties “do not exist in
splendid structural isolation” (Hall & Wellman, 1985, p.
31); rather, most dyads are viewed as embedded in large
multiple-person networks, These emphases are reflected in
the variables that social network analysts tend to study,
such as network size, network density (i.e., the extent to
which members of a person’s network associate directly
with each other), homogeneity (i.e., similarity of network
members), {requency of contact, and multiplexity (i.e.,
number of different resources exchanged by two network
members). Introductions to social network analysis are
provided by Blieszner and Adams (1992), Hall and Well-
man (§985), and Wellman and Berkowitz (1988).

As epidemiologists began to identify social isolation as
a significant risk factor in morbidity and mortality, social
network researchers became interested in identifying the
network characteristics most closely associated with ill-
ness and death and the processes by which these character-
istics produce their effects. It is generally assumed that the
most important features of social networks lie in whether
they provide social support (Gottlieb, 1935; Mitchell &
Trickett, 1980). As a result, lools for assessing structural
characteristics of social support networks, as distinct from
social networks in general, have been devised (sece House
& Kahn, 1985, for an overview). An advantage of this ap-
proach is that it focuses on relatively objective features of
relational activily, irrespective of the sometimes presumed
mediating role of perceived support availability and useful-
ness (see “Social Support” below). Although social net-
work analysis can capture many complex features of net-
works, the features that have to date been found to be
associated with morbidity and mortality tend to be
straightforward.

Nerwork Size Persons with larger social networks are
generally healthier and live longer. For example, Shye et
al. (1995) tallied the number of people with whom subjects

aged sixty-five or older reported having had “informal g
cial contact” and found that fifieen years later, the propg

risk. In the Alameda County Study, for example, interg
tion frequency, especially with relatives and friends, sign{§
icantly predicted montality rate (Berkman & Syme, 1979}

Neirwork Density Mixed results have been reported cop!
cerning the association between network density and psy
chiatric morbidity. Hirsch (1980, 1981) found that 1§
density is associated with mental health in widows, dg
vorced persons, and mature women returning to collegf
Gallo (1982), however, found a positive relationship ba
tween network density and mental health in an eldery
sample. House and Kahn (1985) speculate that the diff
ences may be moderated by context; in some situationy
such as a life transition, low-density networks may faci

tate role freedom, whereas in other contexts, high dens: !
may enhance social identity. i

Network Configuration Stein et al. (1992) found thal
when spouses perceived that their shared family ang]
friendship networks were small, wives reported higher de;
pression and more psychiatric symptoms. ;

Although all of these findings indicate a robust associaj
tion between a few basic structural measures of social integ
gration and health, investigators have yet to take advantage!
of the more sophisticated social network constructs availg

which suggests that an understanding of how structura

features influence health and well-being inevitably will red
quire attention to mediating psychological and mterper
sonal process variables.

Social Support Social psychologists had long recog'
nized that relationships can be supportive in a variety off
ways, but epidemiological and network studies documenty
ing a substantial association between relationships and
health and survival galvanized interest in social support. A}
massive literature has evolved, including reviews by
Stroehe and Stroebe (1996) and Vaux (1988), and edited
collections by Pierce, Sarason, and Sarason (in press) and
Pierce et al. (in press).
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The diversity of operational definitions of social sup-
port s daunting. Cohen and Wills (1985) distinguish be-
ween struciural and functional measures of. soqial support.
The former measures refer to relatively objective features
of social ties and activity, as we have discussed, whereas
junctional measures pertain to psychological needs and
guals associated with relationships. Aith.ough several ty-
Emlm_:ics have been a.dvam_:ed. ne.ar.ly all incorporate three
hasic themes of relationship provisions: emotional support
(e.0.. csteem, reassurance of worth, affection, attachment,
\ntimacy); appraisal support (e.g., advice and guidance, in-
formation, feedback); and instrumental support (e.g., mate-
cial assistance). Other relational provisions investigated in-
clude group belonging (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983),
opportunities to nurture (Cutrona & Russell, 1987), and au-
wnomy support (Ryan & Solky, in press). In a typical rela-
nonship. these functions tend to covary, making discrimi-
nant vatidity an elusive, albeit much sought after, research
areet. Nevertheless, many researchers believe that emo-
somat support is more influential than instrumental support
(Wills, 1991). It also seems likely that the kind of support
that is most helpful depends on the requirements of the sit-
uation (Cutrona, 1990).

Social support originally was viewed as observable in
wocial interaction. A great deal of research has explored
vomponents of putatively supportive transactions, but cot-
telanions between enacted support and perceived support
tend 1o be modest (Lakey & Drew, in press), aithough
Crona (1986) has identified specific helping acts that ap-
pear to be associated with each of six types of perceived
sucial support. Perceived support has been differentiated
mio support that is believed to be available and support that
s actually received. Perceived support tends to correlate
hetter with health status, and some researchers now believe
that perceived support should be conceptualized as a gen-
eral expectation about a partner’s likely behavior rather
than as a report of specific helpful action (Sarason, Sara-
. & Pierce, 1990). Studies showing that perceived social
support may be a direct consequence of relationship inti-
macy (Johnson, Hobfoll, & Zalcberg-Linetzy, 1993; Reis
& Franks, 1994) and affection (Burleson, 1994) are consis-
tent with this view.

Because perceived support may not be directly trace-
able to actual interaction events, some researchers have
theorized that support is better conceived in dispositional
lerms. Several dispositional factors have been implicated in
perceived support, including socizl competence, which
iy lacilitate access to supportive relationships (Sarason
ctal.. 1983); neuroticism, which may underlie somatic and
el complaints (Watson & Pennebaker, 1989); and dys-
nhoria and negative expectations, which may hinder recog-
tution of supportive behavior (Lakey & Cassady, 1990).
Furthermore, it has been asserted that twin studies reveal a
fenetic component in both structural and functional mea-

sures (Kessler et al., 1992). Nevertheiess, in studies in
which personality factors have been controlled, perceived
social support remains predictive of well-being (Cohen,
Sherrod, & Clark, 1986).

Comparatively few studies have investigated who will
attempt to provide support and when they will do so.
Stroebe and Stroebe {1996) conclude that the probability of
help is greater when potential recipients are perceived as
needy, as not personally responsible for their plight, and as
making appropriate personal efforts to cope. Although sup-
porters often feel valued as a result of their actions, in
some instances support giving can be hazardous; for exam-
ple, Bolger et al. (1996} found that partners of breast can-
cer patients tended to withdraw when the patient’s emo-
tional distress was severe and unrelenting. How giving and
receiving support influence an ongoing relationship is not
well understood.

Although social support is most ofien provided by fam-
ily and close friends, intervention groups composed of less
close acquaintances are increasingly popular. In one highly
publicized study, women with metastatic breast cancer who
participated in weekly sessions of emotionally supportive
group therapy survived nearly eighteen months longer, on
average, than women in a no-intervention control group
{Spiegel et al., 1989). More generally, meta-analyses show
that participation in cancer support groups is associated
with better emotional and functional adjustment and fewer
self-reported symptoms and treatment side effects. In their
tneta-analysis, Meyer and Mark (1995) found that the ef-
fect for actual physical indicators of improvement was not
significant, however. Thus, although the desire for emo-
tional support figures prominently in cancer patients’ self-
reports, the efficacy of such support as provided in peer
discussion groups has not been established (Helgeson &
Cohen, 1996). It seems plausible that social support may
be less influential when provided in a transitory context as
opposed to a significant and enduring relationship.

Many reviewers have concluded that social support is
associated with health and well-being in the general case
(e.g., Burman & Margolin, 1992; Cohen, 1988; Uchino,
Cacioppo, & Kiecolt-Glaser, 1996) as well as in adjust-
ment to specific illnesses (e.g., cancer [Helgeson & Cohen,
1996); cardiovascular disease [Shumaker & Czajkowski,
1994]). Two types of effects have been postulated: main ef-
fects, or a monotonic linear relationship between support
and well-being, and stress-buffering effects, in which sup-
port attenuates the debilitating effects of stress. Consider-
ably more evidence favors the former, although the failure
to find significant buffering effects may be due to the very
low statistical power to find interactions in typical correla-
tional rescarch (McClelland & Judd, 1993), as well as be-
tween-sample differences in baseline stress levels (i.e., in a
sample characterized by high stress, buffering may appear
as a main effect; see Cleary & Kessler, 1982).
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Recent research has shifted toward identifying the
causal mechanisms whereby social support enhances well-
being. Two broad issues are being addressed. First, the
identification of relationship features that lead to health
benefits, and second, the identification of pathways by
which relationships influence physiological outcomes.
With respect to the first issue, Stroebe and Stroebe (1996)
list four functions of personal relationships, each of which
may engender health-promoting or health-impairing inter-
action: providing physical and emotional security, estab-
lishing a frame of reference for social reality, normative
and informational social influence, and cooperative goal-
directed activity.

Another possibility, discussed earlier, is that supportive
relationships augment personal well-being and health be-
cause they are emotionally gratifying, while relationships
experienced as unsupportive are conflictual and otherwise
dissatisfying and thus contribute to emotional distress and
its injurious consequences. From their review of the rele-
vant literature, Uchino, Cacioppo, & Kiecolt-Glaser (1996)
conclude that “there is relatively strong evidence linking
social support to aspects of the cardiovascular, endocrine,
and immune systems” (p. 521). For example, several stud-
ies by Kiecolt-Glaser and her associates demonstrate that
marital conflict may stimulate adrenal and pituitary hor-
mones, which may impair cardiovascular function and in-
hibit immune regulation (see Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1994).
Relatedly, in a sample of spouses of cancer patients, Baron
et al. (1990) found substantial correlations between im-
munological competence and ali six subscales of a measure
of perceived support availability, even afier depression and
stressful life events were statistically controlled. Finally,
social support also may lead to health-enhancing behav-
iors, such as lower rates of smoking and aicohol consump-
tion (Cohen, 1988).

Auspicious as this evidence appears, caution is war-
ranted. Comprehensive tests of the central hypothesis—
that social relationships cause physiological alterations,
which in turn cause or prevent disease origin or progres-
sion—await future research. Cohen and Herbert (in press)
note that even empirically verified processes have not yet
been shown to be of sufficient magnitude and stability to
have clear clinical significance. Firm conclusions about the
role of social support in health also have been hindered by
a lack of consensus about what social support is and how it
ought to be measured. These caveats notwithstanding, re-
cent findings warrant optimism that causal principles link-
ing relationship circumstances with mortality and morbid-
ity soon will be established.

Toxic Relationships

Many relationships present a darker health picture for the
individuals involved, as we noted earlier. Two pernicious

aspects of relationships are violence and its closely.1if§
emotion, jealousy.

Violence in Relationships Physical abuse in closci
tionships is a problem of epidemic proportions. Re :
has been directed primarily toward family violence;{Eg
cially parental abuse of young children (beyond the g5
of this chapter) and spouse abuse. Violence in other
of relationships (e.g., abuse between close friends, ah
parents by their adult children) has been neglected.

It is estimated that severe violent assaults occur i
proximately 8.7 to 12.1 percent of American marri

cited in approximately 10 to 40 percent of marriages§
as many as 72 percent of college students report havi
perienced physical aggression in at least one dating g
tionship (O’Leary & Cascardi, in press). Prevalence Tifg
for spouse abuse may be underestimates. Like other sf
matizing counternormative behaviors that transpire inpg
vate, spousal violence often goes unreported. Deniallg
spouse abuse by both perpetrators and victims, as well
by legal, medical, and mental health personnel, also cd
tributes to inaccuracy in prevalence data (O'Leary & G
cardi, in press), although heightened societal aware
the problem may be reducing this bias. i

Researchers typically have sought to identify den}
graphic, personality, social, and, more recently, lengl
correlates of spousal violence (reviewed by Dutton, 1
and O’Leary & Cascardi, in press). Studies conducted v

i'.n

level of violence. Furthermore, subtypes of abusive spo
have been identified, and these may represent differen|
causal etiologies (Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994). B
example Johnson (1995) dlsungmshcs between com

olence from either spouse, and *patriarchal lerronsm ]
furm of male violence thal is more cxlenswe and syst i

than nonabusers 1o come from abusive homes; to use alc
hol excessively; to be accepting of aggression as a means i
conflict resolution, to possess pcrson.xlity disorders, P '

a consistent pattern between sex-role stercotypes and relg
tionship aggression (O'Leary & Cascardi, in press).
These dispositional associations notwithstanding, t
fact that spousal aggression eventually may be best undet
stood in terms of relationship processes is underscored by
the consistent finding that the same factors that predic
marital discord and instability (see *‘Relationship Satisfag
tion and Stability”} also help predict marital violence. 1%
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he longitudinal Buffzlo Ncw]ywec} Study, for example, mﬁ
jendency 10 express nngcr dunr}g :d:fference_s of opmlt.m
was found to be associated wnh' increases in aggression
and dissatisfaction, as well as a hlgher‘probablhty of sepa-
cation or divorce (Leonard & Roberts, in prc.ss). In another
Judy. abusive and nonabusive men from dlslress.ed mar-
nages showed similar physiological reactions during con-
fiet interactions, aithough there was a subset (about 20
percent) of abusive men whose heart rates declined, sug-
gesting atypical psychopathology (Jacobson et al., in
;\n::-'s). The age of the rela}uonshlp also appears to be im-
portant. Although aggression csca.lates over time in a sig-
mficant minority of couples, relationship aggression most
often starts early in dating relationships and decreases over
ihe life span (O”Leary & Cascardi, in press). It is unclear
whether this trend reflects time-related decreases in emo-
nonal arousal in long-term relationships or partners® age-
related decreases in aggressiveness.

I'he spousal-violence literature has made infrequent use
ot social psychological theory. An important exception is
provided by Dutton {1996), whose Nested Ecological
Madel proposes that several relational factors contribute to
marital violence: a fearful attachment history that engen-
ders anger toward intimate partners without appropriate
coping skills; exaggerated anxiety about control and inti-
macy: high need for power coupled with power imbalance
i the relationship; and observational learning, chiefly of
parents’ abusive behavior. Dutton’s multifactor approach
oiters a poteatially valuable interface among the social
pvehological, relationship, and family violence literatures
hat merits wider empirical attention.

Finally, social psychologists have investigated why
wamen remain in abusive relationships. Rusbult and Martz
11995} examined the impact of several aspects of interde-
pendence by examining decisions 1o stay in or leave the re-
lswonship in a sample of women who had sought refuge at
ahelier. Two components of Rusbult’s Investment Model,
qualiy of alternatives and investment in the relationship,
scvounted for about 25 percent of the variance in these de-
viaons and remained significant after relationship satisfac-
ten and commitment were controlled. Data collected by
Herbert, Silver, and Ellard (1991) from a sample recruited
through media advertisements indicate that women who re-
nuin with their partners following physical violence use
wirving cognitive strategies to bolster their decision (e.g.,
Pereeiving positive aspects of the relationship; comparing
their relationship to those of women even worse off ). These
*tindies illustrate that social psychological theory may fur-
ther an understanding of violent relationships.

Jealousy  Many negative emotions, such as guilt
Haumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994) and embarrass-
et iMiller, 1996), huve been linked to relationships (see
Zaonc, 1998, in this Handbook), but none is as intrinsically
relational as jealousy. Scholarly interest in jealousy derives,

on the clinical side, from its prevalence as a problem in re-
lationship counseling and, on the conceptual side, from its
centrality in the emotional life of relationship participants.
Although most jealousy theory and research is relatively re-
cent, a set of clearly articulated findings has emerged.

Jealousy is typically defined as a set of aversive emo-
tions evoked by the fear of losing an important relationship
to a rival (Buunk & Bringle, 1987; Lazarus, 1994b). These
emotions include anxiety, sadness, and anger, and they are
accompanied by suspiciousness, brooding, negative
thoughts, and acting coldly toward the pariner (Fitness &
Fletcher, 1993; Sharpsteen, 1993). Considerable effort has
been directed toward distinguishing jealousy from a re-
lated emotion, envy. Parrott and Smith (1993) used two
different methods lo examine laypersons’ sense of this dis-
linction; in one, people were asked to recall instances of
each emotion, and in the other, they were asked to evaluate
carcfully constructed vignettes. Jealousy appeared to in-
volve distrust, fear, uncertainty, and righteous anger,
whereas envy entailed disapproval of one’s feelings, long-
ing for what the other has, and heightened motivation to
improve the self,

Several measures assessing an individual’s propensity
for jealousy have been correlated with numerous disposi-
tional factors (see White & Mullen, 1989, for an overview).
Some investigators have allempted to identify jealousy-
cliciting circumstances and people’s reactions 1o them. For
example, in one experiment, people asked to imagine a
jealousy-provoking situation reported more negative emo-
tions and less security in their own relationships than those
asked to imagine nonthreatening events, with assessments
of chronic disposition to experience jealousy (i.e., trait
jealousy) unrelated to these reactions (Bush, Bush, & Jen-
nings, 1988). More recent research, however, suggests that
attachment style may moderate emotional reactions to jeal-
ousy-provoking circumstances. Sharpsteen and Kirkpatrick
{in press), for example, found that whereas secure persons
voice concerns about jealousy to their partners, avoidant
persons express blame and anger toward the interloper, and
anxiousfambivalent persons repress angry feelings (see
also Radecki-Bush, Farrell, & Bush, 1993). These findings
suggest that reactions to jealousy provocation may be best
conceptualized as a person-by-situation interaction.

The goal of specifying the conditions that elicit roman-
tic jealousy figures prominently in studies growing out of
the evolutionary perspective (see “*Relationship Begin-
nings"}. Evolutionary theorists speculate that jealousy
arises out of uncertainty about paternity among men and
uncertainty about provision of resources among women
{(sec Buss & Kenrick, 1998, in this Handbook). Supporting
this view is a study by Buss et al. (1992), who asked peo-
ple to imagine that their partner had commitied an emo-
tional or sexual infidelity; women not only reported greater
distress than men did about an emotional infidelity, but
they were more autonomically aroused during emotional
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than during sexual imagery, whereas the pattern was re-
versed for men.

Conceptualizing jealousy as an emotional reaction to
relationship-threatening circumstances is consistent with
Berscheid’s (1983) analysis of jealousy in the framework
of her Emotion-in-Relationships Model, discussed earlier,
in that such circumstances undoubtedly interrupt ongoing
behavioral routines and threaten plans and goals. Although
Berscheid points out that no established close relationship
is immune from jealous emotions, it bears noting that, as a
majority of married subjects in Fitness and Fletcher’s
(1993) study reported, episodes of jealousy often have pos-
itive outcomes, and thus jealousy is not inevitably destruc-
tive to relationships.

Tesser’s (1988) Self-evaluation Maintenance Model,
also discussed earlier, provides a useful account for mak-
ing sense of certain circumstances that elicit jealousy. De-
riving their hypothesis from Tesser's model, Salovey and
Rodin (1989) contrasted social-relations jealousy, evoked
by threats to an established relationship, and social-com-
parison jealousy, generated by the desire to possess sore-
thing that belongs to another person, and found that these
feelings arise only in response to highly self-relevant rela-
tionships and attainments, In a similar vein, Schmitt (1988)
found that jealous individuals derogated their rivals only
on important self-relevant dimensions, not on unimportant
dimensions. That jealousy impairs self-esteem in a manner
that may motivate substantial repair efforts was shown by
Mathes, Adams, and Davies (1985). This study, along with
Sharpsteen’s (1995) experiment in which romantic and
self-esteem threats were manipulated orthogonally, indi-
cate that fear of relationship loss and self-esteem diminu-
tion are at least partly independent processes.

Jealousy most often has been investigated in romantic
and marital relationships, even though casual observation
suggests that it is common among siblings, close friends,
and coworkers. The Salovey-Rodin and Berscheid models
seem particularly likely to be helpful in extending jealousy
research to all types of relationships. Another potentially
useful theory is offered by White and Mullen (1989), who,
in addition to predispositional factors, focus on the triangu-
lar relationship network among the individual, partner, and
rival, as well as the larger friendship and kin networks
within which this smaller network is embedded. Their ap-
proach is especially useful because jealousy-provoking in-
formation is often provided by other network members,
and because relationship instability has wider implications
for the partners’ social networks (Parks & Eggert, 1991,
Weliman & Berkowitz, 1988).

Relationship Dissolution

Divorce Because more than half of the persons entering
into marriage will experience the disappointment of di-
vorce (see “*Relationship Satisfaction and Stability”), re-

search on the sequelae of divorce has assumed special i
gency. This research has most often focused on the consg
quences of marital dissolution for children’s well-beig}

and development; fewer studies have been devoted to jj]
elfect on the ¢x-spouses. i

the child’s later marital dissatisfaction and greater likelg
hood of divorce. Notwithstanding the facts that much|gf

moderate these outcomes (e.g., continued involvement by}
noncustodial parents, low parental conflict, financial strai

potent threats to children’s well-being.

Not surprisingly, divorce is also negatively associate
with the ex-spouses’ health and well-being. Divorced indi=
viduals have a higher incidence of behavioral and psycho;
logical disorders (Hetherington, Stanley-Hagan, & Ander;
son, 1989), are more likely to be depressed and report

ing (Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1987) and substantiaily higher,
mortality risk (Hemstrom, 1996). Studics of the length of|
marriage and the time since separation have produced in-}
consistent findings, some showing the expected associz:
tions with postdivorce adjustment, but others showing
effect {Spanier & Thompson, 1984). B

Because few longitudinal studies have examined the 2
matter, it is not clear whether the negative factors associ-
ated with divorce should be auributed to the event of di-
vorce itself or o dispositional differences between those £
persons who divorce and those who do not. It also is not 3
clear whether the negative factors associated with divorce 3
are due to the stress that divorce creates or to the absence |
of benefits that marriage provides. However, several stud-
ies show that remarried persons are generally better off
than those who stay single following divorce, although 2
they are still worse off than persons who remain wedded to 3=
their first spouses (Hemstrom, 1996; Kurdek, 1991). 388
Brody, Neubaum, and Forehand (1988) speculate that suc-

associated with failure in a prior marriage. Some data sug- =
gest that the harmful consequences of divorce may have &
diminished in recent years {Glenn & Weaver, 1988), per-
haps because the stigma of divorce has lessened as it has
become more commonplace.

Social psychological theory and research have been in- |
frequently used to understand the aftermath of divorce, but =



Chapter 22 / Aktraction and Close Relationships 251

—

wwial cognitive research is an exception. For example,
fll, Rubin, and Pep'lau (_1976) found that members of ter-
minated dating relauon‘shlpshlcnded to reporl'that they hfad
wanted to end the relationship more than their partner did,
a perception pre.sumably in the service of feeling conl!-ol
over the dissolution process. In one of the very few studies
that assessed both ex-spouses, Gray and Silver (1990)
Jhowed that this pattern was still evident an average of
three and a half years following separation. Both spouses
tended to see their ex-partners as the villain and themselves
as the victim, and the individuals® perceptions that they
were in control of the divorce process was correlated with
less regret, distress, and cognitive preoccupation, and bet-
ter psychosocial adjustment; ex-spouses’ reports of who
was lo blame for the divorce were not correlated. Stephen
(1987) also found that attributions of blame to the partner
were associated with less continuing negative impact of the
breukup. That cognitive preoccupation, continued conflict,
and feelings of guilt are associated with poorer adjustment
tollowing divorce has been shown by others as well (Gold,
Bubenzer, & West, 1993; Masheter, 1991; Walters-Champ-
man. Price, & Serovich, 19935),

i:x-spouses’ retrospective narratives about their divorce
alse have been examined. Although these accounts proba-
hly suffer from systematic biases in recollection accuracy
and scif-presentation, they provide insights into how peo-
ple strive 1o understand their relationship history. Weber,
Harvey, and Stanley (1987) propose that these accounts set
the stage for later relationships. That an individual’s under-
stamling of a previous marriage will affect behavior in a
current romantic relationship is an essential component of
lirody, Neubaum, and Forchand's (1988) theorizing about
“serial marriage” (defined as three or more marriages, the
last two of which follow divorce), which posits that some
ditferences between remarriers and first-time marriers may
he facilitative (e.g., deemphasis of romance, greater real-
1»m) but others are destructive (e.g., repetition of conflict,
fess optimistic schemata, disinhibition of divorce). Unfor-
tuniely, prospective longitudinal studies of the impact of
pror marriage and divorce on subsequent relationships are
almost nonexistent; nearly all available studies compare
the well-being of divorced persons with that of persons
whose marriages are intact, with no attempt to match these
samples on important relationship characteristics to inves-
hgate whether the negative effects of divorce are due more
to the fact of having participated in a stressful, conflictual
marriage than to divorce per se.

Hereavement  Bereavement is the single most frequent
c#use of involuntary relationship dissolution. Researchers
vestigating the effects of the death of a close-relationship
Partner have been faced with a multitude of methodologi-
<al and conceptual problems, in addition to problems in-
herent in constructing an empirically grounded knowledge
base in the shadow of centuries of folk wisdom about the

effects of bereavement. The facts that all persons can ex-
pect (o experience the death of a significant other during
their lifetime, and that almost half of all nondivorced
spouses will experience the death of their partner, imbues
the topic with considerable importance. The focus of re-
search has been on conjugal bereavement, although there is
some evidence that the loss of a child may be uniquely
traumatic (Rubin, 1993).

Stroebe, Stroebe, and Hansson (1993) have collected
the views of many contributors to the bereavement litera-
ture, spanning diverse perspectives from anthropology, so-
ciology, epidemiology, and social, clinical, and personality
psychology. Across these boundaries, many methodologi-
cal complications are shared. For example, although longi-
tudinal studies are increasing, relatively few include non-
bereaved control groups matched on important variables
(c.g., age, income, health) and only a handful incorporate
prebereavement assessments. The latter control is impor-
tant because many theorists, supported by suggestive find-
ings in several studies, posit that prebereavement social
and personality functioning may be the best predictor of
successful coping with loss of a spouse (McCrae & Costa,
1993; Parkes & Weiss, 1983). The vicissitudes of retro-
spection (see “Relationship Memory” in the section **De-
veloping Relationships") also make prospective studies
vital. For example, if recollections are influenced by present
conditions and personal theories about change (Ross, 1989),
then bereaved persons may idealize their lost relationship
and inaccurately attribute their current distress to the loss, a
highly salient and sacially acceptable cause.

More than any other issue, researchers have sought to
substantiate and elucidate the popular belief that bereave-
ment causes profound, and perhaps lasting, psychological
distress and ill health. Most agree that the immediate after-
math of spousal death is typified by great sadness, depres-
sion, and feelings of loss, as well as extensive disruption of
normal cognitive and behavioral activity (Schuchter &
Zisook, 1993). Several reviews by Strocbe and Stroebe
(1983, 1987, 1993) summarize research on the time course
of bereavement: (1) psychological distress is still substan-
tial after six months, improves significantly in twelve 1o
eighteen months, and is essentially dissipated after two to
three years for most persons (although about one-third of
the participants in their longitudinal Tiibingen study still re-
ported depressed affect); (2) somatic complaints follow es-
sentially the same time line as psychological distress; and (3)
increased risk of mortality among surviving spouses peaks in
the first few months following bereavement, gradually re-
turning to matched control levels after two to three years, Re-
silience over even longer time perieds has been reported in a
prospective epidemiologic study of more than 13,000 per-
sons (McCrae & Costa, 1993); ten years after bereavement,
nearly all widows and widowers had “returned to baseline”
on diverse measures of psychosocial functioning.

Key among the questions raised by these time trends is
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how bereavement distress becomes translated into en-
hanced risk of mortality (morbidity data, with few excep-
tions, are based on self-reported symptoms of health
changes and therefore are less useful). Stroebe and Stroebe
(1993) note that the association between bereavement and
mortality may be due to statistical artifact, indirect effects
(e.g., increased stress due to role changes), and direct ef-
fects (e.g., distressed emotions and their consequences).
Little evidence is available concerning the relative viability
of each alternative, but recent demonstrations of causal
links among bereavement, depressed affect, and dimin-
ished immunologic compelency seem promising (Herbert
& Cohen, 1993; Irwin & Pike, 1993).

A long-standing program of research by Wortman and
her associates (Lehman, Wortman, & Williams, 1987; Wort-
man & Silver, 1987, 1989; Wortman, Silver, & Kessler,
1993) challenges many of the commonly accepted conclu-
sions among bereavement scholars, as well as popular be-
liefs about coping with loss. In their view, the available data
do not support, and some even contradict, the beliefs that
{1) depression is inevitable following bereavement, (2) the
absence of distress indicates pathology, (3) the process of
“working through" a loss is necessary to avoid subsequent
distress, and (4) eventual recovery and resolution invariably
occur (Wortman & Silver, 1987). The position of Wortman
and her associates, supported by studies conducted in di-
verse settings with varied samples, is that there are no uni-
versal reactions to bereavement; instead, the impact of
events such as loss are likely to be “determined by whether
they can be incorporated into an individual's . .. interwoven
system of beliefs, assumptions, or expectations related to
oneself, others, and the world that provide a sense of coher-
ence and meaning” (Wortman, Silver, & Kessler, 1993, pp.
363-364). Consistent with this argument, which empha-
sizes mediating social cognitive processes, is Yalom and
Lieberman’s (1991) finding that 25 percent of surviving
spouses showed signs of personal growth within one year
after their loss.

Several variables appear to moderate the bereavement-
mortality association. In general, bereavement appears to
be more distressing and 1o produce a greater increase in

mortality risk for men than for women, for younger than
for older persons, and when the death was sudden rather
than expected (Stroebe & Stroebe, 1983, 1993). The im-
pact of dispositional variables and social resources also has
been examined, reflecting the popularity of stress-and-cop-
ing conceptualizations. Stroebe and Stroebe’s (1987)
Deficit Model, for example, proposes that the intensity and
duration of distress following loss depends on the degree 1o
which the survivor's coping resources are adequate (o deal
with the perceived demands of the situation. That the evi-
dence for the role of such factors has been mixed (Sanders,
1993) may reflect conceptual ambiguity; for cxample,
some researchers seem content to show that persons with
high resource levels cope more effectively with bereave-

investigate whether such resources confer a unique advg
tage in the special case of bereavement, Suppott for the |5
ter hypothesis requires a demonstration that a specific g
tor (e.g., neuroticism) has greater impact on the well-beig§
of the bereaved than it does on a nonbereaved contr
group, but litte such evidence is available, j
Researchers also have sought to determine whether i
lationship factors, both with the decedent and with off
in the social network, affect survivor well-being. Some th#
orists have argued that ambivalence and dependency, wh
present in a relationship before death, impair successfy
coping (Parkes & Weiss, 1983), Others have suggested thi
release from a conflicted relationship should produce 1§
lief. These hypotheses are difficult to evaluate in the g
sence of prospective data, because postbereavement retn
spections about a relationship may be biased. As a resul}
results have been inconsistent, sometimes even within th
same study (Stroebe & Stroebe, 1993). The evidence mogd
consistently documents that support from other personsi3
generally felt to be helpful. Gallagher-Thompson et a
(1993), for example, found that social isolation and integ
personal problems predicted higher mortality thirty month§
following the death of a spouse. The impact of bereave
ment on the quality of subsequent relationships has o
been examined, although widowers are more likely to re;
marry than are widows, and (o do so0 sooner (Strocbe &
Stroebe, 1983). It is unciear whether this gender differencd
in remarriage probability is due to the greater psychologi#
cal distress that men experience following conjugal loss, tg
women’s greater facility in obtaining intimacy and support;
outside of marriage (Reis, in press), to differences in thé
type of strains that men and women experience following]
widowhood (Umberson, Wortman, & Kessler, 1992), or 1|
the substantially greater availability of women in the marl}
riage-eligible elderly population. Finally, although it is
widely acknowledged that a death mobilizes social nets
works 1o an extent unmatched by other life events and tha
death alters the constellation of the bereavers® social links}
little evidence concerning the long-term consequences o
bereavement on the quantity and quality of interaction
within social networks is available.

Relationship Accounts and Healing Many researchers
have become interested in how people make sense of lmu%!
matic cvents in their past relationships and how these cf-
forts contribute to coping. Account narrative methodology,t
in which people are asked to tell in their own words the
“story” of a past relationship event and, in doing so, often
provide explanations, justifications, and a time line linking#
the event to conlemporary circumstances, is now fre-:
quently used. I

Harvey, Weber, and Orbuch’s (1990) analysis of the ac-i
count-making process suggests that people are particularly
motivated to construct accounts for significant and nega-/
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uve life events. Although such accounts are likely to in-
.;‘Iudt: distorted as well as accurate mermories, they usually
e perceivcd as true !)y t'he narrator 'nnd are therefore psy-
chologically and mqnv_auonally s'lglrlﬁcant. .Hnrvey (1995)
abserves that what is important is ‘reflecting, nnnlyz_mg.
«fting among im.ages. and allowing oneself lo be emotion-
Jlly moved by this process™ (p. 255). !\larmuves may bene-
(it the individual for several reasons, including seli-esteem
cnhancement and an improved sense of personal control
(Weiss, 1975). In this regard, Harvey, Weber, and Orbuch’s
\ew is similar to that of Wortman and of Silver (see Tait
& Silver, 1989) and their colleagues, previously discussed,
i that all argue that the ramifications of negative life
cvents are best understood in terms of the individual’s
«carch for meaning in the event and in the outcomes of
that search.

That account-making contributes to successful coping
i suggested by studies showing that persons whose unre-
wlved search for meaning persists long after the event in
Juestion experience heightened distress. For example, re-
current disruptive rumination about incest that had oc-
curred on average twenty years earlier was associated with
mpaired social functioning and low self-esteem in one
sy (Silver, Boon, & Stones, 1983). The types of thought
that produce resolution, as opposed lo counterproductive
rumination, have yet to be identified (Greenberg, 1993).
Nevertheless, evidence suggests that the mere act of ren-
denng accounts of previously suppressed material may be
advantageous. Pennebaker (1989) and associates have con-
ducted a series of experiments in which people have been
aked to discuss in some depth, sometimes orally but more
typically in anonymous writing samples, their thoughts and
feelings about a personal traumatic event. In a typical
study {Pennebaker, Kiecolt-Glaser, & Glaser, 1988}, stu-
dents wrote self-disclosing essays on four consecutive
days, for twenty minutes each day, about "the most trau-
miilic, upsetting experience of your cntire life” that “you
have not discussed in great detail with others.” lllncss-re-
Lited visits to a university health service dropped by about
half among students in the trauma-disclosure condition,
whereas visits approximately doubled among control stu-
dents who wrote about impersonal matters; moreover, a
measure of cellular immunologic functioning showed sig-
nificant improvement among disclosure students. Several
ather studies, summarized by Petrie, Booth, and Davison
11995), have found immune system enhancement among
people who participated in an experiment using the same
husic procedure, and other heaith benefits of this writing
lask have been observed in samples of the bereaved, unem-
ployed persons, Holocaust survivors, and prisoners (Pen-
nebaker, Mayne, & Francis, 1996).

Pennebaker (1989) theorizes that the writing procedure
lessens the substantial physiological cost of suppressing
thoughts and feelings about personal trauma. Writing is ef-
fective, he proposes, when it fully elaborates emations sur-

rounding the event and when it facilitates resolution. The
latter qualification is supported by a linguistic analysis of
writing samples from several studies (Pennebaker, Mayne,
& Francis, 1996); visits to health centers and physicians
were lower to the extent that during the four days, the es-
says used proportionally more words indicating insight
(e.g., “‘realize,” “‘understand”), causality (e.g., ‘‘because,”
“infer™), and positive emotion, The hypothesized effects of
emotion, however, have been obtained in some studies only
through internal analyses—among high disclosers (Pen-
nebaker, Hughes, & O’Heeron, 1987), for example, or peo-
ple who have disclosed severe traumas (Greenberg &
Stone, 1992). Strangely enough, the benefits of “‘emotion
work™ may not depend on self-revelation; Greenberg,
Wortman, and Stone {(in press) found that health center vis-
its were similarly reduced in a group of women asked to
visualize and then write about severe traumas they had ex-
perienced and another group of women who wrote about
the same events imaginatively (because they had not per-
sonally experienced them).

Pennebaker's research brings together three strands of
theorizing about how people deal with negative relation-
ship events: (1) suppressed expression of negative emotion
may impair health and happiness (see also Roemer &
Borkovec, 1994; Scheier & Bridges, 1993); (2) the process
of constructing coherent accounts about negative life
events may facilitate successful coping and adaptation; and
(3) relationship partners may be instrumental in encourag-
ing disclosure and developing insightful understanding.
Developing and testing more comprehensive theoretical
models of these important processes constitutes one of the
field’s central tasks in the next decade.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The sheer volume of recent research on interpersonal rela-
tionships within social psychology and allied disciplines
reflects the fact that relationship science in the latter half of
the 1990s resembles a boomtown during the gold rush days
of the American West. Relationship science is young,
sprawling, dynamic, enthusiastic, and growing at a feverish
pace. Because it represents a new frontier of the behavioral
and social sciences, research immigrants from many disci-
plines are bringing their theoretical and methodological
tools to the relationship domain and, through their pioneer-
ing efforts, are settling this new field.

We have highlighted in this chapter the contributions of
social psychologists to relationship science, briefly men-
tioning the current interests and contributions of re-
searchers in other disciplines in order to sketch the context
within which social psychological relationship theorists
and researchers are presently working. Although the suc-
cesses of relationship science to date must be shared with
many other disciplines, social psychology’s contributions
1o the development of the fieid have been considerable and
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continue to increase dramatically. In light of the magnitude
of these contributions, it has struck some observers as sur-
prising that in Jones's (1985) chapter in the previous edi-
tion of the Handbook, “Major Developments in Social
Psychology during the Past Five Decades” (see Chapter 2
in Volume One of this Handbook), he failed o0 explicitly
list interpersonal relationships among the central research
topics investigated by social psychologists over the past
fifty years. Jones undoubtedly did not do so because he
perceived all of the topics he listed as engaging interper-
sonal relationships, as indeed they all do. Moreover, Jones
cannot be faulted for not detecting the first tremors that so-
cial psychologists' long interest in interpersonal attraction
and relationship formation—as evidenced by the seminal
works of Newcomb, Heider, Kelley, Altman, Berscheid,
Hatfieid, Byrne, Levinger, and many others—was about to
erupt explosively into a frontal attack on ongoing relation-
ships, At that time, few appreciated the extent to which re-
markable progress in the development of basic theory and
research in social psychology had made possible the study
of the human condition as people experience it in their
daily lives, and thus few foresaw the movement from the
laboratory to the study of social psychological phenomena
in vivo and in situ.

The contributions of social psychology and the other
disciplines vitally concerned with understanding interper-
sonal relationships obviously are not as integrated as they
most surely will be in the years ahead. Although sufficient
theoretical and empirical connective tissue between rela-
tionship problem areas has not yet developed, these lacu-
Nde represent exciting opportunities for newcomers to the
relationship field. There lies within social psychology
alone a mother lode of opportunity for newfound nuggets
of relationship knowledge to be applied to traditional so-
cial psychological problems and, conversely, for basic so-
cial psychological theory and knowledge to be applied to-
ward the further understanding of relationship phenomena.

Many social psychologists, both those active in relation-
ship science and those presently more concerned with
other questions of historical social psychological interest,
have observed that in order for both these endeavors to ad-
vance, the mutual dependence between basic theory and re-
search in social psychology and relationship theory and re-
search must be more widely appreciated {Berscheid, 1994;
S. T. Fiske, 1992; Kelley, 1983a). Just as basic knowledge
in each of the disciplines currently contributing to relation-
ship science is essential to understanding interpersonal re-
lationships, “basic knowledge of close relationships is es-
sential to the other disciplines, especially psychology and
sociology™ (Kelley, 1983, p. 486, italics in original),

Although relationship research will benefit all subdisci-
plines of psychology, social psychelogy stands to profit
most frem a reciprocal theoretical and empirica! dislogue
with relationship science. Among the many reasons for the

dependence of advances in social psychology on relgih
ship science is the fact that nearly all social psycholg i
phenomena of interest directly or indirectly engage il
personal relationships; conversely, of course, undergty
ing relationships depends on knowledge about basic 500
processes, In this chapter we have discussed evidence gl
tinent to many of these social processes as they oceyg
ongoing personal relationships—important among (hg
social cognitive processes. As researchers in social coff
tion become increasingly frustrated with the limitatiog
their laboratory studies investigating social cognith
processes between strangers, just as interpersonal au
tion researchers became frustrated with the limitationi$
their laboratory studies of strangers in the early 1980gk
study of cognitive processes within ongoing relationsh h
presents theorists and researchers of social cognition wify
an inviting avenue to transcend those limitations. Many g3
cial cognition theorists and researchers are seizing this of
portunity, as we have discussed.
That the study of interpersonal relationships is doefg8
become more prominent within social psychology shoulf]
nol be surprising; it seems inevitable, given the discipling
historical commitment to understanding how the si i
tional context influences social behavior. Although socif]
psychologists have investigated many important contexmgl
factors, none of them, as studies reviewed throughout th

Thus many more social psychologists need 10 join theig
colleagues in the scientific attack that is now under wayig
solve the mysteries of interpersonal relationships. Thesd!
relationship puzzles must be solved. Human happiness a
well-being depend on it Finding those solutions, in tura}
heavily rests on the shoulders of future gencerations of soq
cial psychologists. :
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