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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

The development, maintenance, and dissolution of 

interpersonal relationships has long been an area of 

interest in social research. Various rituals have been 

designed in virtually every culture to promote enduring 

relationships. Secret oaths, wedding vows, rights of 

initiation, club pledges and pacts, to name only a few, are 

all designed to bond people together and provide a sense of 

belonging and camaraderie. Not all relationships, however, 

endure. What is it about stable relationships which 

distinguishes them from unstable relationships in similar 

circumstances? Some seem capable of surviving the most 

adverse of circumstances while others are easily shattered. 

The factors that distinguish enduring from temporary 

relationships are not completely clear. Even though there 

has been theoretical interest in the subject of friendship 

stability, many unanswered questions remain. 

This study contends that neither social exchange nor 

equity theory alone adequately account for friendship 

stability. Instead, it was hypothesized that a combination 



of the principles found in social exchange and equity theory 

in conjunction with one's personal commitment to the 

friendship would account for the greatest variance in 

friendship stability. Stated simply, 'investments in a 

relationship and the reciprocity of exchange, in combination 

with one's commitment to a relationship, would be more 

powerful than either rewards or equity of exchange alone in 

differentiating stable and unstable friendships. It was the 

goal of this study to examine commitment as a relationship 

stabilizer within the context of varying levels of 

investment and reward. This study was designed to extend v 

social exchange theory by adding to it the concept of 

commitment to the relationship. 

According to Johnson (1982), there are two major 

reasons why people stay in relationships: because they have 

to (structural commitment), and because they want to 

(personal commitment). Consequently, when relationships 

break up it is either because partners wanted to leave or 

because constraints to leave were reduced, that is, they no 

longer had to stay in the relationship (Levinger, 1965b, 

1976). Personal commitment is defined as determination to 

continue a given line of action in the face of adversity. 

Structural commitment, on the other hand, is defined as 



aspects of social life that make it difficult to end a 

relationship to which one is no longer committed personally. 

The constraint of structural commitment is primarily 

external and stems from the difficulty involved in 

discontinuing a course of action already initiated (Johnson, 

1982). These structural constraints include such things as 

contracts, joint financial holdings, and legal obligations, 

as well as other circumstances which make relationship 

dissolution difficult (Johnson, 1982; Marks, 1977: McCall & 

Simmons, 1978). For instance, the maintenance of a marriage 

may be less a product of the individuals' interest in it 

than of the difficulty of the divorce process. Personal \ 

commitment emphasizes the individual's dedication to the 

maintenance of the relationship, not societal constraints. 

Far more is known about structural commitment than about 

personal commitment. It is the purpose of this dissertation 

to focus on personal commitment.-

Little has been written in a scientific fashion 

regarding one's own personal commitment to remain in a 

relationship. The word commitment itself has been used so 

diversely that it can mean anything from religious fervor to 

psychiatric hospitalization. Little has been done to assess 

the power of personal commitment in relationships. Just as 



different people possess different personalities, they may 

also possess different attitudes toward their friendships. 

Some of these attitudes may contribute more than others to 

enduring friendships. Commitment to friendship may be one 

such stabilizing attitude. The construct of personal 

commitment is difficult both to assess and to quantify. 

Consequently, commitment is seldom found in relationship 

research. The difficulties in assessment and quantification 

do not excuse the absence of such a seemingly important 

variable. The study of personal commitment may have 

heuristic value in the understanding of relationship 

stability in that it addresses the important and largely 

unassessed domain of the intrapersonal rather than the 

domain of exclusively external variables. 

Research on commitment to a relationship thus far has 

focused largely on structural constraints to dissolution. \ 

As mentioned earlier, the structural constraints to 

relationship instability can include such things as 

contracts, joint financial holdings, and legal obligations, 

as well as other circumstances which make relationship 

dissolution difficult. Since many of the factors are 

involved more in marriage than in friendship, much of the 

literature has attended to marital stability (Spanier & 



Lewis, 1980; Hicks & Piatt. 1970). Social exchange theory-

suggests that the greater the difficulty in dissolving a 

relationship, the less likely it is to dissolve. 

Consequently, marital stability typically has been 

operationalized as the absence of divorce. Friendship 

stability cannot be operationalized as the absence of 

divorce since friendship dissolution includes no such 

protocol. Therefore, it is at this point that the 

distinctions between friendship and marriage become 

important to note. 

Marriage is to some degree a contractual relationship 

(i.e., marriage license), and therefore subject to legal 

proceedings for both its initiation and termination (i.e.. 

mar riage ceremony and divorce decree). Among oth er 

differences, marriage and friendship are dissimilar in that 

the legal actions necessary to terminate a marriage are not 

necessary to end a friendship. When operationalizing 

structural constraints as legal contracts, joint financial 

obligations, family obligations (e.g., children, in-laws), 

etc., it becomes obvious that marriage is more subject to 

certain structural constraints than is friendship. This 

does not mean necessarily that it is always more difficult 

to dissolve a marriage than it is to dissolve a friendship. 



It does suggest that external forces are at work in marriag 

which are not also represented in friendship. 

Another important distinction between marriage and 

friendship has less to do with the process of dissolution 

than the nature of the bond itself. Friends both become an 

remain friends out of choice. This voluntary bond 

distinguishes itself from both marital and romantic bonds b 

the absence of a sexual component. It is customarily 

recognized that at the point at which friends become 

sexually involved their relationship has become something 

more than friendship. While all of the differences between 

friendship and other relationships may not be readily 

apparent, and while there may be numerous similarities 

between friendship and other relationships (e.g., positive 

affect, mutual consideration, joint involvement in various 

tasks, etc.), there are unique qualities of the friendship 

bond . 

/ Since the present research focuses on personal 

\ . . . 

constraints to dissolution.' ma inly dedication to the 

relationship, the unit of analysis was friendship rather 

than marriage. Marriage is also subject to personal 

constraints, but its legal nature subjects it to numerous 

structural constraints as noted above. The presence of bot 



structural and personal factors in marriage makes it 

difficult to separate them and isolate their influence. 

The Nature of Friendship 

Perhaps the most ubiquitous of all human relationships 

is friendship. Unlike other relationships, spouse, parent, 

and employee, to name a few, friendship extends from very 

early childhood to old age. It is not regulated by 

licenses, contracts, or genealogies, and therefore it is 

less^^u^ject to structural maintenance. Wright (1969) has 

noted the "voluntary interdependence" component of "̂  

friendship wherein structural constraints are presumed to be 

few. Thus, the study of friendship should allow examination 

of the role of personal commitment relatively uninfluenced 

by structual constraints. While the dissolution of a 

friendship may be equally as involving in emotional ways, 

friends who stay friends do so for reasons other than legal 

obligations. Although structural constraints may exist, 

such as embeddedness in a social network, it was 

hypothesized that one of the primary reasons friends remain 

friends is because they are committed to the relationship. \ 

It was further hypothesized that this commitment stabilizes 

the relationship in such a way as to allow prediction of the 

relationship's endurance over time. Outside of the desire 
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to maintain a friendship or the decision not to end it, 

there are very few forces holding friends together. With so 

few forces at work, the influence of commitment as one of 

these forces becomes worthy of greater understanding. 

The construct of investment is distinct from and related 

to the construct of commitment. Lund explains that: "As in 

the build-up of any attitude (Kiesler, 1971), the amount of 

investment at a given time corresponds to the strength of 

commitment to pursuing a relationship and irreversibility of 

that pursuit" (1985:5). Lund suggested that commitment is 

best defined as "an attitude about continuing a relationship 

that is strengthened by a person's own acts of investing 

time, effort and resources in that relationship" (1985:4). 

If commitment is in fact an attitude strengthened by 

investment, then the constructs of commitment and investment 

are distinct, yet related. It should further be noted that 

the terms cost and investment are distinct yet related. An 

investment is something given to the relationship in support 

of its continuation. This may include such things as time, 

emotional support, and money. The concept of cost includes 

things that may be given but also endured. This may include 

such things as occasional embarrassment, loss of status, 

irritation, etc. Accepted convention has not yet dictated 



absolute uniformity in the use of these terms. 

Consequently, different researchers cited in this document 

may use these terms in a way not entirely consistent with 

the aforementioned definitions, or even other researchers. 

The reader should, however, keep in mind that although the 

concepts of investment and cost are related, they are not 

conceptually equivalent. 

Rusbult (1983) found that commitment increased as a 

partial function of investment size. She measured 

investment by assessing such things as mutual friends, hours 

per week spent together, monetary investments, shared 

possessions, emotional investment, se1f-disclosures, etc. 

Her research further indicated that "rewards also promoted 

increases in commitment to maintain relationships, whereas 

changes in costs generally had no impact on commitment" 

(1983:101). She defined the reward/cost value of the 

relationship as the extent to which the subject believed 

that the relationship possessed good/bad attributes and the 

partner had positive/negative qualities and traits 

(1980a:181). The failure of costs to impact commitment 

suggests that commitment is not inextricably bound up in 

cost. The distinctiveness of commitment and 

investment opens up the possibility of a reciprocal 
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relationship between them. This reciprocal relationship is 

implied in Rusbult's work as she noted that among those 

preparing to leave a relationship, some form of 

divestiture" begins to occur with leavers reclaiming 

previously invested resources (1983:115). It may well be 

that commitment both increases with added investment and 

increases investment itself. Certainly its absence seems to 

threaten investment stability and continuation. 

Purpose of the Study 

The goal of this study was to determine the extent to 

which level of commitment differentiates stable and unstable 

relationships. It is further designed to assess the ability 

of commitment to differentiate stable and unstable 

friendships within the context of varying levels of 

investment and rewards. It was also designed to extend 

Lund's (1985) model from romantic relationships to 

friendships. While the dissimilarities between 

m arriage/romantic attachments and friendships were 

previously highlighted, it may well be that despite these 

differences, the criteria comprising Lund's model (of 

marriage/romantic attachment) are broad enough in scope to 

encompass both marriage and friendship. 
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It was assumed in this study that a theory based on 

commitment would be more capable of predicting relationship 

stability than a theory based predominantly on profits. 

This is not to suppose that human relationships are exempt 

from the desire to gain. It is rather to propose that 

profit is not necessarily the construct of greatest utility 

in predicting relationship stability. There is a need to 

take into consideration principles other than costs and 

rewards in determining why people desire to maintain certain 

friendships. The economic concept of profit does not 

readily lend itself to an understanding of idiosyncratic 

contribut ions. 

The economic principle of profit may seem at first to 

encompass the principle of investment. Such economic 

phrases as "return on investment" indicate the link between 

investment and profit in financial realms. This research 

distinguished between financial investment and interpersonal 

investment, with financial investment being motivated by 

profit and interpersonal investment, at least in stable 

friendships, being motivated by a desire to maintain the 

friendship, not to exploit it. Investment in friendship can 

therefore differ from financial investment in terms of 

desired outcome. A financial investor is desirous of 
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recapturing his/her investment and making a profit, with 

profit margin being the standard by which the investment is 

measured. According to equity theory, the interpersonal \ 

investor may well be disinterested in "personal profit," 

preferring instead to measure the relationship in terms of 

its equality and stability. Roberto and Scott (1986) found 

that the type of friendship under examination greatly 

impacts the equity process. They state simply that "Equity 

seems less important to satisfaction in the most intimate or 

best-friend relationship, whereas when the friendship is 

considered to be of less value, it becomes a more salient 

issue" (Roberto & Scott, 1986:107). Roberto and Scott 

further note that in the study of best friends, relationship 

satisfaction was not significantly predicted by equity. The 

concept of "profit margin" may be more applicable in 

financial realms than in interpersonal domains. The 

distinction between financial and interpersonal realms is 

further explained in the following section. 

Definitions and Pes cript ions 

Commi tment 

Several researchers have attempted to define commitment 

Lund (1985) suggested that commitment is best defined as a , 

relationship attitude which may be strengthened by acts of 
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investment in the relationship. Another team of 

researchers, Leik and Leik (1972. 1976a, 1976b), defined 

commitment as an absorbing state where alternatives to the 

relationship are no longer monitored. They further refer to 

commitment as "the extent to which an actor has shifted from 

1) int^ejrest in a relationship because of the goals it 

mediates to 2) main^tenance of the relationship as the 

dominant goal" (Leik & Leik, 1972:5). Wright (1977:15) 

referred to friendship as "the comfortable love 

relationship." He suggested that the restraint against 

dissolving a friendship is personal, "a matter of little 

else than the person's own commitment to the relationship." 

Commitment, as utilized in this study, closely parallels 

this last definition. Commitment is defined as the 

magnitude of the subject's own avowed intention to continue 

the friendship. This definition distinguishes the 

commitment associated with behavioral intent from the 

commitment associated with psychological attachment. While 

psychological attachment may well be a part of behavioral 

intent, this study accents intention. This definition of 

commitment further distinguishes it from interdependence. 

Berscheid and Peplau write that "...two people are in a 

relationship with one another if they have impact on each 
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other, if they are 'interdependent' in the sense that a 

change in one person causes a change in the other and vice 

versa (1983:12). While the concept of commitment in this 

study does not seek to discard joint-influence, it does 

highlight the capacity of one party to maintain original 

intention even in the event of change in the other party. 

Consequently, commitment, as utilized in this study, differs 

from interdependence in its emphasis on individually 

determined intent as opposed to reciprocally determined 

intent . 

Friendship 

Mead and Heyman (1965) wrote, "A friend is essentially 

another person with capacities like one's own, who is 

interested in the same things and willingly shares the toys 

and tools and possessions necessary for the game." In this 

study, the term friendship is used to refer to those 

relationships which possess a volurrtary bond and at the same 

time possess neither a romantic nor a familial bond. While 

it may be argued that both extended family and significant 

others may also be friends, in an effort to avoid confusion 

this study excludes them from friendship considerations. 

Those included in the network listing and identified by the 

respondent as friends were considered friends. 
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Social Exchange 

The process of social exchange involves the giving and 

receiving of varying goods and services. Consequently, some 

suggest that profit motivation is the basis for exchange. 

McDonald addresses exchange motivation by stating the 

following: 

It is necessary for social exchange theory to 
consider the inability or unwillingness of actors in v 
social relationships to calculate rewards and costs in \ 
social transactions. It is also necessary to consider 
the possibility that exchanges may be initiated with the 
purpose of establishing and maintaining the 
relationship, rather than to maximize individual 
outcomes. (1981:837) 

Therefore, social exchange was not assessed with the 

inherent concept of "profits" held paramount. Other 

motivations for exchange, such as commitment to the 

relationship, were given consideration in this study 

this study, exchange "gives" were viewed as possible 

investments rather than costs. 

In 

Inve stment 

"The phenomenon of 'investment' derives from the common 

experience...that we must put effort into a venture before 

we get rewards from it. Except for the unusual cases of 

'good luck,' we expect to incur costs first and to reap 

benefits later" (Kelley, 1983:299-300). 
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The investment model (Rusbult, 1980) used in this study 

is actually an extension of interdependence theory (Rusbult, 

1983). Consistent with interdependence theory (Kelley & 

Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). the investment model 

proposes that relationship satisfaction is a function of 

high rewards, low costs, and rewards exceeding their 

comparison level, or generalized expectations. The specific 

portion of the investment model operationalized in this 

study is the portion which states that investing numerous \ 

I 
resources in the relationship over time generally increases 

commitment (Rusbult, 1980a). These investments may be 

either intrinsic or extrinsic in nature. As noted by 

Rusbult: 

Intrinsic investments are those resources that are put 
directly into the relationship, such as time, emotional 
effort, or se1f-disclosures. Extrinsic investment 
occurs when initially extraneous resources become 
inextricably connected to the relationship (e.g., 
mutual friends, shared memories or material 
possessions, activities/persons/objects/events uniquely 
associated with the relationship). (1983:102) 

Lund accents the difference between investments and 

costs by stating the following: 

A crucial distinction between investments and 
costs is that investment implies action over which 
the person potentially has some decision or 
control ... Costs , or lack of rewards, in this model 
are considered to be attributes of the partner or 
relationship over which the person has no control. 
(1985:6) 
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In summary, the concept of investment is so often 

understood in financial realms that its utilization in 

interpersonal realms can carry with it many inapplicable 

connotations. Investment in friendship is not seen as a 

profit seeking strategy but rather as the process of making 

deliberate contribution to the friendship. 



CHAPTER II 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Social Exchange Explanations of 
Relationship Stability 

This chapter reviews social exchange theory and its 

applicability to close relationships. Commitment is 

discussed as a variable which may add to the understanding 

of relationship stability. The literature supports the idea 

that exchange processes impact relationship development and 

maintenance . 

Huston and Burgess (1979), from their social exchange 

perspective, state that: "Relationships, we assume, grow, 

develop, deteriorate, and dissolve as a consequence of an 

unfolding socia1-exchange process, which may be conceived as 

a bartering of rewards and costs both between the partners 

and between members of the partnership and others" (Huston & 

Burgess, 1979:4). The economic emphasis of this theory is 

well evidenced in its origin. The intellectual roots of 

modern exchange theory run through the fields of psychology, 

sociology, economics, and anthropology. Social exchange 

theory is designed to apply economic concepts to an 

18 
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interpersonal relationship domain. Its economic base is 

further evidenced in the major terms it utilizes. These 

concepts include rewards, costs, and profits. The most 

general proposition of social exchange theory is that human 

seek to maximize their profits (rewards - costs = profits) 

by: (a) avoiding costly behavior, and, (b) seeking reward. 

Rewards may be defined as "pleasures, satisfactions, and 

gratifications the person enjoys" (Thibaut and Kelley, 

1959:12). Interpersonal rewards include relationships, 

status, emotions, and interactions among others. 

Costs may be defined as: 

1. "any factors that operate to inhibit or deter 

II the performance of a sequence of behavior 

(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959:12). 

2. "any status, relationship, interaction, milieu, 

feeling disliked by an individual" (Nye, 1979:2). 

The concept of cost has two different avenues of expression. 

A cost may be incurred by way of punishment received or by 

way of rewards foregone (Nye, 1979). In obtaining rewards 

individuals must often incur costs. Conversely, in avoiding 

costs some rewards are voluntarily foregone. It is assumed 

that decisions are made on the basis of the most favorable 

outcome anticipated. Decisions are made in terms of 

maximized profits. 
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Profits may be defined in arithmatic terms as rewards 

minus costs. A given course of action, if chosen, will be 

the one whose reward/cost ratio will be either: 

1. further from zero in the positive direction, 

or, 

2. closest to zero in the negative direction if 

no positive outcomes are available. 

In the absence of guaranteed results, decisions are based on 

anticipated outcomes. The inability to guarantee positive 

results can be regarded as a cost of its own since it often 

generates anxiety and unpredictability. 

Fair market value requires a comparison. One cannot 

correctly ascertain whether the given cost is appropriate or 

inflated without a comparative index, termed "comparison 

level." 

Comparison Level (CL) 

Thibaut and Kelley define Comparison Level (CL) as "a 

standard by which the person evaluates the rewards and costs 

of a given relationship in terms of what he feels he 'v 

deserves" (1959:21). The concept of (CL) may be aptly 

applied to interpersonal relationships. A relationship 

which requires a great deal of time and energy and provides 

only moderate reward may be unfavorably compared with what 
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the investor feels he/she deserves in return. Levels which 

compare unfavorably, particularly in terms of satisfaction, 

gratification, prestige, material goods, etc., will likely 

result in relationship difficulty. When there is an 

incongruity between the actual level of rewards received and 

the comparison level, the relationship may be subject to 

terminat ion. 

Comparison Level for Alternatives 

The comparison level for alternatives is defined as "the 

lowest level of outcomes a member will accept in the light 

of available alternative opportunities" (Thibaut & Kelley, 

1959:21). If there is reason to believe that a more 

profitable outcome can be obtained elsewhere, and is in fact 

available, then a switch to the alternative should enhance 

profits. Since, according to SE theory, individuals seek to 

max imize their profits (Burns, 1973), a change to the more 

profitable alternative would be hypothesized. 

Intrapersonal Factors 

Altman and Taylor (1973) examined social relationships 

from an exchange perspective, and suggested that both 

^ [exchange principles and individual characteristics, among 

others, govern relationship growth. This dual perspective 
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suggests that while there may be economic principles 

involved in the relationship, intrapersonal factors 'also 

play a part in relationship development. These intra

personal factors may include such things as attitudes, 

compassion, altruism, empathy, intentions, convictions, 

commitments, etc. Fundamentally, social exchange theory is 

based on the assumption that individuals seek to maximize 

their rewards and minimize their costs. Behavior is geared 

toward maximizing personal gain, whether immediate or 

long-term, and minimizing personal loss. The following 

section illustrates the application of social exchange | 

theory to relationships. 

Exchange theory has seen increased utilization in recent 

years in the study of interpersonal relationships (Riley & 

Eckenrode, 1986; Stoller, 1985; Lee & Ellithorpe, 1982; 

Clark, 1981; Holman & Burr, 1980; McDonald, 1980; Nye, 1979, 

1978; and Scanzoni, 1972). It has been used effectively to 

explain/relationship formation and mate-selection processes 

(McCall, 1966; Berscheid & Walster, 1978, & Murstein, 1973, 

1977). However, Murstein et al., stated that "relationships 

in which individuals are strongly committed to each other, 

such as marriage, do not profit from (exchange)-orlented 

attitudes" (1977:544). 
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McDonald (1981) noted that while relationship formation 

issues have been addressed, little has been done to assess 

the process of exchange occurring over time in stable \ 

relationships. He went on to note the biased focus of 

social exchange research on behavioral outcomes. This focus 

on behavioral outcomes has yielded little consideration for 

the "cognitive orientations that the actors bring into 

exchange relationships" (McDonald, 1981:826). In assessing 

the non-behavioral domain. Burns (1973) offered a typology 

of cognitive orientations toward exchange. The four 

categories of this typology are: (a) the seIf-orientation, 

which is characterized by a concern for maximizing ones' own 

outcome; (b) the joint self-other orientation, characterized 

by an emphasis on maximizing joint outcomes; (c) the 

negative-other orientation, which is noted for its accent on 

inflicting costs on another party; and, (d) the positive-

other orientation which is primarily characterized by 

altruism or other-centeredness. Burns used these 

dimensions to develop a typology of exchange relationships. 

The four types are: (1) mutually exploitative 

relationship--both partners se 1 f-orlented; (2) mutually 

considerate relationship--both partners possess a joint 

self/other-orientation ; (3) mutually hostile 
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relationship--both partners negative-other oriented; (4) 

mutually benevolent relationship--based on a joint 

positive-other orientation. 

The mutually benevolent relationship is credited as 

be ing: 

one in which the evaluations and decisions of the actors 
engaged are governed by abstract, general rules of 
reciprocity or positive-other orientations toward one 
another, rather than by evaluations and calculations 
about concrete goods or services exchanged on a 
particular occasion. (Burns, 1977:200) 

The mutually benevolent relationship is based on feelings of 

social ti:MJst, a re lat ionshij? dimension seldom addressed in 

social exchange theory. If "trust breeds trust" (Fox, 1974; 

Scanzoni, 1979), such mutual trust should result in 

increased levels of commitment for both partners (McDonald, 

1981). Each partner is "primarily concerned with and 

committed to maintaining the relationship and the positive 

orientation of the other" (McDonald, 1981:833). 

This suggests that there is an aspect of relationship 

stability which is not well accounted for in social exchange 

theory, namely, (intrapersonal factors. These may include 

such things as the attitude of compassion, or the desire to 

ma ke an altruistic gesture or contribution, etc. 

Consideration of the intrapersonal factor implies that there 

1 s mo re to a human relationship than simple, profit-based. 
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selfish motivation. More specifically, one of the more 

powerful and least addressed of these intrapersonal factors 

i s commLtraent . 

Social exchange theory has dealt strongly with aspects 

of profits. However, it may be that the examination of 

profits does not lead to a full understanding of stability. 

For instance, as Burns (1973) points out, one's ability to 

reward a friend, in part, may be attached to the inherently 

rewarding nature of friendship. On the one hand, it may be 

argued that the inherently rewarding nature of friendship is 

merely another reward in the profit equation. Conversely, 

it may be posited that the inherent capacity to reward is 

evidence not of mathematical principles but instead of a 

unique contribution more readily ascribed to intrapersonal 

factors. For example, the value of friendship is considered 

neither absolute nor a mathematical constant. Different 

friendships are valued for different reasons, in different 

ways, at different levels. It should be noted that while 

some might argue that commitment is its own reward, this 

study is neither designed nor equipped to assess commitment 

to friendship as a reward. It is, instead, an attempt to 

examine the capacity of social exchange theory to 

differentiate stabi1ity/instabi1ity in relationships. 
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iH-t exd_e£ê rLd_e n^^ 

Interdependency is the degree to which each partner's 

outcomes are contingent upon the other partner's outcomes. 

Huston and Burgess (1979:13) suggested that the difference 

between a superficial relationship and a "committed 

involvement" is the "extent and nature of 

'interdependency.'" This viewpoint is derived from Kelley 

and Thibaut's concept of the interdependence matrix, which, 

when applied to a dyad, 

describes the way in which the two persons control each 
other's outcomes in the course of their interaction. It 
is constituted by specifying the behaviors important to 
the relationship that each of them may enact and by 
assessing the consequences for both persons of all 
possible combinations of their respective behaviors. 
(1978:3) 

Applying a social exchange perspective to commitment 

suggests that if both partners find they have a large 

capacity to reward each other, their commitment will be 

strengthened (Huston & Burgess, 1979). 

Theoretical Complications 

While in many instances social exchange theory has 

demonstrated its utility, there are two situations with 

which it has dealt ineffectively. First, there is the 

philanthropic concern. Is a person who gives a gift without 

expectation of receiving a reward in return engaged in 
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social exchange? Although Baumann, Cialdini, and Kenrick 

(1981) have argued that the giver finds gift-giving behavior 

intrinsically rewarding, Turner demonstrates that such a 

statement is a tautology since the "values of the gift-giver 

can only be inferred from the actions of gift-giving" 

(1982:281). Blau (1964) excludes such exchanges from the 

realm of social exchange in an attempt to avoid the problem 

of tautology. To discard philanthropic behavior or to offer 

a tautology in explanation runs counter to theoretical 

advancement. The elements that seem inexplicable when 

viewed from a social exchange perspective should be studied 

and allowed to modify the theory in an appropriate fashion, 

thus enhancing the theory's utility. For instance, social 

exchange theorists would find it most difficult to offer a 

profit based explanation to the behavior of risking ones' 

life for a friend. It may be argued that in these extreme 

cases the friendship has become such an integral part of the 

friend's profit equation that death itself would be 

preferred to the loss of this reward source. However, it 

may also be proposed that there is, in fact, a point at 

which the other person becomes of greater value than 

onese If. thus eliciting a high level of devotion. This type 

of devotion may also be labeled commitment. 
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Finally, the second area of concern to social exchange 

theorists is the non-profitable but stable relationship. \ 

According to the theory, relationships which offer higher 

costs than rewards are to be terminated, much as a bad 

business venture would be ended to avoid further ],oss. The 

theoretical concepts invoked to explain non-profitable but 

stable relationships include comparison level, comparison 

level for alternatives (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). and 

structural barriers (Levinger, 1976). Comparison level and 

comparison level for alternatives were discussed in an 

earlier section. The concept of structural barriers has 

most recently been utilized by Johnson (1985) and labeled 

"structural commitments." Johnson defines structural 

commitments as "events or conditions which constrain an 

individual to continue a relationship once he or she has 

initiated it, regardless of his/her personal commitment to 

the relationship" (1985:5). Structural barriers can include 

such variables as children, religious beliefs, joint 

financial holdings, etc. Inherent in this definition of 

structural commitment is the recognition of an intrapersonal 

variable labeled "personal commitment." Based on social 

exchange principles, stable relationships are (a) 

profitable, (b) the best available alternative, and (c) less 

expensive to maintain than to terminate. 
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M.ajrria^e^ 

According to social exchange theory, an unprofitable but 

stable marriage would therefore be either preferred to 

available alternatives, e.g., divorce, single parenting, 

remarriage, etc., or be maintained by the high co^t of 

divorce itself (e.g., social disapproval, sense of failure, 

emotional trauma, etc.). Lewis and Spanier developed an 

"exchange typology of marital quality and marital stability" 

(1979:286). The couples in the relationship described 

above, low in quality but high in stability, have marriages 

which are intact presumably because they are either unable 

or unwilling to separate or divorce. While concepts such as 

comparison level, comparison level for alternatives, and 

structural barriers are offered as explanations for the 

stability of such unprofitable relationships, they leave 

little room for the influence of intrapersonal influences. 

These explanations alone are insufficient, because they do 

not take into account the capacity of commitment to either 

moderate or directly alter their level of influence. For 

example, McDonald (1981) suggested that comparison level for 

alternatives can be elevated by commitment. By failing to 

formally recognize commitment, social exchange theory has 

neglected a variable which may well have important 
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influence. Therefore, this research investigated the 

relationship between commitment, exchange, and stability. ^ 

Friendship 

Friendship, according to social exchange theory, 

( provides an arena for exchanging resources. All 

relationships which endure involve the process of "striking 

a bargain." Friends invest in the relationship under the \ 

I 
assumption that their investments pay off. Relationships ' 

whose rewards equal or exceed the costs incurred are more 

likely to be maintained than relationships whose rewards 

fall below the level of investment. Application of social 

exchange theory to friendship suggests that (a) friendships , 

which yield profit (rewards > costs) are maintained, and (b) 

friendships which fail to yield profit (rewards < costs) are 

not maintained. The exceptions to this are the same 

exceptions applicable in marital relationships, that is. 

those situations involving relevant comparison levels, 

comparison levels for alternatives, and structural barriers. 

Distinguishing friendship from marriage in social 

exchange terms rests on the nature of the external 

constraints to relationship termination .̂  As mentioned 

earlier, without legal prohibitions such as marriage 

contracts, etc., the ending of a friendship can be less 
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formally affected. The social stigma attached to ending a 

friendship could be considerably less than would be found in 

the ending of a marriage. Therefore, the cost of ending a 

friendship is different from that of terminating a marriage. 

The voluntary nature of friendship makes friendship a more ' 

likely candidate for the study of personal commitment to a 

relationship since it is not subject to the added influence 

of legal, structural constraints. 

In summary, one of the primary distinctions between 

marriage and friendship is the voluntary nature of 

friendship in the absence of legal obligation. Without a 

binding contract, commitment can become an expression of 

intention and stability perhaps not totally dissimilar in 

function to a wedding vow. While marital stability may be 

initially communicated via ceremony and signatures, 

friendship stability may depend more on other variables, one 

of which may be commitment. 

Gender Differences 

Neither social exchange theory nor equity theory specify 

gender differences in relationship satisfaction; however, 

research does suggest that gender differences exist. 

Generally, researchers agree that friendship seems to serve 

a different function for women than it does for men. Bell 
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(1981) examined gender in friendship and suggested that 

friendship is a primary relationship for women in that it 

helps women cope with many of life's emotional issues. He 

believes the basic gender difference is that women, stress 

disclosure and intimacy in their friendships while men 

stress coolness and sociability in their friendships. 

Research supports such differences between male and 

female same-sex friendships (Fischer & Narus, 1981), but why 

these friendships differ is still somewhat unclear (Brenton, 

1974). Tognoli (1980) suggested that these differences 

exist in part because roles develop for men that consist 

primarily of nonintijmate connections. Booth (1972) looked 

at gender as a variable in social participation and 

concluded that women form friendships which may usually be 

described as more diverse and richer in affect than the 

friendships of men. Pleck (1975) and Lewis (1978) have 

identified four major barriers to the formation of male 

friendships: (1) competitiveness, (2) lack of positive role 

m odels and subsequent skills in handling intimate 

re 

ma 

lationships, (3) the fear of showing affection to another 

n, and (4) a false need to be in control. The impact of 

these barriers on relationship formation is not limited to 
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adults. Douvan and Adelson (1966) found that even among 

adolescents, female-female friendships were more intimate 

than male-male friendships. 

The factors which stabilize men's friendships may differ 

from the factors which stabilize women's friendships. 

Wright and Crawford (1971) concluded that men were better 

friends if they agreed rather than disagreed on specific day 

to day activities, while agreement on deeper personal values\ 

was more salient to the friendships of women. Based in part 

on these findings, as well as those obtained from Walker and 

Wright (1976), Wright (1982) labeled the friendships of men, 

side by side, as partners mutually oriented to some external 

activity or task, and the friendships of women as face to 

face, as persons mutually oriented to personalized concern 

for one another. He concluded from his findings that the 

friendships of men and women differ in keeping with societal 

expectations. Women emphasized affect, self-disclosure, 

personalism, supportiveness, and the overall affective 

quality of their friendships. Men stressed external 

interest and mutual activities while seeing different 

friends as "serving different, more delimited functions or 

meeting more circumscribed needs," (Wright, 1982:19). He 

pointed out, however, that these differences diminish 
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markedly as the friendships increase in duration and 

strength. 

Whatever the cause, friendship appears to serve a 

different function for women than it does for men. Research 

on the friendships of the elderly indicated that older women 

find friendship to be both more meaningful and more 

extensive when compared to the friendships of older men 

(Booth & Hess, 1974; Roscow, 1967). Clark and Anderson 

(1967) suggested that older women tend to have more friends 

and place a higher value on them than their male 

counterparts . 

Female/male distinctions in relationship perception are 

not limited to friendship. Jorgensen (1977) studied 

perceptual differences in marriage and found that the 

condition of being a "status striver" greatly influenced 

the wife's perception of marital conflict, but did not 

significantly impact the husband's marital perceptions. 

This supports the theoretical existence of what Bernard 

(1972) refers to as "His and Hers" marriages. Additional 

researc h conducted by Jorgensen corroborates the above in 

suggesting that "wives are somewhat more sensitive to status 

and income rewards than are husbands..." (1979:833). The 

above may be broadly summarized in the implication that men 
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and women view their relationships differently in that wives 

appear more sensitive than husbands to status issues. 

Commitment Explanations of 
Relationship Stability 

Commitment is a concept with many and varied 

connotations. Early literature presented commitment as an 

open statement about a person's stance on some issue, 

particularly a controversial social or moral issue, modern 

examples of which would likely include abortion and the 

death penalty (Bennett. 1955; Rosenbaum & Zimmerman, 

1959; Rosenbaum & Franc, 1980, Sears, Freedman, & O'Connor, 

1964). Later studies focused on commitment to interactions 

and to behavioral acts (Kiesler et al., 1965, 1966, 1967, 

1968). In The Psychology of Commitment (Kiesler, 1971), 

four assumptions about commitment were discussed. The third 

assumption has relevance for the present study: 

In order to work with the concept of commitment, we 
need to make some working assumption about the 
relationship between the degree of commitment and 
the effects of commitment. The simplest assumption 
is an ordinary mapped relationship; in short, the 
[greater the commitment, the greater the effect, (p. 32) 

The assumption stated above, the greater the degree of 

commitment the greater the effect, was operationalized in 

relationship terms and tested in this study. Specifically, 
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would higher levels of commitment differentiate stable from 

unstable friendships? 

Commitment has been identified as an important 

relationship factor by McCall and Simmons (1978, chap. 7 ) . 

McCall and Simmons defined a committed person as ope who has 

"privately and publicly committed himself or been committed 

[to honoring a restrictive covenant ..." (1978:169). Becker 

(1960) defined commitment as a consistent line of activity 

across varying situations. As indicated earlier, McDonald 

(1981) stated that commitment can effectively elevate one's 

comparison level for alternatives and consequently close off 

other potentially available lines of action. Leik and Leik 

(1972:5) referred to commitment as "the extent to which an 

actor has shifted from 1) interest in a relationship because 

of the goals it mediates to 2) maintenance of the 

relationship as the dominant goal." McDonald (1981) 

suggested that this shift in goals sends the message to the 

partner in the exchange that he or she may rest assured that 

the current exchange will go on regardless of market 

fluctuations. Leik and Leik (1972, 1976a, 1976b) further 

pointed to this effect by defining commitment as an 

absorbing state where alternatives to the relationship are 

no longer monitored. 
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In looking at the ideas of Leik and Leik. McDonald 

(1981) suggested that commitment both serves as a stabilizer 

in social exchange and offers an explanation for the 

stability of relationships that are asymmetrical, that is to 

say, unbalanced in exchange reciprocity. In other.words, 

while social exchange theory suggests that exchanges govern 

the relationship, McDonald suggested that commitment can act 

as a stabilizer of social exchange. For instance, if a 

relationship was low in reciprocal exchange, commitment to 

continuing the relationship could act as an intervening 

variable and direct the relationship back to greater 

exchange reciprocity. Commitment could also serve to keep 

the relationship stable even in the presence of asymmetrical 

exchange. This study examined all three of these variables 

together, level of commitment, social exchange, and 

stability, seeking to further explain their inter

relationship and enhance understanding of relationship 

maintenance . 

In summary, there appear to be situations in which 

commitment and social exchange processes do not complement 

one another. Commitment tends to function as a stabilizer 

in relationships which appear "'objectively' imbalanced, or 

asymmetrical" (McDonald, 1981:834). Murstein et al., (1977) 
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also noted that a high exchange-orientation attitude does 

not profit relationships which are strongly committed. 

Milardo and Murstein defined exchange orientation as the 

degree to which individuals seek reciprocity in exchanges 

of goods, service, privileges and demonstrations of 

affection" (1978:284). They suggested that an intense focus 

on exchange is detrimental to the continuation of the 

relationship. Murstein et al. further stated that "an 

exchange orientation may be inimical to longstanding 

relationships" (1977:548). McDonald (1981) asserted 

that it is necessary to give consideration to the 

possibility that the initiation of exchanges may be more a 

product of the desire to establish and maintain the 

relationship, rather than the maximization of individual 

out comes. 

Marriage 

m 

Although the dissimilarity between friendship and 

arriage is recognized, so much of the information collected 

on relationship stability utilizes marriage as the 

relationship of analysis. Consequently, information 

possibly relevant not just to marriage but to relationships 

in general will be covered in this review. 
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The study of marital stability has been a primary focus 

for researchers in the area of family studies for more than 

20 years. In the 1960s, relationship stability was studied 

under the assumption that it was an overt and observable 

behavior for research. Based on this assumption, i;iumerous 

studies examined marital happiness and stability (Blood & 

Wolfe, I960; Gurin, Veroff. & Feld. I960; Hawkins. 1968; 

Luckey, I960; Rollins & Feldman, 1970). As Hicks and Piatt 

(1970:569) concluded, "perhaps the single most provocative 

finding is that low happiness may often be associated with 

marital stability." 

The 1970s began with the assumption that "The quality 

of most American marriages is the primary determinant of 

\ whether a marriage will remain intact" (Lewis & Spanier, 

1979:268). At the conclusion of their review of marital 

quality, Spanier and Lewis (1980) forwarded the same 

challenge that had been forwarded ten years earlier by Hicks 

and Piatt (1970), that more research is needed on the low 

quality, high stability marriage. This line of thinking, 

combined with the influence of Lenthall (1977), who used 

social exchange theory to make a conceptual distinction 

between marital stability and marital satisfaction, led 

Spanier and Lewis to develop the Exchange Typology of 
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Marital Quality and Stability. This typology, designed to 

label the marital dyad, placed the relationship in one of 

four different quadrants: (1) High Quality/High Stability. 

(2) High Quality/Low Stability, (3) Low Quality/Low 

Stability, (4) Low Quality/High Stability. Marital quality 

was defined as a "subjective evaluation of a married 

couple's relationship" (Lewis & Spanier, 1979:269) and was 

associated with judgment, communication, marital happiness, 

integration, and relationship satisfaction. Marital 

stability was defined as "the formal or informal status of a 

marriage as intact or nonintact. Strictly speaking, a 

stable marriage is one which is terminated only by the death 

of one spouse. An unstable marriage thus is one which is 

willfully terminated by one or both spouses" (1979:269). 

What is it that keeps a marriage which is low in quality [ 

stable? In addressing marital stability, Lewis and Spanier 

stated the following: 

The extradyadic factors associated with high marital 
stability are those external pressures and social and 1 
psychological forces which prevent an individual from 
crossing the threshold to separation. Strict divorce 
laws, strong social stigma, strict adherence to or 
influence from restrictive religious doctrine, low 
evaluation of nonmarital alternatives, high degree of ^ 
commitment to marriage, and high tolerance for marital 
conflict and tension are factors which are likely to 
influence the dyad in the direction of high marital 
stability. (Lewis & Spanier, 1979:287) 
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It becomes immediately obvious that factors other than 

available alternatives and comparison level may be 

influencing stability. For instance, commitment to the 

marriage was listed as one stabilizing factor (McDonald. 

1981). 

The construct of commitment as it relates to marital 

stability has been addressed indirectly in the writings of 

Clements (1967), Levinger (1965) and Hicks and Piatt (1970). 

Hicks and Piatt suggested that there is much more complexity 

to marital stability than is inherent in the construct of 

being happy. They cited other variables of importance 

including mobility, ethnic background or race, occupation, 

education, prior marital condition, age at marriage, etc. 

Clements (1967) has indicated that the willingness to alter 

behavior may be an important variable in distinguishing 

stable from unstable relationships. 

Levinger (1965) found that couples who displayed extreme 

levels of marital disruption also indicated a larger number 

of items on which neither person seemed willing to take 

altruistic action. It is assumed that a high level of 

commitment increases the probability of altruistic action 

(i.e.. action which is not profit motivated) since the 

accent moves from the individual toward the relationship. 
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That is, the committed person is less concerned with his/her 

personal outcome and more concerned with maintaining the 

well-being of the relationship. Both of these findings 

point to an element which has received little attention in 

research on stability: commitment. Problems in 

operationalizing commitment have likely contributed to its 

limited use in relationship research. Like "happiness," 

affection," and "quality," commitment is a construct that 

is not easily measured. Its abstract nature makes it a 

variable often subject to exclusion from social research. 

McDonald (1981) distinguishes between interpersonal and 

marital commitment, with interpersonal commitment being 

commitment to the person and marital commitment representing 

commitment to being married rather than a commitment to the 

marital partner. McDonald (1981) also asserts that the 

/level of commitment is believed to greatly impact the type 

of exchange relationship. He goes on to explain that 

marital commitment probably serves as a stabilizer of many 

"unadjusted" marriages which would not be expected to be 

stable viewed from a strict exchange perspective [e.g., 

mutually hostile relationships (Burns, 1973), or 

passive-congenial marriages (Cuber & Harroff, 1965)]. The 

stability of these relationships, in contrast to others, may 
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well have prompted Leik and Leik (1972) to suggest that 

commitment may not merely be emergent or proscribed but may 

well be "prescribed." As McDonald (1981) notes, the concept 

of prescribed commitment may represent the distinction 

between what Johnson (1978) refers to as "personal 

commitment" and "structural commitment." Personal 

commitment is stated to be a sense of determination 

originating from intense personal attachment to a course of 

action. Structural commitment accents external constraints 

originating in the initiation of a course of action which 

make the course of action difficult to discontinue even if 

one's personal commitment should decline. Johnson (1982) 

identifies four general types of structural commitment, 

termination procedures, available alternatives, 

irretrievable investments, and social pressures. The 

prescriptive nature of commitment may be that component of 

commi tment which is internalized. 

Commitment was also found to have a significant impact 

on marital harmony. Swensen and Trahaug (1985) examined the 

relationship between commitment and long-term marriage 

relationships and found that commitment correlated with 

fewer marital problems and greater expressions of love. 

Their study further indicated that "commitment to the spouse 
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as a person declined for most couples over the course of 

marriage" (1985:939). This decline may represent the effect 

of structural commitment as opposed to personal commitment. 

It may be that marriages which experience increases in the 

ommitment to the person as a person also experien ce more 

positive marriages. Swensen and Trahaug (1985) further 

observed that marriages which experience an increased 

personal commitment over the course of the marriage also 

experienced both more expression of love between husband and 

wife and significantly fewer marriage problems. 

Rusbult (1983) examined the relationship between 

investment, satisfaction, and commitment in heterosexual 

dating relationships. She reported the following findings: 

Increases over time in rewards 1 
increases in satisfaction, where 
cost did not significantly affec 
Commitment increased because of 
satisfaction, declines in the qu 
alternatives, and increases in i 
Greater rewards also promoted in 
commitment to maintain relations 
changes in costs generally had n 
commitment. For stayers, reward 
rose slightly, satisfaction grew 
quality declined, investment siz 
commitment grew, whereas for lea 
occurred. Individuals whose par 
relationships evidenced entrapme 
relatively low increases in sati 
alternatives declined in quality 
to invest heavily in their relat 

ed to corr 
as variat i 
t sati sfac 
increases 
ality of a 
nves tment 
creases in 
hips, wher 
o impact o 
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, alternat 
e increase 
vers the r 
tners ende 
nt: They 
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The above statement provides testimony as to the power 

of commitment in relationship stability. Rusbult concluded 

that ...commitment is a better zero-order predictor of 

stay/leave behaviors than is any other investment model 

variable" and later added to this by stating that 

"...commitment itself continues to exert a sizable influence 

on stay/leave behaviors" (1983:115). If commitment in and 

of itself possesses this kind of stabilizing power, then its 

close examination is essential to the understanding of 

relationship maintenance patterns. 

In summary, although commitment is a difficult construct 

to operationalize, it makes an important contribution to 

understanding stability in marital and romantic 

relationships. McDonald stated that "Seemingly one of the 

most basic concepts for studying marital phenomena, 

'commitment' has been under utilized..." (1981:833). Leik 

and Leik (1976b) make an even broader statement by arguing 

for the use of interpersonal commitment as a major 

independent variable for analyzing the processes of social 

exchange. Whatever its impact, it is clear that our 

understanding of commitment is limited. 

Figure 2.1 illustrates four basic relationship 

scenarios theoretically possible in the application of 
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exchange processes and stability in human relationships. In 

quadrant I, the relationship is stable and either equitable 

or profitable. In quadrant II, the relationship is either 

equitable or profitable, but is not stable. Quadrant III 

represents the group of relationships which are unstable and 

possess sufficient exchange imbalance for them to be 

unstable. Finally, quadrant IV, represents those 

relationships which, although subject to exchange imbalance, 

remained stable. It is, in part, quadrant IV relationships 

which this study is designed to address. The question is: 

is commitment level different across stable and unstable 

relationships even under exchange imbalance? 

The above research described marital stability. There 

are several qualitative differences between marital 

re lationships, where most of the literature on commitment is 

focused, and friendships. The next section addresses 

characteristics of the primary relationship known as 

friendship, which is the focus of this study. 

Friendship 

As social exchange theorists have attempted to apply 

behaviorist principles to the study of human behavior, they 

have inevitably confronted the ability of humans to engage 

in a wide variety of complex cognitive processes (Turner, 
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1982). Complex cognitive processes may account for many 

human behaviors which appear, at least at one level, to be 

illogical. The complex cognitive processes of which Turner 

(1982) wrote could include the concept of commitment. 

Commitment may stabilize a relationship when it makes good 

economic" sense to discontinue it. For instance, a 

friendship may begin based primarily on rewards received. \ 

After reward dependability is established, injury or illness 

may prohibit one of the partners from offering the rewards 

of the relationship to the other. At this point, 

("dependability" may become more important than "reward" and 

the friendship may remain stable even though not verifiably 

rewarding to one of the partners. The actual relationship 

itself may have become more important than the re_wards 

available in the relationship, thus creating a situation 

(where the relationship is stabilized not by rewards per se 

(but rather by a decision to maintain it (i.e., commitment). 

Social exchange theory utilizes several concepts to 

explain the stability of non-profitable relationships. As 

noted earlier, these were comparison level, comparison level 

for alternatives, and structural constraints. However, just 

as there exist marriages which endure contrary to 

cost-reward logic, there may also be friendships which are 
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continued when theory would dictate their dissolution. If 

relationship is maintained even in the face of high costs 

and low rewards, then the theory which proposes its 

termination must be modified to explain its continuation. 

Synthesis of Theory 

In summary, the theories in the area of relationship 

stability have identified several variables of influence. 

One theory which has received a great deal of attention 

suggests that stable relationships closely parallel stable 

business transactions. The theory making this proposal 

heavily weights profits and other external stablizers. 

However, social exchange theory has received criticism in 

recent years for inattention to nonprofit variables i 

(McDonald, 1981). The criticism has rekindled the quest for 

a greater understanding of the intrapersonal factors 

involved in stable interrelationships. One such variable 

beginning to receive attention is commitment. It has been 

studied, as will be evident in the next section, but seldom 

has a prominent sociological theory granted it 

incorporation . 

Literature Review 

Relationship stability research is far from replete with 

studies addressing commitment. Almost all of the existing 
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research on commitment is limited to the marital domain. 

Consequently, most of the literature available for review 

deals with a relationship structure, namely marriage, which 

is not the focus of this study. The research in the field 

was reviewed and important points extrapolated to the extent 

that they appear relevant to the understanding of 

friendship. Relevance of application to friendship was 

determined by the specificity of the construct. If the 

concept in question was so specific as to address marriage 

only (e.g., blended families and marital stability), then 

the concept was not utilized in this study of friendship. 

If, however, the concept was more general in its application 

(e.g., relationship quality and stability), then it was 

utilized where appropriate in application to friendship. 

This literature review will focus on social exchange and 

equity studies of relationship stability as well as 

commitment-related studies of relationship stability. 

Social Exchange and Equity 
Studies of Relationship Stability 

Social exchange theory and equity theory have both 

addressed stability in relationships. Theorists writing 

about the process of equity (e.g.. Walster, Walster, & 

Berscheid, 1978) predict that both the party underbenefited 
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(i.e., giving more than is being received), and the party 

overbenefited (i.e., receiving more than is being given), 

feel discomfort and therefore attempt to restore equity. 

This imbalance-based discomfort is in contrast to social 

exchange theory, which accents the favorability of profit. 

Morgan and Sawyer (1979) deviated somewhat from the 

customary use of the word equity and defined it as rewards 

in proportion to perceived status. They further defined 

equality as equal rewards regardless of status. Their use 

of equality is more closely aligned to the customary use of 

the concept of equity. They then proposed and tested two 

revisions of social exchange theory. The first revision 

stated that "Exchanges guided mainly by the norm of equality 

emphasize solidarity" (1979:71). It was expected that 

friends would operate their exchanges based on equality in 

an effort to foster solidarity, while nonfriends would be 

more concerned with status, and thereby evidence the 

principle of equity. The norm of equality specified similar 

outcomes while the norm of equity indicated proportional 

outcomes. When equality was in effect, outcomes were to be 

equal. When the norm of equity was in effect, dissimilar 

outcomes were expected and acceptable provided that the 

greater outcome (reward) was obtained by the participant 
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with the greater status in the interaction. The subjects 

were 80 male first-year undergraduates. One group was 

allowed to engage in the exercise with their roommates. The 

other group conducted the same exercise with a stranger whom 

they had never met. In keeping with social exchange theory, 

the players were told to maximize their earnings on each of 

the 12 trials administered. Their earnings would be 

determined by their standing at the end of one of the 12 

trials chosen randomly. Results showed strangers to be more 

competitive and friends to be more cooperative. However, 

they also noted that over the course of time both friends 

and strangers tended to gradually equalize their outco mes 

Morgan and Sawyer concluded that equity and equality operate 

as separate procedural norms. 

The tendency toward equality suggests that relationships 

need to be assessed, not at a given point in time, but, 

rather, longitudinally in order to increase the 

understanding of exchange processes. Furthermore, equal 

exchange is important, not only in established 

'relationships, but also in developing relationships. Morgan 

and Sawyer's study did not lend support to the concept of 

seeking to maximize rewards longitudinally. Instead, it 

tended to suggest that, even between strangers, it is 

uncomfortable to receive more than one's exchange partner. 
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In a study of marriage, Sabatelli and Cecil-Pigo (1985) 

examined the relationship between relational inter

dependence, relational commitment, equity, and stron g 

barriers to dissolution and reported that "perceived equity 

in the distribution of outcomes within a relationship was 

the variable found to account for the largest percentage of 

variance in levels of commitment reported for both husbands 

and wives" (1985:931). Results further indicated that a 

"high level of interdependence...positively covaried with 

commitment" (1985:931). These findings suggest that there 

is a relationship between commitment and exchange processes. 

The nature of the relationship between commitment and 

exchange warrants further examination. 

Heilbronn (1975) looked at same-sex friendships from a 

developmental perspective. She administered a lengthy 

questionnaire on friendship to 102 female college roommates 

on three different occasions over a period of two years in 

an effort to determine the best predictor of final 

friendship status. Her findings indicated that at the end 

of two years the best predictor of the status of the 

friendship was the "degree to which subjects felt they 

received less than, more than, or the same amount as their 

target person" (197 5:47 54-8). Heilbronn's research points 

to equity as a determiner of friendship stability. 
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In summary, the original exchange emphasis on profit has 

been challenged by those advocating both equality (similar 

outcomes) and equity (proportional outcomes). Morgan and 

Sawyer (1979) suggested that equity and equality operate 

separately with distinct outcomes. Their research indicated 

that equality, i.e., similar outcomes, promoted stable 

relationships. It should be noted that Morgan and Sawyer's 

(1979) use of the word equality more closely resembles in 

its operationalization the traditional use of the term 

equity. Missing from these studies were measures of 

commitment and its contributions to stability. 

Commitment Studies of 
Relationship Stability 

The role of commitment in relationship stability is 

apparent although largely unclarified. The following 

literature review illustrates the relationships of / 

commitment to stability, investment and reward. 

Huston and Burgess (1979) suggest that the difference 

between a superficial relationship and a "committed 

involvement" is the "extent and nature of 'interdependency'' 

(p. 13). Interdependency is the degree to which each 

partner's outcomes are contingent upon the other partner's 

outcomes. It is therefore implied that a relationship with 
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a high level of commitment will also possess a certain level 

of reward dependency. It may further be suggested that this 

will lead to the decreased likelihood of relationship 

di s solut ion. 

The tendency for commitment to influence reward and in 

turn stability is evidenced in the research of Lund (1985) 

and Rusbult (1980a;1980b ; 1983 ) . Lund emphasized the 

commitment/investment link in relationships by suggesting 

that commitment is best defined as "an attitude about 

continuing a relationship that is strengthened by a person's 

own acts of investing time, effort and resources in that 

relationship" (1985:4). Rusbult (1983) found that 

commitment increased as a partial function of investment 

size. She found investments to be predictive of commitment 

in both the romantic relationships (1980a; 1983) and the 

friendships (1980b) of university students. Her research 

further indicated that "rewards also promoted increases in ^ 

commitment to maintain relationships,^ whereas changes in 

costs generally had no impact on commitment" (1983:101). 

The failure of costs to impact commitment suggests that 

commitment is not inextricably bound up in expenditure. If 

the influence of commitment is not dictated by costs but is 

re lated to investments, then one would expect to find 
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decreased investment in the event of decreased commitment. 

As noted earlier. Rusbult's (1983) work suggests that a -. 

person preparing to leave a relationship begins to reclaim 

formerly invested resources. 

Rusbult (1980a) administered a questionnaire to 114 

undergraduates taking an introductory psychology course. The 

purpose of the questionnaire was to assess satisfaction and 

commitment in friendships. She utilized the social exchange 

concept that satisfaction is a function of the discrepancy 

between rewards and costs by assessing friendships with 

respect to the individual's expectations. Results indicated 

that : 

Consistent with the investment model hypothesis, 
satisfaction with friendships was best predicted by the 
reward and cost values of the relationship. Commitment 
became stronger with increases in satisfaction, 
decreases in alternative value, and increases in 
investment size. (Rusbult, 1980a:96) 

A similar study was conducted to assess the application 

of the investment model with romantic relationships 

(Rusbult, 1980b). Two experiments were conducted. 

Experiment 1 revealed that "...commitment to relationships 

increased with intrinsic and extrinsic investment size and 

decreased with the value of alternatives, but was not 

appreciably affected by relationship costs" (Rusbult, 

1980b:172). Experiment 2 further revealed that "Commitment 
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to relationsh ips increased as relationship reward value and 

investment size increased and as alternative value and 

relationship cost value decreased, although the effects of 

cost value were weak" (Rusbult, 1980b:172). 

The study design was improved when Rusbult (1983) 

conducted a longitudinal test of the investment model. In 

an effort to distinguish stayers (stable heterosexual dating 

involvements) from leavers (unstable heterosexual dating 

involvements), 17 male and 17 female undergraduates were 

studied during the course of the academic year or until 

their relationship ended. Results validated the positive 

relationship between stability, rewards, costs, 

satisfaction, investments, and commitment (Rusbult, 1983). 

In summary, stable relationships experienced an increase in 

rewards, investments, satisfaction, costs and commitment. 

Unstable relationships experienced the reverse effect. 

Lund (1985) conducted an examination of the 

investment/commitment link. She labeled the model the 

"barrier model." Her subjects included 129 graduating 

seniors (50 men and 79 women) involved in heterosexual 

relationships. The barrier model, which emphasizes 

investments and commitment, was tested along side the 

positive pull model, which emphasizes love and rewards as \ 
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important determinants of relationship stability. Lund 

stated that, "Results from the longitudinal study supported 

the barrier model: personal investment in a relationship 

strengthens attitudinal commitment to that relationship, 

which makes continuing it more likely" (1985:19). According 

to Lund 'research on the barrier model showed that rewards 

played little part in the prediction of Commitment once 

Investments were accounted for, and that rewards and Love 

did not contribute to the best prediction of breakup" 

(1985:21). The difference in results between Lund and 

Rusbult may be due, in part, to the focus of each study. 

Rusbult (1983) was attempting to study the development and 

deterioration of satisfaction and commitment, that is 

whether the factor increased or decreased for leavers or 

stayers. Lund (1985) was focusing more on the prediction of 

stability. The present study also focuses on the 

differentiation of stable and unstable friendships. 

In summary, Lund's model is similar to the model used in 

this study in that it focused on commitment as a stabilizer. \ 

It appeared that commitment may be positively related to 

both investments and stability. These variables are the 

focus of this study. Lund concluded by stating that her 

research serves to "...suggest the richness of the reality 
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of how close relationships develop and survive life's 

crises" (1985:22). The present study targets the analysis 

of relationship survival in conjunction with relationship 

commitment. Based on Lund's research, which more closely 

parallels the present study than Rusbult's, it was predicted 

that commitment and satisfaction, but not reward, would 

distinguish stable from unstable relationships. 

Synthesis of Empirical Research 

This dissertation examined levels of commitment, 

investment and exchange equality for stable and unstable 

friendships. Previous commitment studies have often been 

quite limited in scope. For instance, when commitment is 

studied it is sometimes assessed in conjunction with sex 

and/or love (Grunebaum, 1976; Money, 1976; Whitaker, 1976; 

Jedlicka, 1975). There are some problems with this 

approach, however, one of which was pointed out by Vincent 

(1976). Vincent suggested that although these three 

variables are usually studied collectively, there are 

quantitative as well as qualitative differences between 

commitment, sex, and love, such that all three cannot be 

subsumed under the same heading. Another problem is that 

while marriage often attracts studies of social 

interrelatedness , to isolate the study of commitment to this 
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sphere can easily skew its dimensions and analysis. Not 

only is there the danger of encountering social 

desirability, especially when spouses are interviewed 

together, but there is also the added complication of 

limiting the scope and thus distorting the observation of 

commitment. The present study is an attempt to overcome 

some of these problems in studying commitment by assessing 

actual commitment level and determining whether level of 

commitment varies across stable and unstable friendships. 

It was expected that the friendships the subject was most\ 

committed to and invested in would be more likely to be 

stable than the friendships to which he or she was neither 

committed nor invested. In addition, relationships high in 

exc hange equity would be more stable than relationships low 

in exchange equity particularly when level of commitment was 

controlled for. It may be that exchange equity and 

commitment have similar, yet independent, effects on 

stabi1ity. 

The present study was piloted by the author (Young, 

1982). The pilot study utilized a limited number of 

subjects (29) whereas the present study assessed 261 

subjects over a period of approximately one year. The 

earlier results indicated a need for the present study: 
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In summary, this study found that commitment levels were 
initially lower for those whose friendships ended 
compared to those whose friendships continued. Results 
were similar for men and women. Reciprocity of exchange 
was higher for stable friendships than for unstable 
friendships. . .More research is needed to further 
delineate the influence of commitment and reciprocity of 
exchange on friendship stability. (1982:49) 

This further delineation was made possible, in part, by 

a much larger sample size. A further improvement over the 

previous study is noted in that the joint utilization of 

Lund's model and social exchange theory provided a broader 

base, since Lund's model incorporates individual input. 

This study utilized information obtained in the earlier 

study to develop a clearly defined and testable model for 

the study of friendship stability. Finally, the present 

study is an improvement over the above because it assessed 

the duration of the friendship, a longitudinal variable 

which the earlier study failed to control. In summary, 

greater sample size, a broader theoretical base, 

quantification of relationship duration, and a specific 

relationship model all contribute to make this study an 

advance over the 1982 study of friendship stability. 

The model employed in this study is the "Commitment 

Model of Relationship Stability." This model is outlined in 

Figure 2.2. In sum, the "Commitment Model of Relationship 
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Stability" states that (1) when commitment is low 

relationships are unstable regardless of investment or 

reward level, (2) when commitment is high relationships are 

stable when investment is high and unstable when investment 

is low, regardless of reward level. The work of Lund 

(1985), which closely parallels the present study, gives 

emphasis to commitment even over the influence of reward and 

investment. 

Integration of Theory and Research 

For many years, an economically based theory (Social 

Exchange Theory) has been a dominant force in the study of 

human relationships. Stated simply, it suggests that 

profits are paramount. Recently, critics of this profit 

based theory have advocated an understanding of relationship 

stability based on more than exchange processes. 

Researchers like McDonald (1981) have pointed to more 

intrapersonal variables, among these, commitment. 

The intrapersonal approach to relationship research is 

demanding for many reasons. Due to the subjective nature of 

constructs like commitment, they are difficult to 

operationalize and accurately quantify. However, if 

commitment permits the prediction of friendship stability 

over and above the prediction afforded by investment and 
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reward, we will have enhanced our understanding of the 

dynamics of friendship stability. 

Hypotheses 

In a study which assessed friendships over the course of 

one year, the following hypotheses were tested. 

1. Friendship stabi1ity/instabi1ity will be 

differentiated on the basis of a combination of commitment 1 

level and investment level but neither reward level, nor the 

interaction of reward level with commitment, investment, or 

both will differentiate stable and unstable friendships. 

It was predicted that higher initial commitment and 

higher initial investment would characterize stable compared 

to unstable relationships, whereas less commitment would 

describe unstable friendships compared to stable ones 

regardless of investment level (Figure 2.3). Lund's (1985) 

work accents the role of commitment and minimizes the 

contribution of rewards in relationship stability. Based 

partially on these findings, commitment is expected to 

distinguish stable and unstable relationships, aided by 

investment but aided little by reward. 

2. Level of commitment will be related to relationship 

stability such that stable relationships will have higher 

commitment levels at Time 1 than unstable relationships. 
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Wright (1977) suggested that the restraint against 

breaking a friendship off is personal, "a matter of little 

else than the person's own commitment to the relationship." 

In Lund's (1985) model, commitment is seen as an attitudinal 

or intrapersonal barrier to relationship termination. If one 

is truly committed to a relationship, its dissolution 

carries with it many costs which one would prefer to avoid, 

negative affect, sense of failure, etc. Consequently, it is 

unlikely that a committed relationship will be as easily 

terminated as a less committed relationship. 

3. Stable relationships will have higher levels of 

investment at Time 1 than unstable relationships. 

As in the build-up of any attitude (Kiesler, 1971), the 
amount of investment at a given time corresponds to the 
strength of commitment to pursuing a relationship and 
irreversibility of that pursuit. As such, attitudinal ' 
commitment, derived from the investments occuring over 
time in a relationship, should act as a barrier by 
influencing a person's decisions to continue a 
relationship even in times of stress or low rewards. 
(Lund, 1985:5) 

This does not mean that commitment and investment are 

equivalent. Lund (1985) defines commitment as an attitude 

that is strengthened by investment, rather than one which is 

equivalent to it. 

In the barrier model, investments in the relationship 

are not conceptualized as costs that weaken the bond, but 
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rather as part of the relationship strengthening process 

(Lund, 1985). Utilizing Lund's concept of investment, it is 

believed that those relationships which endure will be those 

relationships in which one is most heavily invested. This 

perspective on investments, combined with the social 

exchange view of investments as costs already incurred, make 

it difficult for something in which one is heavily invested 

to be easily terminated. Investments in Lund's model are 

seen as barriers to relationship termination."^ Hypothesis 3 

is designed to test that concept. 

4. Men's friendships will be more equitable than 

women's relationships. 

Although equity theory does not address gender 

differences in terms of equity of exchange, research does 

indicate several differences in friendship between men and 

wome n. Older women have more meaningful and extensive 

friendships than older men (Booth & Hess, 1974: Rosow, 

1967). Older women place more value on their friends than 

older men (Clark & Anderson, 1967), and women overbenefited 

in a relationship do not always follow the course predicted 

by equity theory (Hatfield et al., 1982; Davidson, 1984). 

Based on the research of Roberto and Scott (1986), 

significantly more men than women should perceive themselves 
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to be involved in equitable versus inequitable friendships. 

In an effort to offer theoretical explanation for thei 1 r 

findings, they suggested that "This more intense 

involvement with friends by women may lead to a deeper 

evaluation of the relationship..." (Roberto & Scott, 

1986:109). A deeper evaluation of the friendship may reduce 

the probability that exchange equity will be a focus. 

5. Relationships with inequitable (underbenefited) 

exchange at Time 1 (more exchange items given than received) 

will be more stable at Time 2 when high commitment is 

present than when low commitment is present at Time 1. 

Based on social exchange theory, those relationships in 

which costs exceed rewards are most subject to termination. 

The above hypothesis is designed to test the assumption that 

commitment can override this economic principle. \ 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Sample 

A list of 1980 and potential 1982 graduates was 

requested and obtained from the Office of the Registrar of 

Texas Tech University. A random sample, representing 

approximately 17% of each graduating class, was identified 

from this population utilizing both college and gender as 

delimiting criteria. Therefore, each college was 

represented in the sample according to its percentage of the 

total graduating class as well as its own ratio of males to 

females. An introductory letter which explained both the 

benefits and the purposes of the research was mailed to 

approximately 1600 prospective volunteers. The letter 

included a se1f-addressed response card. It was hoped that 

such a large number of letters would generate the research 

sample desired. 100 males and 100 females from each 

graduating class. 

The initial response was unexpectedly small, requiring 

that remaining participants (38.8%) be recruited by 

telephone. The original random sample was utilized as a 

69 
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basis for contact. It should be noted that many of those 

contacted by telephone had not received the letter of 

introduction. Most of those contacted readily volunteered 

once the project legitimacy was established and verbal 

explanation was given. An equal number of females and males 

were recruited from each cohort. 

Subjects 

For the purposes of this study, subjects with data at 

Time 1 and Time 2 were used from the original pool of 387 

subjects. Respondents mean age was 23.49 years (males=23.6, 

females = 23 . 3 ) . Attrition reduced the sample to 310 at 

Time 2, with somewhat more males than females dropping out. 

In assessing this attrition, Fischer and Sollie determined 

that "in sum, of over 200 comparisons between dropouts and 

nondropouts almost all of the differences could be traced to 

the fact that men dropped out in greater numbers than did 

women" (1988:27). There were no cohort differences in 

dropout rate. Missing data in either stable or unstable 

friendships further reduced the sample from 310 (147 males, 

and 163 females), to 261 (125 males, and 136 females). 

The majority (95.8%) of the respondents were white, and 

82.3% of the males and 79.8% of the females identified 

themselves as Protestant. The average earned income was 
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$9500 at Time 1 but increased to $11,429 at Time 2. 

Marital status findings indicated that 39.0% were married, 

10.0% were engaged, and 49.4% of the respondents were 

single. On the average, those married had been married for 

13.1 months at Time 1. Educationally, 66.1% had .a college 

degree with 11.6% having done some graduate work as well 

(Table 3.1). Table 3.2 and Table 3.3 provide demographic 

descriptions for females and males respectively. 

Procedures 

Data collection for the study began in February of 1982. 

The data collection phase followed the completion of a pilot 

study conducted in the spring and summer of 1981. The 

information obtained from the pilot study was utilized to 

shorten both the interview and questionnaire sections of the 

study. University approved informed consent procedures were 

followed. 

A forced choice questionnaire (see Appendix) was 

completed by each respondent. The questionnaire was 

composed of previously validated scales providing 

information regarding variables not included in this study, 

such as. marital adjustment, personal coping mechanisms, 

life events and transitions recently experienced, sex roles 

attitudes, perceptions of loneliness and intimacy, as well 
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TABLE 3.1 

DEMOGRAPHICS: ALL 

TIME 1 
MEAN 

TIME 2 
MEAN 

TIME 1 
FREQUENCY 

TIME 2 
FREQUENCY 

AGE 23.5 24.0 
RACE 

WHITE 95.8t 96.ir. 
HISPANIC 1.6S 1.9r. 
BLACK l.Ot l.Ot 
OTHER 1.6Z l.OZ 

MARITAL STATUS 
SINGLE 49.45 46.8t 
ENGAGED 10.OX 5.8T 
MARRIED 39.Ot 44.8" 
FORMERLY MARRIED 1.65 2.3*: 

MONTHS SINCE MARRIAGE 
13.1 17.7 

RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE 
PROTESTANT 81.05 81.35 
CATHOLIC 13.25 12.35 
EASTERN 5.25 5.55 
JEWISH 0.65 0.35 

EDUCATION 
SOME COLLEGE 15.55 7.15 
COLLEGE DEGREE 66.15 68.45 
GRADUATE WORK 11.65 17.75 
GRADUATE DEGREE 4.55 5.55 

PERSONAL INCOME $9,500 $11,439 



73 

TABLE 3.2 

DEMOGRAPHICS: FEMALES 

TIME 1 
MEAN 

TIME 2 
MEAN 

TIME 1 
FREQUENCY 

TIME 2 
FREQUENCY 

AGE 23.3 23.8 
RACE 

WHITE 97.55 97.55 
HISPANIC 0.65 0.65 
BLACK 0.65 0.65 
OTHER 1.25 1.25 

MARITAL STATUS 
SINGLE 49.75 47.95 
ENGAGED 12.35 8.05 
MARRIED 35.65 40.55 
FORMERLY MARRIED 2.55 3.15 

MONTHS SINCE MARRIAGE 
13.8 19.2 

RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE 
PROTESTANT 79.85 81.05 
CATHOLIC • 14.15 13.55 
EASTERN 4.95 3.75 
JEWISH 1-25 0.65 

EDUCATION 
SOME COLLEGE 11.75 4.35 
COLLEGE DEGREE 71.25 71.25 
GRADUATE WORK 9.25 17.35 
GRADUATE DEGREE ^•^t 5.55 

PERSONAL INCOME $8,252 $9,695 



TABLE 3 . 3 

DEMOGRAPHICS: MALES 
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AGE 
RACE 

WHITE 
HISPANIC 
BLACK 
OTHER 

MARITAL STATUS 
SINGLE 
ENGAGED 
MARRIED 
FORMERLY MARRIED 

MONTHS SINCE MARRIAGE 

RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE 
PROTESTANT 
CATHOLIC 
EASTERN 

EDUCATION 
SOME COLLEGE 
COLLEGE DEGREE 
GRADUATE WORK 
GRADUATE DEGREE 

PERSONAL INCOME 

TIME 1 
MEAN 

23.6 

12.4 

$10,885 

TIME 
MEAN 

24.1 

16.1 

2 

$13,374 

TIME 1 
FREQUENCY 

93.95 
2.75 
1 .45 
2.05 

49.05 
7.55 

42.95 
0.75 

82.35 
12.25 
5 .45 

19.75 
60.55 
14.35 
4.15 

TIME 2 
FREQUENCY 

94 .65 
3.45 
1 .45 
0. 75 

45 .65 
3.45 

49.75 
1.45 

81 .65 
10.95 
7 . 55 

10.25 
65 .35 
17 .75 
5 .45 
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as demographic statistics. More data were collected in the 

larger study than were utilized in this study. At the 

conclusion of the questionnaire, each respondent was asked 

to list the members of their social network (up to 50 

members). Tolsdorf's (1976) criteria were utilized to 

define a social network. These network criteria include 

being (1) known by name; (2) someone with whom there is a 

personal relationship; and (3) someone who is seen at least 

once a year. Each respondent was further asked to determine 

the duration of the relationship, the frequency of contact, 

and the type of relationship held with each network member 

listed. 

Each respondent participated in either a telephone or 

face-to-face interview with one of seven interviewers of the 

same gender. This interview was conducted to both validate 

and expand the information obtained from the completed 

questionnaire and social network listing. Interview length 

ranged from one-half hour to over two hours. Variations in 

interview time were largely a function of the respondent's 

network size which ranged from seven to fifty members. 

The criteria for listing network members were initially 

reviewed with each respondent. This review was conducted to 

insure that each member listed met the criteria as stated. 
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N-g-tyO-Tk Exchanges 

Respondents indicated whether exchanges in eight areas 

occurred between themselves and each member of the social 

network. Definitions of each area follow (Fischer & Sollie, 

1988). 

Money: you give or receive money in form of change or 

bills or checks or the use of a credit card. 

Goods: you give or receive some tangible item such as 

fruit, a meal, a cup of coffee, a record to tape record, an 

item of clothing. 

Affection: you give or receive expressions of 

affection, verbally or nonverbally, such as hug, kiss, 

statement of love or friendship, person remains near you or 

you near person, shared a confidence or secret. 

Information: you give or receive factual information 

such as "The critics liked this movie" or "We have $20 in 

the bank" or job-related information. 

Opinion: you give or receive opinions about the 

weather, sports, other people, politics. Opinions do not 

relate to the person or the self. 

Evaluation: you give or receive positive or negative 

feedback on something you or the other is doing or thinking 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Hypotheses 

In an effort to examine the effects of possible 

covariates, a repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 

assess the impact of length of relationship on relationship 

stability. Results indicated a significant main effect for 

length of relationship with stable friendships (x= 64.15) of 

longer duration than unstable friendships (x= 54.96), 

(F.(l,259)= 9.40, p. < .002). Neither a main effect for 

gender nor an interaction effect for gender with length of 

relationship was found. Thus, length of relationship was 

used as a covariate in subsequent analyses. There was an 

average of 4.5 stable relationships for women and 4.3 

unstable relationships. For men there was an average of 4.9 

stable relationships and 3.8 unstable relationships. 

One problem was encountered during the data analysis 

w hich should be noted here. At the conceptual level. 

stability was intended to be the dependent variable (Figure 

4.1). This would have permitted the use of Discriminant 

Function Analyis. However, since each individual friendship 

82 
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Commitment Investment Reward Stabilit 

Respondent 1 5.3 

4.0 

2.0 

0.9 

1.9 

0.7 

1 (stable) 

2 .(unstable) 

Respondent 2 4.9 

3.5 

1.9 

1.1 

2.1 

1.0 

1 (stable) 

2 (unstable) 

Figure 4.1 

STABILITY AS A DEPENDENT VARIABLE 
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was correlated with the other friendships listed by the same 

respondent, the respondent became the unit of analysis 

rather than the friendships listed in each individual 

network. As a result, stability could not be used as a 

dependent variable since each respondent possessed both 

stability groups (stable and unstable friendships). The 

scores on commitment, investment, and reward became scores 

for commitment/stable (CS), commitment/unstable (CU), 

investment/stable (IS), investment/unstable (lU), etc., 

(Figure 4.2). The average scores on commitment, investment, 

and reward were computed for all stable friendships and for 

all unstable friendships for each respondent. The process 

of averaging also adjusted for the problem of unequal 

network sizes between respondents. This meant that 

stability became a within groups factor and the scores on 

stability were correlated for each respondent. 

Consequently, stability became a repeated measure and could 

not be used as a dependent variable. Instead, commitment, 

investment, reward, and their interactions became the 

dependent variables. 

Hypothesis la stated that stable and unstable 

friendships could be differentiated by the combination of 

comm itment level and investment level. A repeated measures 



Commitment Investment Reward 
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Respondent 1 5.3 (CS) 

4.0 (CU) 

2.0 (IS) 1.9 (RS) 

0.9 (lU) 0.7 (RU) 

Respondent 2 4.9 (CS) 

3.5 (CU) 

1-9 (IS) 2.1 (RS) 

1.1 (lU) 1.0 (RU) 

Figure 4.2 

STABILITY AS A REPEATED MEASURE 
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ANCOVA was performed comparing the stable vs unstable 

friendships on commitment and investment combined. Gender 

was a between groups factor while stability was a within 

groups factor. The dependent variable was formed by 

multiplying commitment and investment. Length of. 

relationship was the covariate. The results indicated that 

there was a significant effect of stability on the 

commitment x investment score. In support of the 

hypothesis, stable (x= 28.52) friendships were higher at 

Time 1 than unstable (x= 21.45) friendships on the 

combination score of commitment and investment levels 

(1(1,258)= 142.34, £ < .001). Women's friendships (x= 

27.16) were significantly higher than men's friendships (x= 

22.55) on the combination score of commitment by investment 

reflecting a main effect for gender (F.(l,258)= 18.27. 

£ < .001). There was no significant gender by stability 

interact ion. 

The second part of hypothesis 1 (lb) predicted that 

level of reward would not differentiate friendships that 

w ere stable from friendships that were unstable. In testing 

this part of the hypothesis, reward was the dependent 

variable. Once again, stability was a within groups factor, 

ge nder a between groups factor, and length of relationship 
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the covariate. Contrary to expectation, the repeated 

measures ANCOVA found a significant stability effect 

(1(1,258)= 71.20. £ < .001) such that stable (x= 5.76) 

friendships were significantly higher in reward than 

unstable (x= 5.02) friendships. Women's friendships (x= 

5.72) were also higher in average level of reward than men's 

friendships (x= 5.02), (1(1,258)= 17.37, p. < .001). 

The final component of the first hypothesis predicted 

that, while controlling for length of relationship, the 

interaction of level of reward with either commitment (Ic), 

investment (Id), or both (le) would fail to differentiate 

stability/instability. The findings call for the rejection 

of each of these predictions. Dependent variables were 

scores formed by multiplying commitment by reward, reward by 

investment, and reward by commitment by investment. 

Repeated measures ANCOVA's with stability as the within 

groups measure, gender as the between groups measure and 

length of relationship as the covariate were run on each of 

these dependent variables. The interaction of commitment 

and reward significantly distinguished between stable (x= 

28.21) and unstable (x= 21.80) friendships (1(1,258)= 

110 66, £ < .001), as did the interaction of reward and 

investment (stable x= 36.56. unstable x= 28.02; F(l,258)= 
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92.87, 2. < .001). The interaction of reward, commitment, 

and investment further distinguished between stable (x= 

182.72) and unstable (x= 125.77) friendships (1(1,258)= 

115.94, £ < .001). In each case the stable friendships 

were higher than the unstable friendships. Main effects for 

gender were found in each analysis but there were no 

interaction effects of stability by gender for the variables 

in question. Women scored significantly higher than men on 

each of the above variables. Gender effects were as 

follows: commitment by reward (1(1,258)= 21.87, 

£ < .001), reward by investment (1(1.258)= 19.20. 

jp < .001), commitment by reward by investment (1(1,258)= 

22.00, R < .001) . 

Due to the significant differences revealed between 

stable and unstable friendships for commitment, investment, 

and reward, further assessment was necessary to determine 

the effect of each of these variables in comparison to the 

other two variables. The effect sizes for commitment, 

investment, and reward were computed using the technique 

detailed by Rosenthal and Rosnow (1984). To obtain r 

scores eta was calculated for each of the three variables. 

Eta can be seen as r when F has only one degree of freedom 

in the numerator. Eta was calculated by taking the square 
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root of the Sum of Squares of the effect divided by the 

result of adding the Sum of Squares of the effect and the 

Sum of Squares of the error term. The resulting eta scores 

were equal to r scores, representing the effect sizes. The 

effect sizes for commitment and investment were r .= .53 (N 

261), and r = .54 (N = 261), respectively. The effect size 

for reward was r = .47 (N = 261). For the purpose of 

comparison, it was necesary to obtain the magnitudes of the 

effect sizes. Therefore, Fisher's z_ transformations were 

conducted. These transformation scores were obtained using 

the "Table of Fisher's z transformation of r" (Rosenthal & 

Rosnow, 1984:459). The Fisher z's corresponding to these 

r s for commitment, investment, and reward were .59, .60, 

and .51, respectively. The magnitude of these scores was 

then compared by subtracting one z score from the others, in 

pairs, and dividing the result by the square root of the sum 

of 1 divided by Nl minus 3, plus 1 divided by N2 minus 3 

(both Nl and N2 = 261). Resulting Z scores were then 

assessed for significance using the "Table of standard 

normal deviates (Z)" (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1984:448). Tests 

of significance indicated no significant differences of 

effect between any of the pairs of variables. 
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Hypothesis 2 predicted that stable relationships would 

have higher levels of commitment than unstable 

relationships. This hypothesis was tested by repeated 

measures ANCOVA and found support with stable friendships 

higher in level of commitment (x= 4.73) at Time 1 than 

unstable friendships (x= 4.13) (1(1,258)= 100.38, 

£ < .001). While no interaction effect between gender and 

commitment was found, there was a main effect for gender 

with women's friendships (x= 4.61) significantly higher in 

average level of commitment than men's (x= 4.24), 

(F(l,258)= 13.11, £ < .001). 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a main effect for level of 

investment with stable friendships having higher levels of 

investment at Time 1 than unstable friendships. A repeated 

measures ANCOVA was performed, controlling for length of 

relationship. The results lent support for hypothesis 3. 

Stable friendships were significantly higher in Time 1 level 

of investment (x= 5.84) than unstable friendships (x= 4.95) 

( F ( 1 258)= 104.85, 2. ^ .001). No interaction between 

gender and investment was indicated but a main effect for 

gender was found with women's friendships (x= 5.68) 

significantly higher in level of investment than men's (x= 

5.08) friendships (1(1.258)= 12.05, p. < .001). 
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Hypothesis 4 predicted that men. more than women, would 

perceive their friendships as being equitable rather than 

inequitable. Equitable friendships were given a score of 

zero. A one-way analysis of variance was performed 

comparing the exchange equity of men's friendships with the 

exchange equity of women's friendships. The predicted 

outcome was not observed. Men's friendship exchanges (x= 

0.34) were not significantly more equitable than the 

exchanges occurring in women's friendships (x= 0.27) 

(1(1,294)= 3.71, £ = .054), although there was a trend 

in the opposite direction. The same analysis was conducted 

on Time 2 exchanges with similar results (1(1,289)= 3.51, 

£ = .062). Consequently, the differences between the 

exchange equity of men's and women's friendships do not fall 

within the statistical significance limits (£ < .05) 

established for this research. The gender differences noted 

in the previous tests of the hypotheses indicated that women 

were higher than men on level of commitment, level of 

investment, level of reward, as well as commitment by 

investment, commitment by reward, reward by investment, and 

commitment by reward by investment. 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that commitment would have the 

capacity to differentiate stable and unstable underbenefited 
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inequitable friendships. The exchange was categorized as 

underbenefited if the respondent reported giving a greater 

number of the eight exchange items than he/she reported 

receiving in a given friendship, and overbenefited if the 

respondent received a greater number of the eight exchange 

items than he/she gave in a given friendship. Exchange 

equity was said to exist in a particular friendship if the 

number of exchange items given to the friend was equal to 

the number of exchange items received from the friend in the 

exchange process. In this analysis all underbenefited 

relationships were examined. Underbenefited stable 

relationships were compared with underbenefited unstable 

relationships on level of commitment. The hypothesis was 

supported with level of commitment significantly higher for 

the underbenefited but stable (x= 4.40) friendships than for 

the underbenefited and unstable (x= 3.82) friendships 

(F(l,33)= 38.31, £ < .001) . 

In an effort to more closely examine the relationship 

between commitment, exchange equity, and relationship 

stability, the two remaining exchange equity conditions 

(equitable exchange, and overbenefited exchange) were 

examined. Friendships which respondents reported to be both 

equitable in exchange and stable were higher in level of 
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commitment (x= 4.76) than friendships reported to be 

equitable and unstable (x= 4.14) (l(l,105)= 45.20, 

£ < .001). Analysis of the overbenefited friendships 

revealed similar findings. The overbenefited and stable 

relationships were higher in commitment (x= 4.80) than the 

overbenefited and unstable friendships (x= 4.22) 

(1(1,120)= 45.03, £ < .001). It may be that stability 

and commitment are associated regardless of the level of 

equity in the friendships. 

Additional Analyses 

Correlations of commitment, investment, and reward are 

reported in Figure 4.3. All intercorre lations were 

significant. Investment and rewards were very highly 

correlated, indicating the absence of independent measures. 

A summary of the predictions and outcomes of each hypothesis 

may be found in Figure 4.4. 
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Commi tment Investment Reward 

Commi tment 

Investment 

Reward 

37* * * .42 * * * 

.33*** 94* * * 

.38 * * * 9 ĵ  * * * 

< .05 * * £ < .01 * * * £ < .001 

(Note: Stable relationship correlations are above the 
diagonal and unstable relationship correlations are below 
the diagonal ) 

Figure 4 . 3 

CORRELATIONS OF COMMITMENT, INVESTMENT, AND REWARD 
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Hypothesis Predicted Outcome 

Hyp la Commitment x Investment Supported 
would differentiate stable 
and unstable friendships 

Hyp lb Level of Reward would Not supported 
not differentiate stable 
and unstable friendships 

Hyp Ic Commitment x Reward would Not supported 
not differentiate stable 
and unstable friendships 

Hyp Id Reward x Investment would Not supported 
not differentiate stable 
and unstable friendships 

Hyp le Commitment x Reward x Investment Not supported 
would not differentiate stable 
and unstable friendships 

Hyp 2 Level of commitment would Supported 
differentiate stable and 
unstable friendships 

Hyp 3 Level of investment would Supported 
differentiate stable and 
unstable friendships 

Hyp 4 Men's exchanges would be Not supported 
more equitable Chan women's 

Hyp 5 Level of commitment would Supported (but) 
differentiate stable & unstable 
underbenefited friendships 

Figure 4.4 

OUTCOMES 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This research was designed primarily to assess the 

impact of level of commitment on friendship stability. So 

much of the relationship theory and research to date has 

focused on exchange stability, emphasizing net gain or net 

reward. By attempting to isolate commitment, though not to 

the exclusion of such economic concepts as costs and 

rewards, this research has endeavored to assess the 

stabilizing impact of a construct which may have the ability 

to compensate for a net loss effect. The results suggested 

that one's own level of personal commitment to the 

relationship is significantly related to the stability of 

the relationship. However, commitment was not the only 

variable to distinguish between stable and unstable 

relat ionships . 

Findings further indicated that whereas commitment was 

directly related to relationship stability, it also 

interacted with the exchange variables which most often 

receive credit for stability (reward and investment), both 

individually and together. One item of particular interest 

surfaced. It appeared that commitment not only interacted 

96 
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with traditional exchange indicators of relationship 

maintenance in a way that differentiated stability, but it 

may also be able to differentiate stable and unstable 

exchange imbalanced (inequitable exchange) friendships. 

However, additional analyses suggested that commitment and 

stability are correlated regardless of level of equity. 

This research does not indicate the length of time that 

personal commitment or reward or investment are effective in 

helping to stabilize relationships. The time between Time 1 

and Time 2 was nine months to one year, thus, 

genera 1izabi1ity to longer time periods is not known. 

Further research is needed in this area to determine the 

length of time during which commitment and the other 

variables are related to relationship stability. 

There was a significant positive correlation between 

commitment and investment, commitment and reward, and 

investment and reward (see Figure 4.1). The correlations 

suggest a limitation to this study in that rewards (what one 

receives) and investments (what one gives) were virtually 

the same, indicating a high level of perceived reciprocity I 

in friendships. Future research will need to have less 

correlated measures of investment and reward in order to 

test fairly the proposed model. Additionally, it should be 
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noted that, since the measure of commitment utilized in this 

study solicited information from respondents regarding their 

determination to continue their relationships, it could be 

argued that this method confounds commitment with the 

respondents' prediction of stability. Thus, the 

relationship between commitment and relationship stability 

may be little more than the logical correlation between a 

measure of stability and stability itself. On the other 

hand, the question asked respondents specifically to rate 

their commitment to continuing the relationship, and 

therefore addressed the motivational component of commitment 

in addition to the possible predictive component. 

Additionally, these findings suggest that investment, 

commitment, and reward are higher in the friendships of 

women than those of men. Women perceived themselves to be 

giving more than men (investment), receiving more than men 

(reward), and committed more than men in their friendships. 

The norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), may account for 

the relationship between giving more and receiving more in 

that people reciprocally help those who help them, often at 

similar levels. This norm may additionally interface with 

commitment, such that the more committed one is, the more 

one invests, and the more invested one is, the more one 

receives . 
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The theory of relationship stability proposed in this 

study suggested that commitment to the relationship would 

exact a powerful influence in the relationship maintenance 

equation. It was further hypothesized that a personal 

commitment to the relationship would also make investments 

in the relationship more likely. Consequently, the theory 

predicted that both level of commitment and level of 

investment, as well as their interaction, would be 

associated with relationship stability. Each of these 

primary hypotheses was supported. This theory further 

proposed that more traditional (economic) relationship 

stabilizers would not be significant contributors in the 

presence of commitment. This aspect of the theory was not 

supported. Findings indicated that knowledge of level of 

reward does aid in the differentiation of stable from 

unstable friendships. It was further noted in this study 

that level of reward interacted in a stabilizing fashion 

with both level of commitment and level of investment, 

individually and together. Equity theory may lend some 

understanding to these findings. Since commitment, 

investment, and reward interact with one another in a 

relationship stabilizing fashion, it would be expected that 

each in isolation, would exert an influence as well. The 
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process may unfold in this fashion: Reward may be an 

expected response to investment in friendship. Since, 

according to equity theory, the state of imbalance is 

undesireable whether overbenefited or underbenefited, the 

investment of the first party is responded to with 

investment by the second party in an attempt to achieve 

equity. The second party's investment becomes the first 

party's reward, and the exchange process in the relationship 

is established. From this perspective, the reward received 

in the exchange would be viewed more as a part of a 

reciprocal process than as a cost to one party and a pay-off 

to the other. In this view, it may not be possible to 

obtain uncorrelated measures of investments and rewards in 

friendships . 

The exchange process becomes of particular interest when 

another aspect of the theory is considered. The proposed 

theory suggested that part of the nature of the relationship 

between commitment and relationship stability would include 

commitment's ability to counter the unstabi1izing effect of 

exchange imbalance, the condition of being underbenefited. 

Although there was support for the hypothesis, this support 

was undermined by the findings of additional analyses under 

the conditions of equity and overbenefiting. The same 
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pattern was found: Commitment was higher in stable vs 

unstable relationships regardless of level of equity. It 

may be that commitment holds together some inequitable 

relationships, but it is also a factor in equitable 

relationships. Thus, we cannot look to commitment as the 

determiner of relationship stability in inequitable 

relationships. The presence of commitment at all levels of 

equity suggests that it is an over-riding factor, exerting 

more influence on relationship stability than equity exerts.1 

It should be noted that this research does not rule out the 

possibility that commitment can stabilize underbenefited \ 

friendships. Commitment may, in fact, do precisely that. 

This research simply does not provide the support needed to 

validate commitments ability to compensate for under-

benefited exchange friendships and stabilize them. 

Additional research is needed to determine if commitment 

possesses that ability. 

More like Rusbult (1983) than Lund (1985), it appeared \ 

that rewards influenced relationship stability. Based on \ 

these findings, the model originally proposed in this study 

would be modified to acknowledge the friendship stability 

differentiating power of reward alone, as well as in 

• teraction with investment, and commitment. Figure 5.1 

uggests a mo di f ied model. 
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COMMITMENT 

INVESTMENT 

REWARD 

COMMITMENT X INVESTMENT 

COMMMITMENT X REWARD 

INVESTMENT X REWARD 

COMMITMENT X INVESTMENT X REWAR 

STABLE/UNSTABLE 

Figure 5.1 

REVISED COMMITMENT MODEL OF RELATIONSHIP STABILITY 
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As noted earlier, the analysis of effect size fo: 

commitment, investment, and reward indicated that each had 

an effect, ranging from (r= .51 to r= .60), but no one had a 

significantly greater effect than any of the others. This 

finding is contrary to predicted outcome and worthy of 

further exploration. 

The strengths of this study are numerous. A large 

number of respondents yielded information on a large number 

of friendships. These respondents were assessed again 

almost a year later permitting a prospective longitudinal 

study. Several different kinds of exchange items were 

assessed, not only from an items given standpoint but also 

from an items received standpoint, permitting the study of 

reciprocal exchange. Equally important is the fact that 

this study provided information on a little known 

CO ntributor to friendship stability, commitment to the 

relationship. The study's weaknesses include its dependence 

on self-report data, and a sample limited to university 

students and graduates. Furthermore, the measure of 

commitment used was a single-item, self-report assessment 

which could be interpreted to be the subjects' predictions 

of stability. In addition it would have been interesting to 

obtain the friends' perspective rather than depending 

entirely upon the respondents' views of the friendship. 
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Future research with a scale of commitment composed of 

several items concerned with only the motivational component 

could help to disentangle the aspects of prediction from 

motivation. With the large number of friendships studied in 

this research a longer scale of commitment was impractical. 

Additional research is needed to clarify the relationship 

between personal commitment, reward, and relationship 

stability across various relationship types. Commitment 

need not be limited to a marital domain but rather expanded 

to parent/child, extended family relationships, as well as 

same and opposite sex friendships. It will be important for 

future research to address the problem of relationship 

health and commitment. Assuming that not all friendships 

are healthy relationships, many individuals may be in a 

friendship to which they are highly committed, but which is 

unhealthy in nature and needs to be ended. In this 

instance, an understanding of the operation of commitment 

could facilitate termination of an unhealthy friendship. 

Finally, if commitment possesses the capacity to 

differentiate between stable and unstable friendships, 

future research needs to attend to the antecedents of 

commitment. Identification of the forerunners of and 

ontributors to commitment could add to our ability to 
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detail the nature of relationship stability. Further study 

is also needed to understand the ways commitment is altered 

over time. Relationships which may appear low in commitment 

at one point in time may increase in level of commitment as 

the relationship increases in duration. 

In summary, it is of particular interest that a variable 

not customarily ascribed to exchange processes can 

differentiate stable and unstable relationships. Commitment 

appears to be a variable worthy of additional attention in 

relationship stability research. Furthermore, an argument 

could be made for its increased incorporation in the 

theoretical and empirical understanding of human 

relationships. The revised model suggests that commitment, 

reward, and investment are all contributors to friendship 

stabi1i ty. 



105 

detail the nature of relationship stability. Further study 

is also needed to understand the ways commitment is altered 

over time. Relationships which may appear low in commitment 

at one point in time may increase in level of commitment as 

the relationship increases in duration. 

In summary, it is of particular interest that a variable 

not customarily ascribed to exchange processes can 

differentiate stable and unstable relationships. Commitment 

appears to be a variable worthy of additional attention in 

relationship stability research. Furthermore, an argument 

could be made for its increased incorporation in the 

theoretical and empirical understanding of human 

relationships. The revised model suggests that commitment, 

reward, and investment are all contributors to friendship 

stability. 



REFERENCES 

Altman, J., & Taylor, D. 
New York: Holt. 

(19 7 3 ) . Social penetration 

Baumann. D. J., Cialdini, R. B.. & Kenrick, D. T. (1981). 
Altruism as hedonism: Helping and se 1 f-gratification as 
equivalent responses. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology. 40. 1039-1046. 

Becker, H. S. (1960). Notes on the concept of commitment. 
American Journal of Sociology, 6_6 , 32-40. 

Bell, R. R. (1981). Friendships of women and men. 
Psychology of Women Quarterly. 5_, 402-417. 

Bennett, E. B. (1955). Discussion, decision, commitment. 
and consensus in "group decision." Human Relations, 
_8, 251-273. 

Bernard, J 
World. 

(1972). The future of marriage. New York 

Berscheid, E., & Peplau, L. (1983). The emerging science 
of relationships. In H. H. Kelley, E. Berscheid, A. 
Christensen, J. H. Harvey, T. L. Huston, G. Levinger. 
E. McClintock, L. A. Peplau, & D. R. Peterson (Eds.), 
Close Relationships. Freeman: San Francisco, 1-19. 

Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1978). Interpersonal 
attraction (2nd Ed.). Reading, Massachusetts: 
Addison-Wesley. 

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. 
New York: Wiley. 

Blood, R. 0., & Wolf. D. M. (1960). Husbands and wives:_ 
ThP dynamics of married living. Glencoe. Illinois: 
The Free Press. 

Booth, A. (1972). Sex and social participation. American 
Sociological Review, ,31, 183-192. 

106 



107 

Booth, A., & Hess, E. (1974). Cross-sex friendship. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family. 3^. 39-49. 

Brenton, M. (1974). Friendship. New York: Stein & D 
ay 

Burns, T. (1973). A structural theory of social exchange. 
Acta Sociologica. 16. 188-208. 

Burns, T. (1977). Unequal exchange and uneven development 
m social life: Continuities in a structural theory of 
social exchange. Acta Sociologica. 20. 217-245. 

Clark, M. S. (1981). Noncomparabi1ity of benefits given and 
received: A cue to the existence of friendship. 
S_o_cial Psychology Quarterly. 44 . 37 5-381. 

Clark, M., & Anderson, B. (1967). Culture and aging: An 
anthropological study of older Americans. 
Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas. 

Clements, W. H. (1967). Marital interaction and marital 
stability: A point of veiw and a descriptive comparison 
of stable and unstable marriages. Journal of Marriage 
and the Family, 2^, 697-702. 

Cuber, J., & Harroff, P. (1965). Sex and the significant 
Americans: A study of sexual behavior among the 
affluent . New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts. 

Davidson, B. (1984). A test of equity theory for marital 
adjustment. Social Psychology Quarterly. J,, 36-42. 

Douvan, E., & Adelson, J. (1966). The adolescent 
experi ence . New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Fischer, J. L., & Narus, L. R. Jr. (1981). Sex roles and 
intimacy in same sex and other sex relationships. 
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 5., 444-455. 

Fischer, J. L., & Sollie, D. L. (1988). Network supports 
and coping during adult transitions. Final report to 
the National Institute of Child Health and Human 
Development. 

Fox, A. (1974). Beyond contract: Work, power and trust 
relations . London: Faber and Faber Limited. 



Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity. 
American Sociological Ravi^^., 2I, 161-78. 

Grunebaum, H. (1976). Thoughts on love, sex, and 
commitment. Journal of Sex and M.r^i-.i TK^^.p^, 2, 
^ ' / —2 o 3 . 

Gurin G., Veroff, J., & Feld, S. (1960). Americans' view 
of-ihjejLiLjneiit^aJLJie^rth. New York: Basic Books. 

Hatfield, E., Greenberger, D., Traupmann, J., & Lambert, P 
(1982). Equity and sexual satisfaction in recently 
married couples. Journal of Sex Research. 1, 18-30. 

Hawkins, J. L. (1968). Association between companionship 
hostility and marital satisfaction. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, 30. 647-650. 

Heilbronn, M. (1975). A longitudinal study of the 
development and dissolution of friendship. 
Dissertation Abstracts International (March), 
li(9-B), 4754-4755. 

Hicks, M. W., & Piatt, M. P. (1970). Marital happiness and 
stability: A review of the research of the sixties. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family. 32. 553-574. 

Holman, T., & Burr, W. (1980). Beyond the beyond: The 
growth of family theories in the 1970s. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family. 42. 729-741. 

Huston, T., & Burgess, R. (1979). Social exchange in ^ 
developing relationships: An overview. In R. Burgess 
and T. Huston (Eds.), Social exchange in developing 
relat ionships . New York: Academic Press, 3-25. 

Jedlicka, D. (1975). Sequential analysis of perceived 
commitment to partners in premarital coitus. Journal 
of Marriage and the Family. 37. 385-390. 

Johnson, M. P. (1978). Personal and structural commitment: 
Sources of consistency in the development of 
relationships. Unpublished paper, Pennsylvania State 
University, Department of Sociology. 

Johnson, M. P. (1982). Social and cognitive features of the 
dissolution of commitment to relationships. In S. W. 



10 

Duck ( Ed . ) . P^rs_on^l_ Relationships 4: Dissolving 
£erLS.on_a.L_r.ela^lon^hl£s . New York: Academic Press. 

Johnson, M. P. (1985). Courtship as the development of 
commitment to a relationship. Unpublished paper, 
Pennsylvania State University. 

Jorgensen, S. R. (1977). Social class heterogamy, status 
striving, and perceptions of marital conflict: A 
partial replication and revision of Pearlin's 
contingency hypothesis. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 39. 653-661. 

Jorgensen, S. R. (1979). Socioeconomic rewards and 
perceived marital quality: A reexamination. Journal 
of Marriage and the Family. 41. 825-835. 

Kelley, H. H. (1983). Love and commitment. In H. H. 
Kelley, E. Berscheid, A. Christensen, J. H. Harvey, T. 
L. Huston, G. Levinger, E. McClintock, L. A. Peplau, & 
D. R. Peterson (Eds.), Close Relationships, San 
Francisco: Freeman, 265-314. 

Kelley, H., & Thibaut, J. (1978). Interpersonal 
relations: A theory of interdependence. New York: 
Wiley-Interscience . 

Kiesler, C. A. (1971). The psychology of commitment. New 
York: Academic Press. 

/ 

Kiesler, C. A., & Corbin, L. H. (1965). Commitment, 
attraction and conformity. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 2, 890-895. 

Kiesler, C. A., Kiesler, S. B., & Pallak, M. S. (1967). The 
effect of commitment to future interaction on reactions 
to norm violations. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology. 31, 585,599. 

Kiesler, C. A., Pallak, M. S., & Kanouse, D. E. (1968). 
Interactive effects of commitment and dissonance. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 8., 
331-338. 

Kiesler. C. A., Zanna , M.. & Desalvo. J. (1966). Deviation 
and conformity: Opinion change as a function of 



no 

commitment, attraction, and presence of a deviate 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 3, 
458-467. ^^ -

Lee, G. R., & Ellithorpe, E. (1982). Intergenerational ^ 
exchange and subjective well-being among the elderly. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family. 44 . 217-223. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1972). Interpersonal commitment as 
a balancing mechanism in social exchange. Paper 
presented at the Pacific Sociological Association 
meeting, Scottsdale, Arizona. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1976a). Methodological paradigms 
for studying developing relationships. Paper 
presented at Conference on human and family development: 
Social exchange in developing relationships, 
Pennsylvania State University. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1976b). Transition to interpersonal 
commitment. In R. Hamblin & J. Kenkel (Eds.), 
Behavioral theory in sociology. New Brunswick, New 
Jersey: Transaction, Books, 299-322. 

Lenthall, G. (1977). Marital satisfaction and marital 
stability. Journal of Marriage and Family Counseling, 
3, 25-32. 

Levinger, G. (1965a).. Altruism in marriage: A test of the 
Buerkle-Badgley battery. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 27. 32-33. 

Levinger, G. (1965b). Marital cohesiveness and dissolution: 
An integrative review. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 21, 19-28. 

Levinger, G. (1974). A three-level approach to attraction: 
Toward an understanding of pair relatedness. In T. 
Huston (Ed.), Foundations of interpersonal attraction. 
New York: Academic Press, 100-120. 

Levinger, G. (1976). A social psychological perspective on 
marital dissolution. Journal of Social Issues , 12., 

21-47. 

Lewis, R. A. (1978). Emotional intimacy among men. 
Journal of Social Issues. 3A, 108-121. 



no 

commitment, attraction, and presence of a deviate. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1, 
458-467 . 

Lee, G. R., & Ellithorpe, E. (1982). Intergenerationa1 
exchange and subjective well-being among the elderly. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family. 44. 217-223. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1972). Interpersonal commitment as 
a balancing mechanism in social exchange. Paper 
presented at the Pacific Sociological Association 
meeting, Scottsdale, Arizona. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1976a). Methodological paradigms 
for studying developing relationships. Paper 
presented at Conference on human and family development: 
Social exchange in developing relationships, 
Pennsylvania State University. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1976b). Transition to interpersonal 
commitment. In R. Hamblin & J. Kenkel (Eds.), 
Behavioral theory in sociology. New Brunswick, New 
Jersey: Transaction, Books, 299-322. 

Lenthall, G. (1977). Marital satisfaction and marital 

stability. Journal of Marriage and Family Counseling, 
3, 25-32. 

Levinger, G. (1965a)., Altruism in marriage: A test of the 
Buerkle-Badgley battery. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 21, 32-33. 

Levinger, G. (1965b). Marital cohesiveness and dissolution: 
An integrative review. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 22, 19-28. 

Levinger, G. (1974). A three-level approach to attraction: 
Toward an understanding of pair relatedness. In T. 
Huston (Ed.). Foundations of interpersonal attraction. 
New York: Academic Press, 100-120. 

Levinger. G. (1976). A social psychologies 1 perspective on 

marital dissolution. Journal o_f Social Issues. 32. 

21-47. 

Lewis, R. A. (1978). Emotional intimacy among men. 
Journal of Aocla_L_Xs^iLes . 14. 108 121. 



no 

commitment, attraction, and presence of a deviate. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 1, 
458-467. 

Lee, G. R., & Ellithorpe, E. (1982). Intergenerationa1 
exchange and subjective well-being among the elderly. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family. 44. 217-223. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1972). Interpersonal commitment as 
a balancing mechanism in social exchange. Paper 
presented at the Pacific Sociological Association 
meeting, Scottsdale, Arizona. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1976a). Methodological paradigms 
for studying developing relationships. Paper 
presented at Conference on human and family development: 
Social exchange in developing relationships, 
Pennsylvania State University. 

Leik, R., & Leik, S. (1976b). Transition to interpersonal 
commitment. In R. Hamblin & J. Kenkel (Eds.), 
Behavioral theory in sociology. New Brunswick. New 
Jersey: Transaction, Books, 299-322. 

Lenthall, G. (1977). Marital satisfaction and marital 

stability. Journal of Marriage and Family Counseling, 
1, 25-32. 

Levinger, G. (1965a).. Altruism in marriage: A test of the 
Buerkle-Badgley battery. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 12, 32-33. 

Levinger, G. (1965b). Marital cohesiveness and dissolution: 
An integrative review. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 21, 19-28. 

Levinger, G. (1974). A three-level approach to attraction: 
Toward an understanding of pair relatedness. In T. 
Huston (Ed.). Foundations of interpersonal attraction. 
New York: Academic Press, 100-120. 

Levinger G. (1976). A social psychological perspective on 
marital dissolution. Journal of Social Issues, 12. 
21-47 . 

Lewis, R. A. (1978). Emotional intimacy among men. 
TAnrnal of Social Issues. 14. 108-121. 



Ill 

Lewis, R. A., & Spanier, G. B. (1979). Theorizing about the 
quality and stability of marriage. In W. R. Burr. R. 
Hill, F. I. Nye, & I. L. Reiss (Eds.), Contemporary 
theories about the family (Vol. 2 ) , New York: The 
Free Press, 268-294. 

Luckey, E. B. (1960). Marital satisfaction and its 
association with congruence of perception. Marriage 
and Family Livinp;, 22. 49-54. 

Lund, M. (1985). The development of investment and 
commitment scales for predicting continuity of personal 
relationships . Journal of Social and Personal 
Relationships , 2, 3-23. 

Marks, S. (1977). Multiple roles and role strain: Some 
notes on human energy, time, and commitment. Ameri can 
Sociological Review, 4^, 9 21-36. 

McCall, G. J., & Simmons, J. L. (1978). Identities and 
interactions: An examination of human associations in 
everyday life (rev. ed.). New York: Free Press. 

McCall, M. (1966). Courtship as social exchange: Some 
historical comparisons. In B. Farber (Ed.), Kinship 
and Family Organization, New York: John Wiley and 
Sons, 190-200. 

McDonald, G. W. (1980). Family power: The assessment of a 
decade of theory and research, 1970-1979. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, !±2_, 841-854. 

McDonald, G. W. (1981). Structural exchange and marital 
interaction. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 
43. 825-839. 

Mead, M., & Heyman, K. (1965). Family. New York: 
MacMillan Publishing Company. 

Milardo, R. M.. & Murstein, B. I. (1978). The implications 
of exchange-orientation on the dyadic functioning of 
heterosexual cohabitors. In M. Cook & G. Wilson (Eds.), 
Love and attraction. New York: Pergamon, 279-285. 

Money, J. Sex. love, and commitment. (1976). Journal of 
Sex and Marital Therapy, 2, 273-276. 



112 

Morgan. W. R., & Sawyer, J. (1979). Equality, equity, and 
procedural justice in social exchange. Social 
Isjychology Quarterly. 42 . 7 1-75. 

Murstein, B. (1973). A theory of marital choice applying to 
interracial marriage. In I. Stuart & L. Abt (Eds.), 
Interracial Marriage. New York: Grossman, 17-35. 

Murstein, B. I., Cerreto, M., & McDonald, M. G. (1977). A , 
theory and investigation of the effect of 
exchange-orientation on marriage and friendship. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family. 39. 543-548. 

Nye, F. I. (1978). Is choice and exchange theory the key? 
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 4_0 , 219-33. 

Nye, F. I. (1979). Choice, exchange, and the family. In W. 
R. Burr, R. Hill, F. I. Nye, & I. L. Reiss (Eds.), 
Contemporary theories about the family (Vol. II), New 
York: The Free Press, 1-41. 

Pleck, J. H. (1975). Man to man: Is brotherhood possible? 
In N. Glazer-Malbin (Ed.), Old family/new family. New 
York: D. Van Nostrand Co, 229-244. 

Riley, D., & Eckenrode, J. (1986). Subgroup differences in 
costs and benefits. Journal of Personality & Social 
Psychology. 51, 770-778. 

Roberto, K. A., & Scott, J. P. (1986). Friendships of older 
men and women: Exchange patterns and satisfaction. 
Psychology and Aging, 1, 103-109. 

Rollins, B. C , & Feldman, H. (1970). Marital satisfaction 
over the family life cycle. Journal of Marriage and 
the Family. 12, 20-27. 

Rosenbaum, M. E., & Franc, D. E. (1980). Opinion change as 
a function of external commitment and amount of 
discrepancy from the opinion of another. Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology. H . 15-20. 

Rosenbaum, M. E., & Zimmerman, I. M. (1959). The effect of 
external commitment on response to an attempt to change 
opinions. The Public Opinion Quarterly, 21, 
247-254. 



113 

Rosenthal. R., & Rosnow. R. (1984). Essentials of 

behavioraA_Xes.eaxciu__Jle_thods and data analysis. New 
York: McGraw-Hill. 

Rosow, J. (1967). Social integration of the aged. New 
York: Free Press. 

Rusbult, C. E. (1980a). Commitment and satisfaction in 
romantic associations: A test of the investment model 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology. 16. 172-86. 

Rusbult, C. E. (1980b). Satisfaction and commitment in 
friendships. Representative Research In Social 
Psychology. 11. 96-105. 

Rusbult, C. E. (1983). A longitudinal test of the 
investment model: The development (and deterioration) 
of satisfaction and commitment in heterosexual 
involvements. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology. 45 . 101-17. 

Sabatelli, R. M., & Cecil-Pigo, E. F. (1985). Relational 
interdependence and commitment in marriage. Journa1 
of Marriage and the Family, 4J., 931-937. 

Scanzoni, J 
Cliffs , 

(1972). Sexual bargaining. 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 

Englewood 

Scanzoni, J. (1979a). Social exchange and behavioral 
interdependence. In R. Burgess & T. Huston (Eds.), 
Social exchange in developing relationships. New 
York: Academic Press, 61-98. 

Scanzoni, J. (1979b). Social processes and power in 
families. In W. Burr, R. Hill, F. Nye, & I. Reiss 
(Eds.), Contemporary theories about the family: 
Research based theories (Vol. 1). New York: The Free 
Press, 295-316. 

Sears, D. 0., Freedman, J. L., & O'Connor, E. F. (1964). 
The effects of anticipated debate and commitment on the 
polarization of audience opinion. The Public Opinion 
Quarterly. 28 . 615-627. 

Spanier, G. B., & Lewis, R. A. (1980). Marital quality: A 
review of the seventies. Journal of Marriage and the 
FamJJLz, A2, 825-839. 



11 

Stoller, E. P. (1985). Exchange patterns in the informal 
support networks of the elderly: The impact of 
reciprocity on morale. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family. 47 . 335-342. 

Swensen, C. H., & Trahaug, G. (1985). Commitment and the 
long-term marriage relationship. Journal of Marriage 
and the Family. 47. 939-945. 

Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, H. H. (1959). The social 
psychology of groups. New York: Wiley. 

Tognoli, J. (1980). Male friendship and intimacy across the 
life span. Family Relations. 29. 273-279. 

Tolsdorf, C. C. (1976). Social networks, support and 
coping: An exploratory study. Family Process. 15. 
407-417 . 

Turner, J. H. (1982). The structure of sociological 
theory. Homewood, Illinois: The Dorsey Press. 

Vincent, C. E. (1976). Historical and theoretical 
perspectives: Sex, love, and commitment revisited. 
Journal of Sex and Marital Therapy, 2_, 265-272. 

Walker, L. S., & Wright, P. H. (1976). Self-disclosure in 
friendship. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 42. 
735-742. 

Walster, E., Walster, G. W., & Berscheid, E. (1978). 
Equity: Theory and research. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 

Whitaker, C. A. (1976). Sex, love, and the committed 
relationship. Journal of Sex and Marital Therapy. 
2, 263-264. 

Wright, P. H. (1969). A model and a technique for studies 
of friendship. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology. 1, 295-305. 

Wright, P. H. (1977). Friendship: The comfortable love 
relationship. Faculty lecture. University of North 
Dakota , March 3. 



Wright, P. H. (1982). Men's friendships, women's 
friendships and the alleged inferiority of the latter 
Sex Roles. 8, 1-20. 

Wright, P. H., & Crawford, A. C. (1971). Agreement and 
friendship: A close look and some second thoughts. 
Representative Research in Social Psychology. 2.. 
52-70. 

Young, T. L. (1982). Friendship stability: Influences of 
commitment level and reciprocity of exchange. 
Unpublished master's thesis, Texas Tech University. 



APPENDIX 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

1 1 6 



1] 

68 69 72 73 •8 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please describe yourself and your background by writing the nunber of the 
°"g choice to each Item which best describes you in Che space at the left. There are no 
answers which are better than any other answers; the best answer is one which comes 
closest to describing how you are or where you've been or how you feel about things. 

EXAMPLE 

2 Your favorite dessert is: 
1. ice cream 
2. cake 
3. pie 
4. fruit 
5. cheese 

If your favorite dessert is cake you would write "2" in the space to the left. 

Please work quickly and accurately. Do not dwell on any item, but please answer every 
item. If you are not sure, try to aiwwer to the best of your ability. 

card 1 

5-

7-

9-

-6. 

-a. 

-10 

12-13. 

Your sex 
1. Male 
2. Female 

Your age — write in 

Your race/ethnic background: 
1. Black/Negro 
2. Chicano/Mexican American 

American Indian 
Oriental 
Vhice/Caucasian 
Other (specify) 

3 

Number of brothers — write in 

Mumber of sisters — write in 

What order were you born? 
1. Only child 
2. First b o m 
3. Middle child 
U. Last born 

With whom did you live the 
majority of the cine when you 
were growing up? 
1. Both parents 
2. Single parent 
3. Other (specify) 

Vhat is your aarical scacus and 
best guess abouc che future? 

1. Single 
2. Engaged 
3. Married 
4. Formerly married 

14. Which of Che followin'5 besc 
describes your parencs' present 
marical scacus? 
1. Original/adopcive parencs 

live cogecher 
2. Separaced or divorced 
3. One or boch deceased 

15. 

16. 

How old were you when 
parencs marriage enoea 
i_, 

2, 
3. 
•4 , 

5. 
6, 
7, 

, Ic did noc ena 
, Birch - 3 years 
, 5 - 1 0 ;-ears 
. 1 0 - 1 5 vears 
. 1 5 - 1 3 years 
. 1 8 - 2 5 vears 
. Older Chan 25 

•.»ica whom do you live 
1. ?arenc(s) 
2. Spouse 
3. Friend/Roomace(s) 
4. Relacives 
5. Alone 

17. >;umber of ch i ld ren — v n c e in 

13. If vou ccuid have jusc what you 
wane, how many cr.il^iren \o\ilc 
/ou l i ke CO have ? 
1. Haven'c vieciaec 
2. none 
3. one 
4 . cwo 
5. chree or lore 
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19. How old would you like to be 
when you have your first 
child — write in. 

20. How old would you like to be 
when you have your last 
child — write in. 

21. Present religious affiliation 
or preference: 
1. Catholic 
2. Protestant/Christian 
3. Jewish 
4. Other (specify) 

22. 

23. 

To what extent do you consider 
yourse l f re l ig ious? 
1. Not at all 
2. Mildly 
3. Moderately 
4. Strongly 

'.'.'hich best describes your 
parents' financial status 
when you were growing up? 
1. Not at all well off 
2. Less Chan well off 
3. Comfortable 
4. Moderately well off 
5. Very well off 

27. Highest level of school 
completed: 
1, 

3. 

6. 

8. 

3ch grade or less 
11th grade or less 
12th grade or less 
Some college or trade school 
College degree 
Graduace work 
Graduate degree 
Post-graduate v/ork 

24. V.'nich best describes your 
financial status? 
1. Met at all well off 
2. Less than well off 
3. Comfortable 
4. Moderately well off 
5. Very well off 

25. When you were growing up, 
were you primarily a 
resident of: 
1. Rural community or farm 
2. Small city/Suburb 
3. Large City 

26. How close do you live 
to your parents now? 
1. Live with chea 
2. Within 1 mile 
3. Becween 1 - 2 0 miles 
4. Becween 20 - 100 niiles 
5. Between 100 - 500 miles 
6. Over 1000 ciles 
7. Cannot answer question 
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For the foUowing, indica te when '̂ /ou have or when '/cu anr ic ipa te havir.c —^ ' : 
exper ience. ' • ~ 

Q=:"fi DO ̂ 2 WRITE HEPE 

28, 29, 30, 
nnontns 
Since 

nionrhs 
s ince 

Jtsnt-is 
s ince 

31. 32, 33, 

34. 

35, 36, 37, 

38, 39, 40, 

• 1 . 42, 43, 

,44, 45, 46, 

FTEL-IN HERE 

Cate of .Marriage: 
/ ^ / 

:tD. aay year 

Dace of b i r t h of 
chi ldren: 
Oli ld 1: 

/ / 
mo. day year 

Describe vT2iir present 
ocerjpation: 

[Date of beginning present 
occrupaticn: 

/ - / 
mo. day year 

Date you l e f t hone for ycur 
own place ( e . g . , aparr rent , 
r ra l i tary ser ' / ice , college) : 

/ / 
nc . day year 

Date you graduated 
(or an t i c ipa t e graduating) : 

:x). cay year 

Date of separation frcm spouse: 

/ / 
mo. day year 

For the year j u s t ended fr37> January zhrcuc- Decsr 
what was your co ta l incoiE? 2 

.47. 43. 49, io S/ 

52, 5?. 54, 55, 56 What was spouse's inccne? 5 



DESCMSE YOURSELF 

12 

^̂ EVER OR 
AL;40ST :̂EVER 

TRUE 

USUALLY 
MOT 

TRUE 

SCMETIilES 3UT OCCASIONALLY OFT^N 
INFREQUENTLY TRUE TRUE 

TRUE 

•JS-JALLY .\LWAYS 3R 
TRUE . \L : ICST 

ALWAYS r?.UE 

card 2 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Self reliant 

Yielding 

Helpful 

Defends own 
beliefs 

Cheerful ~" 

Moody 

Independent 

Shy 

Conscientious 

Athletic 

Affectionate 

Theatrical 

Assertive 

Flacterable 

Happy 

Strong 
personality 

Loyal 

Unpredictable 

Forceful 

Femi.iina 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

Reliable 

Analytical 

Sympat-hetic 

Jealous 

Has leadership 
abilities 

Sensitive to the 
needs of others 

Truthful 

Willing to take 
risks 

Understanding 

Secretive 

Makes decisions 
easily 

Compassionate 

Sincere 

Self-sufficient 

Eager to soothe 
hurt feelings 

Conceited 

Cominant 

Soft-spojten 

Likable 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

. 35. 

56. 

57 

58. 

59. 

60. 

Warm 

Solemn 

Willing ':o -ake 
a 3"ar.G 

Tender 

Friendly 

Aggressive 

Ineffirianr 

Acts as a leader 

Childlike 

Adaptable 

I.ndividuaiistic 

Does not jse hars 
language 

'-'nsystematic 

Comoetitive 

Loves rnilirer. 

Tactful 

Ajnnitious 

Gentle 

Ccnven-ionai 

40. liaaculine 

file:///LWAYS


Check any of the following situations which have happened to you in the last 6 ,Tor.chs 

card 3 

• 1. .Marriage 
- 2. Troubles with the bcjss 
. 3. Detention in jail or other institution 
. 4. Death of spouse 
. 5. Major change in sleeping habits (a lot more or a lot less sleeo, or 

change in part of day v;hea asleep) 
. 6. Death of a close family rrerber 
. 7, Major change in eating habits (a lot more or a lot less food intake, or 

very different meal hours or surroundings) 
. 8. Foreclosure en a mortgage or loan 
. 9. Revision of personal habits (dress, manners, associations, etc.) 
. 10. Death of a close friend 
. U . Minor violations of the Law (e.g., traffic tickets, jav waikina, 

disturbing the peace, etc.) 
. 12. Outstanding personal achievement 
. 13. Pregnancy 
. 14. Major chane in the health or behavior of a familv .-reifcer 
. 15. Sexual difficulties 
. 16. In-law trc:ubles 
. 17. Major change in nunber of family get-toget.hers (e.g., a lot .-rore cr a lot 

less than ususal) 
. 18. Major change in financial state (e.g., a lot worse off or a let better 

off than usual) 
. 19. Gaining a new family merber (e.g., t.hrDugh birt.̂ ., adoption, oldster 

moving in, etc.) 
, 20. Change in residence 
. 21. Son or daughter leaving heme (e.g., rrarriace, attending college, ere.) 
, 22. .Marital seccuration from mate 
, 23. .Major change in chvirch activities (e.g., a lot more or a lot less ':han ••^•••.^'' 
. 24. .Marital reconciliation with mate 
, 25. Being fired from work 
26. Divorce 
27. Gianging to a d i f f e r en t l i n e of work 
28. .Major change in the nuirber of argvments with spouse ( e . g . , e i t h e r a l e t 

nore or a l o t l e s s than usual regarding ch i ld rear ing , personal nac i r s , e tc . ) 
29. .Major change in r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s a t '^ork ( e . g . , praro t ion , cenct icn, 

l a t e r a l t ransfer) 
30. Wife beginning o r ceasing work outs ide the hone 
31. .'•lajor change in working hours or ccaiditicns 
32. Major change in usual type and/or amount of recreat ion 
33. TaJcing en a mortgage g r e a t e r t.han 510,000 ( e . g . , purchasir.c a rxrre, 

bus iness , e t c . ) 
34. TaJcing on a mortgage or loan l e s s than 510,300 ( e . g . , ciirchasir.g a c^r, 

TV, f reezer , e t c . ) 
35. Majcar personal injury o r i l L i e s s 
36. Major business readjustirent ( e . g . , -merger, recrcaniza t ien , hankr-jrtcy, 

e t c . ) 
37. .Ma^or change in soc i a l a c t i v i t i e s ( e .g . , c l j b s , dancing, rov ies , 

v i s i t i n g , e t c . ) 
38. :'5ajor change in l i v i n g condi t ions ( e . g . , bmld ing a new bene, rsnodeli-ic, 

d e t e r i o r a t i o n of hccE or neighborhood) 
39. Retirenient fron \*3rk 
40. Vacation 
41. Cir is tmas 
42. C3janging to a new school 
TJ. Beginning or oeasing fonnal schooling 



i : 

6. Strang Agreement 
5. .Moderate'.\greerBnt 
4. Sl ight Agreement 
3. Slight Disagreement 
2. ;ioderate Disagreement 
1. Strong Disagreement 

-^^"^ ^ Statecent 

^' I *eei in tune with the people around rte 
__^^_ 2. I lack oonranionship 
_____ 3. There i s no one I can turn to 

4. I do not feel aLLone 
5. I feel part of a group of friends 
6. I have a lot in cccmDn vzith the people arovmd .TE 

_____ 7. I am no longer close to anyone 
8. My interests and ideas are not shared by these around .TH 
9. I am an outgoing person 
'.0. There are people Z feel close to _U. I feel left oiit 

__12. .'•ly social relationships are superficial 
_13. Mo one really :<nows ne well 
_14. r feel isolated fron others 
_I5. I can find carpanionship when I -..ramt it 
_16. There are people ̂ vho really understand ::e 
_17. I am aihappy being so 'vithdrawn 
_13. People are around me but not with .Tie 
_19. There are people I can talk to 
~20. There are peooie I can turn to 

Here are seme words -re 'vould like you to use to describe hew ycu feel aoout ycir present 
life. For e.'cairple, if [(TJU think yovr present life is -/er"/ boring, ~ut ar. X in the 'zLar.\ 
right next to the --̂ rd "boring". If you think vour life is -/ery intsrestinc, p'-it x̂; :: 
in the blani< right next to the word "interesting". If ycsi think -z belongs scmewnere 
inbetween, put an X -vhere '/ou think it belongs. 

21 

-.-

23 

2H 

25 

25 

1 -T 

28 

29 

i t inue 

30RC:G 

::JJCY?>BIZ 

DISCCUPAGI 

DiSAPPOrTT 

::G 

riG 

ZTTZ^ESrHJZ 

'<T—-^aRT ~ 

HA5D 

'•CRr:-7-:Hiiz 

: : ^ :F - .Y 

T-«D"^' 

i-tCPETLI 

JrEE 

?E:'3U^Z;G 

file://'./greerBnt
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S S ' ^ ^ ° ' ^ ^ ' ^ - ^ ^ " '^'=^-^ ^ ^ * --- --•- =-=i^o--- s ta te ren ts . "•se 

5. Strong Agreanent 
5. -Moderate'Agreement 
4. S l igh t Agreement 
3. Sl ight Disagreement 
2. :tocerate Disagreement 
1. Strong Disagreement 

=ard 4 Statenent 

«̂ I *eel in tune with the people around re 
__^__ 2. I lack cottpanionshio 

3. There is no one I can turn to 
4. I do not feel alone 

_^__ 5. I feel part of a group of friends 
6. I have a lot in t'n.iiLin vn.th the people around .-re 

_____ 7. I am no longer close to anvone 
8. >ty interests and ideas are not shared by these around rrs 
9. I am an outgoing person 10. There are oeoole I feel close to 

' U . I feel l e f t cut 
_12. .''ly socia l relat ionships are superficial 
_13. !Io one real ly :<nows me well 
_14. I feel i sola ted from others 
_15. I can find ccroanionship when I -tisnt i t 
_16. There are people tvho real ly understand zs 
_17. I am i2ihappy being so withdrawn 
_13. People are arovnd me but not with me 
'19. There are people I can talk to 
~20. There are people I can turn to 

Here are seme words -re '-^iiLd LJce ycu to use to describe hew ycu feel about ycur present 
l i f e . For exairple, i f :;'ou think yoia present l i f e i s '/erv' 'ocring, -u t an X m t.te c_an.\ 
r i g h t next to the --^rd "boring". I f you think vour l i f e i s very i n t e r e s t i nc , - j t .=in :: 
in the blanic r i g h t next to the word " in t e r e s t i ng" . If you think i t belcngs somewhere 
inbetr^een, put an X 'vhere '/ou t i i n k i t belongs. 

1 2 3 4 3 
^-ontinue 
21 BORTTG ZTTSZ^ESm^C 

22 HiCCC^SLE .-CIHElPiSIZ 

23 EiASY --̂ -=3 

2-* 'JSZZZSS 'CRZ-r^rHHZ 

25 rp juxLj : L.2:ELZ 

-1 DISCDURAGilllG i-̂ ZPETJI, 

28 TIZD DCXTii ^"^=^ 

29 olSAPPOrTTTTG ?E:'?L.^I:, 'G 



Consider the person who is closest to you. In che following Questions. S is a person who 
is special to you: a spouse, a best friend, a relative. Consider che relationship you 
have with S and answer the following statements according Co how auch you agree chis is 
crue of your relationship. Use this scale: 

card 5 

Strong Agreement 
Moderate Agreement 
Slight Agreement 
Slight Disagreement 
itoderate Disagreement 
Strong Disagreemenc 

_ 1. There is some hedging, alibiing, or exaggerating regarding you or S. 

_ 2. There is little desire to know much about each other. 

_ 3. There is intentional deceit, lying, and marked hostility. 

_ 4. You can rely on each other to willingly share information regarding each other. 

_ 5. There is ouch honesty, self-disclosure, and openness. 

6. There is a willingness to listen and to learn. 

7. While together you become aware only of your thoughts and feelings. 

8. While together you tend to become displeased, tense, and/or irritable. . 

9. '.'Jhile together, you tend Co be generally aware and sensiCive regarding each ocner. 

_10. ''/hile cogether you tend to be pleased, hopeful, and/or relaxed. 

_11. There is competition to be right. 

_12. There is dedication and unswerving loyalty in che relacionship. 

13. There are needs to Chwart, frustrate, or displease the other. 

14. There is an absence of discussion with each other and/or rsinoceness vicn each ocher. 

15. Problems between you almost always end up in destructive actions anc/or resenc-encs. 

16. There is a willingness co acknowledge errors. 

17. Problems almosc always end up with reconciliations, compromises, and rnucually 
satisfying solutions. 

_18. 

_19. 

_20. 

21. 

There are feelings of a need co try harder. 

There are unrealistic restraints imposed by che other. 

There is 'jnwillingness co allow the other a sense of selfidencicy and independence 
from dictatorial control. 

There are few feelings of obligation and self demands with regard co che other. 

22. There is personal autonomy and respect for each other's choices. 

23. There are inappropriate self-expectacions (coo high or coo low) chrough lacic o: 
recognition of assets and abilities. 

24. Tliere is little help but lots of criticism. 

25. Appropriate recognition is being vichheld or credic is scoien for effores anc 

achievements. 

26. There is a sense of failure and worthlessness in this relacionship. 

27. Taere are mostly appropriate self-expectations through appropriace rscognicion 

of assets and abilities. 

IS. Tnere are helpful suggestions, encouragements, and/or occasional kicks in che oar.cs. 



6. Strong Agreement 
5. Moderate Agreement 
4. Slight Agreement 
3. Slight Disagreement 
2. Moderate Disagreement 
1. Strong Disagreement 

_29. There is sincere appreciation and meaningful acknowledgement. 

_30. There are feelings of worth, respect, and acceptance. 

_31. There is a view of life and others as of little worth or promise. 

_32. There is hesitancy to give. 

_33. There is alienation, a sense of being alone. 

_34. There is a view of life and others as worthwhile and positive. 

_35. There is generosity and consideration. 

_36. There are attempts to give even before being asked. 

37, There is ease in receiving from each other. 

_38. There is fluctuation between support and no support, consideration and inconsideration, 
and/or loving and lack of loving. 

_39. The welfare of chose outside the relationship and/or outside responsibilities 
come first. 

_40. S is: 
1. spouse 
2. finance 
3. steady date 
4. best friend 
5. close friend 
5. relative (specify ) 
7. other (specify ) 

_41. S is: 
1. Male 
2. Female 
3. First name. Last initial 

42-43. S is years old. 

44-45 . You have known S years 

•4 6-47. and months. 
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DIRECTIONS 

• On the next two pages is a list of "behaviors" or statements chat you aay 
or may not use to cope with life experiences. Please carefully consider 
"how helpful" each of these behaviors has been to you in your adjustment. 

• Circle one of the following responses for each statement; 

3 Very Helpful 

2 Moderately Helpful 

1 Minimally Helpful 

0 Not Helpful 

• Please be sure and record a response for every item. 



card 6 

Mil 

7 /*/^/ 
0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

3 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

-* 1 - 1 

3 : 2 3 

3 ' 2 3 

3 ' 3 3 

3 ' 3 3 

"^ ! T •» 

3 1 3 3 

0 1 2 3 

3 1 3 3 

3 ' 2 3 

3 ' 2 3 

3 : 3 3 

0 • : 3 

3 ' 2 3 

/ COPINO BEHAVICRa 

1 Talking « i th otnar individuals in 
'^ same s i tua t ion 

2 Going to scrtool 

3 L taming n«« ski 1 Is 

* Oevaloping mysslf as a parson 

5 Making f inancia l investments/savings 

6 Doing • l i ngs « i th the family 

7 involvement in re l ig ious a c t i v i t i e s 

9 "rying *o 5e a 'a ther and a '̂ >ot^e^ 
*o the ch i i dren 

9 A1 lowing myself 'o Become angry 

10 3e i iev ing -hat -ny lusBano's career 
is Tiost >»oortant 

1 Always cepending ^oon 'r iends *o 
gi ve me Support 

i2 ' r v i n g TO maintain family s t a b i l i t y 

!3 Investing myself in f?ty chi ldren 

14 3ecoming more independent 

'5 Reading 

i6 Bel ieving *hat tt\a I ns t i tu t ions *hat 
my spouse and I «ork for •'ave my 
' ami ly 's ;est in terest in mind 

\' taking advantage cf local programs 
and services aimed a t helping *hose 
•n mv s i tua t ion 

;8 <* i sn 1 ng mv spouse or 'ormer spouseJ 
«as not gone and ' h a t *hings aera 
i'l ' f e r e n t 

19 Sel iav ing ' h a t my ' i fe would l o t re 
any Dett-er i f my spouse -e re -ere 
(or mv former spouse and l were 
s t i l l together) 

Mil 
j / / / * / J 

*7 •/-•/*/ 
*l i/ *Y *y 
0 1 2 3 

0 1 3 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

-> 1 •) T 

3 : 2 3 

3 ' 2 3 

3 ' 3 3 

3 1 2 3 

3 1 3 3 

3 1 3 3 

0 1 2 3 

3 1 2 3 

-> • " T 

3 1 3 3 

- 1 •« 1 

COPINQ BEHAVIORS 

20 3 u i i d i - g c o s e -eiat ionsn 1 ps • i * " ' 
seopla 

21 'aKing advantage of professional 
counseling 

22 Involvement .n 3c* iv i * i es 5oec.' -
ca l ly for someone in ->v s i ' - a - i c r 

23 Estaplishing a new l i f e for mvseif 

24 3rinking aiconoi 

25 Aiwavs counT-ig 3n -eiarJves ""̂  
help me DuT 

25 3eing act 've n -^e ;c3- : ;~ -^ - * -

27 joicg -nmgs «1-1 r e ' j ' ves 

-•^e memoraoie -or>e"-$ 

39 :,-y.ng 

30 Relieving - "a t - - -gs «• i - i 3 

31 3aTng 

32 " a i ^ n g -0 someone 2E0-- -c» 
'eei 

34 vSi.-g 3r.gs 

3; "axing Sure • -axe so.«^-3ce :T 
a l l -he iTate ana :ca -^cc-c-i : 
cenef "s -ave ccmi-g --. -e 

36 =ar- c.:a'- -c :" a ' e g - . s r :as.s 
h j i an iea a c / . - i « s ic'^^-cec 

;v - - - e r s 1" •'v 5 ' - . a * r̂  

"0 - :e3ef 'en- ^cc- "-v icc^se cr 
-c"^©'' 5;c-se> cei -c i ' c - - a 

33 Se i iev . -g --aT a" ;»"-3'- at 
-^pni-g — ê "jmi , e -c /c - '"-ances 
. . - " O u ' mv spouse :r -c—'er 
ssouse 



card 7 

/ h hi 
/ • » / * / 3 

3 3 3 

3 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

3 1 2 3 

C I 2 3 

3 • 2 3 

3 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

3 3 3 

3 1 2 3 

3 3 3 

0 ' 2 3 

-> \ ~ 1 

0 ' 2 3 

3 • 3 3 

0 1 2 3 

/ 
COPINQ BEHAVIORa 

39 3 e l l a v i n g ' h a t t h i s i s o u r s t y l e a f 
l i f e and 1 shou ld e n j o y i^ 

40 A l . a y s t r u s t i n g my f a i t h t o B u l l 
me tnrougf i 

4 1 Doing more t h i n g s w i t h t h e c h i l d r e n 

42 3 e i n g a " g o o d " w i f e and d o i n g what 
my husband wants me t o do 

43 3 e l i e v i n g in God 

44 Doing v o l u n t e e r work 

45 I n v o l v e m e n t in s o c i a l a c t i v i t i e s 
( p a r t i e s , e t c . ) • i t n ' r i e n d s 

•56 i ' l a n n i n g my ' u t u r e 

- 7 3 o n c e n t r a t i n g on ncODies ' a r ^ , 
musi c , sew i n g , e t c . ; 

-13 Hat i ng 

- 9 ^ r a v e l I r.q 

50 Always r e l y i n g on m y s e l f t o s o l v e 

crop 1 ems 

51 3 o i n g s h o p p i n g w i t h - h e c h i l d r e n 

c r By m y s e l f 

52 Bead ing about how o t h e r persons 
in my s i t u a t i o n h a n d l e - n i n g s 

5 3 S e e k i n g e n c o u r a g e m e n t , g u i d a n c e 
and s u p p o r t ' rom my p a r e n t ( s ) 

54 Engaging in r e l a t i o n s h i p s and 
f r i e n d s h i p s which a r e s a t i s f y i n g 
- 0 me 

/ / / / 

iU i t 
V/A7''/ 
3 ' 2 3 

0 • 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

3 • 3 3 

3 ' 2 3 

3 1 2 3 

3 I 3 - 3 

0 1 2 3 

•^ 1 -1 T 

0 ' 3 3 

0 1 2 3 

0 1 2 3 

C O P I N O B E H A V I O R S 

55 S l e e p i n g 

56 <eep iog mvse i f n s-iape i-c •*' -
groomed 

57 K a t c n i n g • e l e v i s i o n 

58 j O i n g t o movies 

59 Remodel ing or r e d e c o r a t i n g -•^e 
house 

60 Engaging in c1oP worK f c h u r c h , 
=TA, a r c . ) 

51 • ' e l l ing m y s e l * - i 3 t 1 "ave ~a<^ j 
- l i n g s sPouic 5e - " "anKf j . - c 

iZ <aaBing j r c o i a m s "c - v s e i * 

53 j o i i c 3 - c c : n g « * - - - e"CS 

54 Advancing "v c r p r e s s r - i : a r e e r 

c5 - i / i n g .3 - 0 . r a - sec e - . a n - ; 
r e -c :o as a c a r e n r 

56 - a r t c c a f i - g "• l a f e r , - g s anc 
e v e n t s • *n - e i a r i v e s 

57 S o c i a i i j - g •>>'- •- encs ; • - n e 
3PBCsi *3 sex 

53 E s ' a B l i s n a -a» s - . i e or • ' s — n e w 
• r : e n a s , new a c - i v i - e s , e^'t. 

cou ld e v e r n jooen - o • ' : n . cren 

"0 ^eeKina cu t - r i e n a s . " o . n c e r s - j n a 
-ow C : - M C ' j ^ T s - c r me a'-
• ines 

PLEASE Oeck a l l ' 0 items to be sure you have c i rc led a number for each one. 



card 3 

For each of the following statements about the roles of men and women, first decide 

moderator tVV^.°lr1 ^^^^Jt^' '^''''' "̂ "'̂  "'^"^" ^ ° " °̂̂ «* ^^at opinion Strongly, 
TjtlllltVy, '^^8t»Jly- There are no right or correct answers. Simply mark tSe 
answer which comes closest to your general feelings about each statement using the 
scale below: ° 

6. Strong Agreement 
5. Moderate Agreement 
4. Slight Agreement 
3. Slight Disagreement 
2. Moderate Disagreement 
1. Strong Disagreement 

!• Women are by nature more emotional than men. 

2. Unless it is absolutely necessary, women who have young children should 
restrict their activities and Interests to the home. 

3. No woman's life is really complete until she marries. 

4. Women who choose to remain childless are denying their crue roles in life. 

5. It is important that men show proper respect for women by opening doors 
for them, allowing them to go first. 

6. Women really like being dependent on men. 

7. It is O.K. for a wife to retain her maiden name if she wants co. 

8. It is not a good idea for a husband to stay home and care for the children 
while his wife is employed full-time outside the home. 

9. A married woman's most important task in life should be taking care of 
her husband and children. 

10. Even though a wife works outside the hone, the husband should be the aajor 
breadwinner and the wife should have the responsibilicy of running che house. 

11. Having a job herself should be as important Co a woman as encouraging her 
husband in his job. 

12. Mothers and fathers should equally be responsibile for caking care of 
young children. 

13. As a matter of principle, a man and a woman living cogether should share 
equally in housework. 

14. Marriage is a partnership in which the wife and husband should share che 
economic responsibility for supporting the family. 

15. If a couple is going somewhere by car, it ts better for the aan co do 3ost 
of the driving. 

16. If both husband and wife work, her career should be just as important as 
his in determining where the family lives. 

17. The husband and the wife should have equal authority in making family 
decisions. 

18. Parents should encourage just as much Independence in cheir daughcers as 
in cheir sons. 



FOR ENGROD OR .'lARRHD COUPLES 

50-51 CTedc t±e dot on the scale below which best (describes the degree of I-iaroLness, 
everything considered, of your present marriage. The middle paint, "happy," 
repres«its the degree of happiness which most people get from mamage," and t.he 
scale gradually ranges en one side to those few who are very unhappy m marr3.age, 
and on the other, to those few who experience axtreme joy or felicity ir. niarriace. 

Very 
Unhappy Happy ?err. ect_y 

Hacpy 

State the approximate extent of agreement or dis2»?reeiient between you and your 
mate on the following itans. Please check each colam. 

Alitost Occa- Fre- Almost 
Always Always sionally quently Always 
A?ree .Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

Al'.vays 
Oisasree 

{ 52 Handling family finances 
1 

1 53 Matters of recreation 

j 54 Danonstrations of eiffection 

55 Friends 

156-57 Sex relations 
1 1 
; 58 Conventionality (right, 
1 good, or proper conduct) 

1 59 Philosophy of life 

1 1 < 

1 1 
! ' 

1 

1 1 

i 
1 

i 
1 

' 

\ 
60 Ways of dealing with in-iaws 

61-62 '/Sien disagreenents arise, they 'osually result in: 

Husband giving in Wife giving in Agreenent by mutual ri-.ie i zske 

63-64 Do you and your mate engage in outside interests together: 

ALL of them seme of then Very few of them Mcne of t-hem 

65-66 In leisure time do you generally prefer: 

67-68 Etoes your mate generally prefer: 

69-70 Do you ever wish you had .TOt married? 

Frequently Occasionally Pareiy 

To be "en the ĝo" 

To be "on the go" 

>te';er 

To stay at rore 
To stay at ncre 

71-72 If you had your Life co live over, do .̂-ou think v-cu vcuid: 
.Marry t.oB sane person .Marry a different person >tot TTarr/ at 

73-74" Do you oonfide in your mate: 
Almost never Rarely In most t.hings In everythir.g 



We are interested in knowing something about the people you know: who they are, if 
they know each other, and how often you see them. First, let's list the people 
beginning with your spouse or finance and adult family members. The adults you list 
have to have chree qualifications: 1) this is a person you know by name: 2) this is 
a person with wijom you have a personal relationship; 3) this is a person you see at 
least once a year. Please write their first names and their relationship with you 
and estimate how many days in a 30-day month you would see this person. 

Contact First Name and Length of time you've 
Mumber Days/Month Last Initial known this person Relationship 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 



Contact First Same and Length of time you've 
Ni^er Days/Month Last Initial known this person Relationship 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

43 

49 

50 



Thank you for completing the questionnaire. 
We appreciate the time you've spent to make our 
study successful. 

If you live within the immediate Lubbock area, 
please keep your questionnaire. You will be contacted 
by one of our staff to schedule an interview. During 
the interview you will need to refer to parts of the 
questionnaire, and the interviewer will collect 
your completed questionnaire at this time. 

If you do not live within the immediate Lubbock area, 
please make a copy of page 14 and 15 of the 
questionnaire with the attached 20c. Return the 
questionnaire in the enclosed envelope and keep the 
copies for yourself. You will be contacted by one of 
our staff to schedule a telephone interview. Ouri.T? 
the interview you will need to refer to your copies 
from the questionnaire, so please keep them in a 
safe and convenient place. 

Thanks once again for your cooperation. 

We look forward to working with you. 




