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ABSTRACT 

Kelley's (1979) Interdependence Theory and his (1983) 

conceptualization of love and commitment as well as 

Johnson's (1991) framework of commitment formed the basis 

for hypotheses regarding the prediction of commitment from 

love and other variables. From a sample of college students 

who were primarily steadily dating, mixed support for the 

hypotheses was obtained. Using Steck et al.'s (1983) love 

subscales, the caring aspect of love was not more predictive 

of commitment than the trust or need aspects of love. 

Unexpectedly, factor analysis on Steck et al.'s (1983) love 

scale resulted in two rather than three components of love. 

As expected, the predictors of commitment were associated 

with one another. Contrary to predictions, structural, 

external variables (alternatives to the current 

relationship) were more predictive of commitment than 

personal, internal variables (love and inequity). 

Implications and suggestions for future research are 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

An interesting and difficult question for social 

scientists is "What are the indicators, subjective and 

behavioral, of love?" Love is a concept difficult to 

conceptualize and to operationalize. Nevertheless, attempts 

have been made to classify it and to define its parameters. 

Zick Rubin is well-known for his measurement of romantic 

love. According to Rubin (1970), "love is an attitude held 

by a person toward a particular other person, involving 

predispositions to think, feel, and behave in certain ways 

toward that other person" (p. 265). Therefore, rather than 

love being simply a general emotion without a target person, 

it is identified by the relationship between two people, 

such as partners in a dating or marital relationship. 

According to Rubin (1970), romantic love is "love 

between unmarried opposite-sex peers, of the sort which 

could possibly lead to marriage" (p. 266). In order to 

develop a scale which measured romantic love, Rubin (1970) 

distinguished it empirically from a liking scale and 



identified three components which characterized it. The 

three components of love represented in his scale of 

romantic love were (a) affiliative and dependent need; (b) 

predisposition to help; and (c) exclusiveness and 

absorption. A way in which Rubin (1970) distinguished 

between liking and loving was by correlating each of these 

to respondents' estimates of the likelihood that they would 

marry their partners. As expected, love was more highly 

related to likelihood of marriage than liking. 

Steck, Levitan, McLane, and Kelley (1982) examined 

Rubin's love scale more closely, forming their own three 

components of love from the items in his scale. The three 

distinct components were labeled need, care, and trust. In 

support of their predictions, their findings showed (a) Care 

to be more indicative of love; (b) need to be more 

indicative of attraction; and (c) trust to be more 

indicative of friendship. Patterns with high care contained 

the strongest evidence for love, followed by patterns with 

high need and then patterns with high trust. The 

methodology of this study involved requesting participants 

to rate how different patterns (high care, high need, and 

high trust) of hypothetical respondents to Rubin's (1970) 



love scale reflected feelings of love, attraction, and 

friendliness. 

The authors' predictions about these distinctions were 

based on Kelley's (1979) theory of interdependence. 

According to Kelley (1979), consideration of the other 

partner's outcomes rather than one's own outcomes (i.e., 

displaying a more self-sacrificial attitude) reflected in 

the caring items, represents feelings of love. In other 

words, love is a prosocial motive for transforming one's own 

selfish interests to include the other's. On the other 

hand, acting out of self-interest (evidenced by items in the 

need scale) is an egocentric orientation which could be more 

accurately labeled as attraction. Individuals who love 

their partners demonstrate such love through caring 

behavior. This caring behavior represents concern for the 

other's welfare as opposed to self-interest. 

Besides love, social science researchers dedicated to 

the study of close relationships have also considered the 

concept of commitment. The question "Why study commitment?" 

is an important one. In Western society, commitment to 

marriage is usually one of choice, not of arrangement. The 

marital relationship forms the basis for what has been 

traditionally conceived of as the family and plays a role in 



the development of individuals, who make a vow to sustain 

the marital relationship for an indefinite period. The 

prevalence of marital dissolution contradicts the intent 

behind the marital bond. Therefore, a better understanding 

of commitment in premarital heterosexual relationships, and 

the factors that influence it, is a worthy goal. While in 

some societies commitment may be analogous to obligation, 

uninfluenced by rewards and costs, in Western society 

marriage is based on choice: It is more vulnerable to 

social, personal, and emotional factors. 

Johnson (1991) developed a framework of commitment and 

discussed three motivations for relationship continuance: 

(a) personal desire to maintain a relationship ("personal" 

commitment), (b) feelings that one ought to remain in a 

relationship ("moral" commitment), and (c) perception that 

one has to stay in the relationship ("structural" 

commitment). Most theoretical commitment frameworks also 

distinguish between these motivations and the variables 

which influence these motivations. 

In an attempt to validate Johnson's (1981) theory of 

commitment, Stanley (1986) found that satisfaction with 

sacrificing formed part of personal commitment. Johnson 

(1991) also specifically addressed the role of altruism in 



relationships by saying that this important dyadic issue has 

been ignored and that "it should no longer to be acceptable 

for relationship theorists to assume (or appear to assume) 

that one's partner's outcomes are not taken into account in 

one's decisions about the relationship" (pp. 130-131) . 

Therefore, it would seem that love as a prosocial motivation 

should be important in commitment. 

According to Kelley (1983), love and commitment are 

partially overlapping constructs. In other words, an 

individual can love someone but not be committed to that 

person; one can be committed to someone, but not love that 

person; and one may love and be committed to another. A 

primary purpose of this study is to hypothesize a 

relationship between love and commitment based on Kelley's 

(1983) model, of which he notes, "Among all the causal 

conditions that promote interaction, love refers to a major 

subset of the positive conditions and commitment refers to 

all of the stable conditions" (p. 266). Fehr (1988) 

supported this theory by determining the prototypes of love 

and commitment. Certain characteristics (e.g., caring, 

trust, giving, honesty) were named for both love and 

commitment. Other characteristics were distinct for each of 

the constructs. The characteristics of reliability, first 



priority, and a promise were exclusive to commitment. The 

characteristics of intimacy, sharing, and affection were 

exclusive to love. If, in fact, love and commitment 

overlap, it should be the stable aspects of love that are 

most closely related to commitment. 

Another purpose of this study is to demonstrate love's 

importance to commitment relative to other variables which 

have also been shown to influence commitment. Other 

variables which have been studied in relation to commitment 

include attractiveness of alternatives, investments, 

satisfaction, and equity. Some studies, which have 

typically used a social exchange theoretical orientation, 

have predicted commitment from these variables and found 

them to be significant influences (Rusbult, 1980; Sabatelli 

& Cecil-Pigo, 1985; Sprecher, 1988) . 

The variables which this study will consider are 

alternatives and equity. Alternatives can be considered as 

an exogenous variable or something outside of the 

relationship which influences commitment to the 

relationship- It is also a social exchange concept. Equity 

is based on social exchange theory but has more to do with 

consideration of the relationship itself. Similar to love, 

it is an endogenous variable (its influence comes from 
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within the relationship), but instead of the target being 

the partner as with love, it is the relationship itself. By 

identifying and using variables measuring diverse aspects of 

the relationship, a better understanding of what type of 

variable predicts commitment can be achieved. 

According to Brehm (1985), equity theorists (Adams, 

1965; Homans, 1961; Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978) 

propose that what is important to relationship satisfaction 

is proportional justice, that is, partners' outcomes (what a 

person gets out of a relationship: rewards-costs) are 

proportional to their inputs (contributions a person makes 

to the relationship). Another basic tenant of equity theory 

is that people will be most content when each partner has 

equal relative gains (Brehm, 1985). Also, according to 

equity theory, as a result of perceptions of inequity in a 

relationship, attempts by partners will be made to restore 

equity. This can be done through actual restoration of 

equity (e.g., in the case of the underbenefited party, 

through reduction of contributions or demand for more 

rewards). Another way of restoring equity is through 

psychological means in which case partners try to convince 

themselves that equity in fact exists (Brehm, 1985). 
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There have been mixed findings regarding the association 

between equity and commitment. Generally, equity has 

significantly predicted subjective measures of commitment or 

estimations of relationship continuance (Sabetelli & Cecil-

Pigo, 1985; Sprecher, 1988; Winn, Crawford, & Fischer, 

1991). However, it has not been able to predict 

relationship stability. Johnson (1981) considered equity to 

be a variable representing "personal" commitment. Within 

Johnson's (1991) framework, there are three categories under 

"personal commitment": (a) Attitude toward the partner; (b) 

attitude toward the relationship; and (c) relational 

identity. Based on Johnson's (1991) theory and on other 

findings regarding the association between global equity and 

subjects' estimation of commitment, equity, as an attitude 

toward the relationship, is expected to predict commitment. 

Quality of alternatives has been associated with 

commitment in past research (Jemmot, Ashby, & Lindenfeld, 

1989; Johnson & Rusbult, 1989; Rusbult, 1980, 1983). It has 

been a central variable in research testing Rusbult's (1980) 

investment model. This model was based on features of 

interdependency theory, specifically the social exchange 

aspects of it. Generally, the higher the quality of 

alternatives are (or the more attractive they are) in 



comparison to the current relationship, the less commitment 

there should be to the current relationship. When the 

quality of alternatives is low, commitment to the current 

relationship should be higher. The negative association 

between quality of alternatives and commitment has 

consistently been supported. Attractiveness of alternatives 

was also cited by Johnson (1981; 1991) in his commitment 

framework as a "structural" commitment variable. In other 

words, it represents that part of commitment which is 

constraining. If a partner is committed because he/she 

perceives his/her alternatives to staying in the 

relationship as less attractive, then outside forces are 

constraining his/her commitment to relationship continuance. 

The focus of this study is on the relationship between 

two important concepts in close relationships, love and 

commitment. Love in itself is multidimensional, consisting 

of different components, different causal conditions. The 

explosion of research on love has aided in its 

conceptualization. There have been different views on how 

to operationalize commitment. It has been measured as a set 

of subconstructs supporting relationship membership (Lund, 

1985; Rusbult, 1980) and, more narrowly, as a decision to 

remain in a relationship (Sprecher, 1988). 
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Based on the theoretical and empirical literature, love 

should explain a significant amount of the variance in 

commitment. Also, based on past research, the variables of 

equity and the quality of alternatives should explain a 

significant amount of variance in commitment beyond that 

predicted by love. The questions which this paper proposes 

to answer are: 

1. Is the "caring" component of love more 

important to commitment than "need" or "trust"? 

2. What is the association between love and equity 

and relationship alternatives? 

3. Is love more strongly related to commitment 

than either equity or alternatives? 

Commitment and love are important factors in marriage 

and family. According to Johnson (1991) and Rusbult and 

Buunk (1993), commitment is a mediating factor in a person's 

decision to remain in or dissolve a relationship. 

Therefore, it is worthwhile to study the major influences on 

commitment. In addition, since love is multidimensional, 

the knowledge and understanding of which aspects of love are 

more predictive of commitment will allow a better 

understanding of the link between love and lasting 

relationships. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 

This chapter covers several different areas: (a) 

Interdependence theory; (b) conceptualizations of, and 

research on, love; (c) conceptualizations of, and research 

on, commitment; (d) research on alternatives and commitment; 

(e) research in equity and commitment; (f) research on love 

and commitment; and (g) hypotheses. 

Interdependence Theory: A Justification for the 
Association between Love and Commitment 

Rusbult and Buunk (1993) applied Kelley's (1979) 

interdependence theory to commitment, observing that one of 

the basic premises of interdependence theory is that 

individuals initiate and maintain relationships, at least in 

part, because of the benefits of interactions in a 

relationship. Interdependence theory is an extension of 

social exchange theory in the sense that with the 

interdependency of partners come broader considerations 

which shape preferences and choices including "knowledge of 

and concern for a person's outcomes, goals for the future of 

a relationship, and social norms" (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993, p. 

177). While goals for the future of a relationship and 

social no2nns are more particular to commitment than to love. 

11 
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concern for a partner's outcome is an important part of love 

(Kelley, 1979). Steck et al. (1982), in their analysis of 

Rubin's (1970) love scale, used interdependence theory to 

distinguish a primary component of love—caring for the 

partner. According to Steck et al. (1982), "caring" is the 

dimension most central to love. Kelley's (1979) theory of 

interdependence took into account that partners considered 

not only their own outcomes but the outcomes of their 

significant others before deciding to act. 

Although the basis for interdependence theory rests atop 

the concepts of social exchange (rewards and costs), the 

nature of the close and interdependent relationship requires 

the consideration of other factors (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). 

According to Rusbult and Buunk (1993), certain outcomes 

occur within the context of ongoing relationships. The 

first outcome for interdependent behavior, according to 

Rusbult and Buunk (1993), is that individuals may produce 

rewards for their partners or suffer costs without 

expectation for immediate gratification. An explanation for 

this may be because committed individuals have an extended, 

long-term perspective in respect to their relationships. It 

is likely that with this long-term orientation comes the 

expectation that at a later date the partner will 
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reciprocate. According to McDonald (1981), "Commitment 

indicates to the exchange partner that the marketing of 

resources is no longer necessary and that the partner can be 

assured that the current exchange will continue regardless 

of market conditions" (p. 834). 

The second outcome for interdependent behavior is that 

individuals may find what is rewarding to the partner 

vicariously rewarding to themselves because their outcomes 

are so intertwined (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). This is a 

factor in love as well as in commitment. Partners who love 

one another exhibit altruistic tendencies. This is 

especially true in the "caring" component of love (Steck et 

al., 1982), the Agapic style of love (Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986), and the "caregiving" behavioral system of attachment 

theory (Shaver & Hazan, 1988). The third outcome for 

interdependent behavior, according to Rusbult and Buunk 

(1993), is that feelings of obligation toward the partner 

may result in tolerance for inequities and unwillingness to 

be excessively concerned with reciprocity. Obligation to 

the partner has been considered a factor in commitment 

(Johnson, 1981, 1991; Kelley, 1983; Levinger, 1976). 
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Conceptualizations of Love 

There have been several overviews on the research of 

love (Bierhoff, 1991; Clark & Reiss, 1988; Kelley, 1983; 

Shaver & Hazan, 1988); Bierhoff (1991) cited Rubin's (1970) 

definition of love as "a multifaceted attitude toward a 

target person involving predispositions to think, feel, and 

behave in certain ways toward that target person" (p. 96). 

Kelley (1983) suggested that love can be conceptualized as 

an action (such as ignoring the other's faults), process, 

state (intense arousal), or disposition towards another 

(e.g., Rubin, 1970). Kelley (1983) said often it was a 

combination of all of these and distinctions become blurred. 

To realize more fully its complexity, Kelley (1983) 

described the causal context of the interaction phenomena 

encompassed by love. The different causal conditions he 

included were P (characteristics of the person) , 0 

(characteristics of the other), P X 0 (relational 

characteristics), and E (characteristics of the social and 

physical environment). Consideration was also made of the 

couple interaction, both past and future, and the reciprocal 

effects occurring between the causal conditions and the 

interaction of the couple. This analysis was an effort on 

Kelley's (1983) part to point out the potential for problems 

in the conceptual analysis of love in its complexity. 
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Three Models of Love 

Berscheid and Walster's (1978) model of passionate love 

was referred to by Kelley (1983) as an intense state of 

arousal. The need-related features of love were emphasized 

(e.g., feelings of exclusiveness, absorption, and 

dependency). The caring, trusting, and tolerance aspects of 

love did not play a part in the passionate model of love. 

Rather it was characterized as having a sudden onset and 

brief duration and as being unstable and perceived by lovers 

as uncontrollable. 

Kelley (1983) described the model of pragmatic love, 

which emphasized the trust and tolerance features of love. 

It was compared to Driscoll, Davis, and Lipitz's (1972) 

characterization of conjugal love: "It is the type of love 

that occurs between mature adults and is common in lengthy 

relationships, such as marriage" (Kelley, 1983, p. 283). 

This type of relationship was expected to develop in such a 

way as to sustain the relationship, involving the formation 

of mutual trust and tolerance of one another's faults. 

Caring for the other was motivated not so much by altruism 

as by the desire to obtain reciprocation in caring. The 

mutuality of the dependence was stressed as well as a sense 

of equity (fairness) for both partners. Pragmatic love also 

involved a self-regulation aspect wherein individuals looked 
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for trust and security before letting themselves "fall in 

love." 

The last model of love Kelley (1983) recognized was 

altruistic love. This love emphasized the "caring" 

component of Rubin's (1970) love scale. Particular to this 

caring behavior was the intrinsic motivation behind it. 

Altruistic love was described as a sacrificial love 

epitomized by "mother love," of which reciprocity is not an 

important part. An important point made regarding 

altruistic love was that it was a cultural ideal. In 

reality, altruistic tendencies often co-occur with needing 

and dependency aspects in adult interdependent 

relationships. 

Other Approaches Regarding the Study of Love 

Sternberg's Triangular Theory of Love 

The three components of love according to Sternberg's 

(1986) Triangular theory of love were intimacy, commitment, 

and passion. Intimacy, largely made up of emotional 

processes, included such things as affection, positive 

regard, self-disclosure, and supportiveness. The passion 

component dealt with sexual as well as need motivated 

arousal. Finally, commitment was the cognitive component. 

It included the short-term decision that one person loved 
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another and the long-term decision to maintain that love 

(Clark & Reiss, 1988). 

Attachment Theory of Love 

Shaver and Hazan (1988) described their attachment model 

of love as consisting of three behavioral systems, with 

attachment being the primary one. The other components 

proposed to be a part of adult romantic relationships, but 

not present in the infant care-giver relationship, were the 

sexual component and reciprocal caregiving. According to 

Shaver and Hazan (1988), the attachment system formed the 

base out of which the other behavioral systems (sexuality 

and reciprocal caregiving) developed. It was Shaver and 

Kazan's (1988) contention that adult romantic relationships 

could be classified into the attachment styles on which 

Bowlby's (1969, 1973, 1980) mother-infant relationship was 

based. Theirs was a developmental perspective in that the 

early relationship with the primary caregiver was expected 

to predict adult romantic relationships. The three 

attachment styles according to attachment theory were 

secure, avoidant, and anxious/ambivalent (Shaver & Hazan, 

1988). 

Theoretically, adults who had a secure attachment style 

as children were expected to comfortably give and receive 



18 

care later on and should strive for mutual intimacy and 

pleasure in their sexual relationships (Shaver & Hazan, 

1988). Those who had developed an avoidant attachment style 

were expected to be unable or unwilling to give or receive 

care and maintain emotional distance and may be promiscuous. 

Those who developed an anxious/ambivalent attachment style 

were expected to give care in a self-sacrificing and 

compulsive way, be dissatisfied with received care, and 

attempt to satisfy needs for security and love through 

sexual contact. 

Bierhoff's (1991) criticism of placing adult love in an 

attachment framework was that longitudinal research needed 

to be conducted in order to know whether attachment as 

children affect later adult relationships. Also, the 

measurement of attachment romantic love used by many 

researchers (e.g., Hazan & Shaver, 1987) was a 

questionnaire, different from the observational measures 

used by the original attachment theorists of Bowlby (1979) 

and Ainsworth (1978) who looked at infants' attachment. 

Although the prevalence of the different attachment styles 

were similar for the adults' and children's attachment, this 

did not necessarily imply a valid measurement (Bierhoff, 

1991). 



19 

Love: Empirical Research 

Clark and Reiss (1988) noted, in their theoretical 

review of love, that of the aspects Kelley (1983) mentioned, 

most studies have been more concerned about the 

identification of love (description) rather than its causal 

conditions or the temporal course of it, for example: (a) 

Rubin's (1973) empirical study of love, which identified the 

components of needing, caring and intimacy, (b) Berscheid 

and Walster's (1974, 1978) empirical distinction between 

companionate love and passionate love, and (c) the empirical 

analyses of love from a prototype perspective by Shaver, 

Schwartz, Kierson, and O'Connor (1987) and Fehr and Perlman 

(1987), both of which showed companionate items to be more 

central to love than passionate items. Davis and Todd 

(1982) believed was that passionate arousal differentiated 

romantic relationships from love in general. Finally, Clark 

and Reiss (1988) enumerated the different styles of loving, 

research derived from the theoretical work of Lee (1973) and 

empirically investigated by Hendrick and Hendrick (1986). 

Three Components of Love 

The empirical study by Steck et al. (1982) used Rubin's 

(1970) love scale as the basis for differentiating love into 

the components of needing, caring, and trust/tolerance. 
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Steck et al's (1982) predictions about these distinctions 

were based on Kelley's (1979) theory of interdependence. 

According to Kelley (1979), consideration of the other 

partner's outcomes rather than one's own outcomes, (i.e., 

displaying a more self-sacrificial attitude)—an attitude 

which the "caring" items reflected—represented feelings of 

love. On the other hand, acting primarily out of self-

interest (evidenced by items in the "need" scale) was an 

egocentric orientation which could be more accurately 

labeled as attraction. The authors reflected further that 

although the "caring" component seemed to be more central to 

the concept of love than other components, attraction and 

friendship also characterized the love relationship. It was 

contended that the hypothetical patterns used for testing 

purposes in which one aspect of Rubin's (1970) love scale 

was high and the others were low did not necessarily 

represent real patterns of love components. An important 

observation which Kelley (1983) made was that "In reality, 

heterosexual love is usually some mixture of the phenomenal 

and causal conditions described by these models—a mixture 

that shifts over time as the relationship develops and the 

lovers undergo change" (p. 282). 
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Love Styles 

Similar to what Kelley (1983) called pragmatic love, 

Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) termed Pragma, or a logical, 

"shopping list" kind of love. Hendrick and Hendrick's 

(1986) Storge, which connoted a gradual relationship 

formation initially based in friendship with continual 

growth in friendship, could also fall into this category. 

Hendrick and Hendrick's (1986) empirically validated love 

styles of Eros (romantic, passionate love), Ludus (game-

playing love), and Mania (possessive, dependent love) could 

best be classified under the model of passionate love. Eros 

was characterized by physical and emotional intensity, 

Ludus was characterized by an excitement produced by the 

uncertainty and insecurity of the relationship, and Mania 

was characterized by a neurotic and self-serving dependency. 

Kelley (1983) cited Clark and Mill's (1979) research on 

communal and exchange relationships, which seemed to 

characterize altruistic and pragmatic love, respectively. 

According to Kelley (1983), "The general principle is that 

altruistic benefits to a partner are geared solely to the 

partner's needs and involve no consideration of one's own 

needs, whether past, present, or future" (p. 285). Hendrick 

and Hendrick's (1986) Agape is the love style most similar 
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to altruistic love, in that it refers to an all-giving, 

selfless love. 

Other Empirical Research on Love 

Jeffries (1993) developed a scale labeled "virtue" which 

had as its focus the intention to benefit the welfare of the 

other and could best be compared to the Agapic model of 

love. Within his conceptualization of virtue, he included 

the characteristics of Charity (doing good for the other), 

Prudence (using reason to attain the good), Justice 

(fulfilling basic responsibilities and obligations). 

Fortitude (willingness to sacrifice for the other), and 

Temperance (moderation and discipline). He was able to 

reliably and validly distinguish it from attraction, which 

was composed of items measuring Admiration, Companionship, 

Trust, Intimacy, and Emotional Closeness, all tapping into 

fulfillment of the needs and desires of the self. According 

to Jeffries (1993), attraction was dependent upon positive 

emotions toward the other and it was "less subject to 

conscious control than is virtue, since it was primarily 

dependent upon rewards, rather than decision and commitment" 

(p.113). 
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Empirical studies in which the lay person has defined 

love show that love is more limited in its definition (Fehr, 

1988; Fehr & Russell, 1991). These studies viewed love from 

a prototypical perspective and found out from subjects what 

characteristics were considered to be most central to the 

concept of love. Most of the characteristics were more 

indicative of companionate than of passionate love, a 

distinction first made by Berscheid and Walster (1974). 

In conclusion, much research has been done in the area 

of love. Although the labels have differed, descriptions of 

love have been consistent across the literature. Love 

involves self-centered tendencies as well as altruistic 

ones—feelings of passion as well as caring behavior. 

Kelley (1983) provided a model framework which adeptly 

categorized the different love components. 

Conceptualizations and Research on Commitment 

Although much has been done in theorizing over the 

concept of commitment, there has been less work on its 

measurement. The following pages provide a summary of major 

works in this area, attempts at operationalizing these 

conceptualizations, and predictions regarding commitment and 

its relationship to other variables. 
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Conceptualizations of Commitment 

According to Kelley (1983), past research has looked at: 

(a) Commitment to an activity or course of action (Becker, 

1960; Kiesler, 1971), (b) commitment to a close relationship 

(Rosenblatt, 1977; Rusbult, 1980), (c) commitment to a 

community (Kanter, 1972), and (d) commitment to a work 

organization (Steers, 1977). In reference to commitment in 

close relationships, Kelley (1983) made a distinction 

between commitment to the partner (i.e., a dedication to his 

or her welfare whether or not the relationship continues in 

its present form) and commitment to the continuation of the 

relationship. 

Kelley (1983) discussed the different ways in which 

commitment can be conceptualized and defined, maintaining 

that commitment is relationship stability. His discussion 

of commitment also attended to the causal conditions 

underlying membership stability. First, commitment was 

defined as an action or event that created causal conditions 

favoring stable membership. This category included 

Kiesler's (1971) dictionary-based definition of commitment, 

"pledging or binding of the individual to behavioral 

acts"(p. 30). 

Kelley (1983) also discussed the causal conditions which 

promoted adherence to the relationship and those which 
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deterred it. On the "pro" side were one's love for partner, 

desirable activities and status made possible by the 

relationship, costs which would be incurred by leaving it, 

and feelings of obligation to sustain the relationship. On 

the "con" side were psychological costs, the attractiveness 

of alternative relationships, and internal and external 

pressures to experiment with such alternatives. 

An understanding of commitment, according to Kelley 

(1983), could be had through studying commitment processes 

or various intrapersonal and interpersonal processes thought 

to establish and sustain stability. Kelley (1983) talked 

about several such processes: (a) Linking membership to 

one's self concept, (b) processes involved in decision, 

dissonance, and self-regulation, (c) psychological 

perspective and aggregation (i.e., anticipations of future 

difficulties and expectations about long-range 

consequences), (d) reducing availability of alternatives, 

(e) irretrievable investments, (f) improving the reward-cost 

balance of membership, (g) heightening the social costs of 

termination, and (h) understandings between partners. 

Finally, Kelley (1983) mentioned as a subject of 

measurement commitment itself, or a property of each 

person's relationship to the partner—the average level of 

his or her adherence relative to the variability in the 
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adherence level. The level of adherence within the 

relationship was determined by the ratio of conditions 

promoting the relationship to conditions working against the 

relationship. According to Kelley (1983), commitment was 

the stability of relationship adherence over time, thereby 

emphasizing the aspect of duration. 

"Side Bet" Theory 

Becker (1960) referred to commitment as a consistent 

line of action. He discussed "side bets" as the primary 

strengthening motivation factor of commitment. These "side 

bets" involved a voluntary or involuntary stake in the 

relationship through things extraneous to it. Such things 

as social expectation, moral obligation, and costs suffered 

for the activity could be considered examples of "side 

bets." Side bets worked by making the consequence of being 

inconsistent expensive and alternatives less feasible. 

According to Becker (1960), the importance of the side bets 

was not to be underestimated: "Decisions not supported by 

such side bets will lack staying power, crumpling in the 

face of opposition or fading away to be replaced by other 

essentially meaningless decisions until a commitment based 

on side bets stabilizes behavior"(p. 38). Becker's (1960) 
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idea of commitment showed not only that it was possible to 

specify elements independent of commitment, but that "people 

often follow lines of activity for reasons quite extraneous 

to the activity itself" (p. 38). 

Johnson's Conceptualization of Commitment 

According to Johnson (1991), "People continue 

relationships because they feel that they want to, ought to, 

or have to do so" (p. 118). He defined commitment in terms 

of continuation of a relationship and divided it into 

"personal," "moral," and "structural" commitment. 

"Personal" commitment was based on choice and was internal, 

"structural" commitment was not based on choice and was 

external, and "moral" commitment was internal but not based 

on choice. According to Johnson (1991), the answer to the 

"commitment to what?" problem is that "commitment to the 

maintenance of a relationship is defined as commitment to 

lines of action that will prevent the elimination of 

interdependence" (p. 120). In brief, according to Johnson's 

(1991) commitment model, the individual's experience of 

personal, structural, and moral commitment come together to 

affect his or her motivation to maintain or dissolve the 

relationship, which in turn shape the development of plans 
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of action with regard to maintenance or dissolution of the 

relationship. 

Personal Commitment 

Johnson's (1981) personal commitment was associated with 

the personal desire to be in and the satisfaction with the 

relationship. According to Johnson (1981), personal 

commitment should be associated with rewards and costs, 

comparison with an internalized standard, relative pay-offs 

for self and other (i.e., sense of equity), and the extent 

to which the self is defined in terms of the relationship. 

Later, Johnson (1991) categorized commitment into (a) 

Attitude toward the relationship, (b) attitude toward the 

partner, and (c) relational identity, or "the extent to 

which one's involvement in a relationship is incorporated 

into one's self-concept" (p. 120). 

Constraint Commitment 

Johnson (1981) included as part of "structural" 

commitment "events or conditions which constrain the 

individual to continue a line of action once it has been 

initiated, regardless of personal commitment to it" (p. 54) 

Important in structural commitment were irretrievable 

investments, which included time, energy, emotions, money. 
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and all those things foregone for the relationship. Other 

external constraints mentioned were social pressure and 

expectations to continue the relationship. Also, the 

availability of alternatives to the relationship was 

considered an important factor in relationship termination. 

Finally, the difficulty of teinnination procedures was 

expected to influence whether the process of dissolution was 

initiated or carried through. 

A third type of commitment discussed by Johnson (1991) 

was "moral commitment," which was based on the feeling that 

one ought to continue a relationship and involved the 

experience of living up to one' own values (therefore having 

and internal locus of control). The three sources of moral 

commitment were: (a) A belief in the value of consistency, 

(b) values regarding the stability of particular types of 

relationships, and (c) a sense of obligation to the 

particular person. These also were considered constraints 

to relationship termination. 

Stanley (1986) attempted to empirically validate the 

work of Johnson (1981) by showing the distinction between 

"personal dedication" and "constraint commitment." Personal 

dedication referred to "the desire (and associated behaviors 

giving evidence of this desire) of an individual to maintain 

or improve the quality of his or her relationship for the 
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joint benefit of the couple and the individual benefit of 

the participants" (p. 6). This factor was made up of scales 

measuring: (a) Disclosure investment; (b) meta-commitment; 

(c) alternative monitoring; (d) relationship agenda; (e) 

couple identity; (f) primacy of relationship; and (g) 

satisfaction with sacrifice. The factor of constraint 

commitment consisted of scales measuring (a) Termination 

procedures; (b) unattractiveness of alternatives; (c) social 

pressure; and (d) structural investment. A third factor was 

also produced which included scales of morality of divorce 

and availability of partners. 

McGee and Ford (1987) also empirically distinguished 

between different motivations in commitment. McGee and Ford 

(1987) were concerned with organizational rather than 

relational commitment, and they defined and measured 

affective commitment as involving positive affect toward the 

organization and represented it as the individual's 

identification with the organization and wish to maintain 

membership in order to pursue its goals. Continuance or 

behavioral commitment, based on Becker's (1960) "side bet" 

theory, referred to that commitment in which "the individual 

is bound to the organization through extraneous 

interests...rather than favorable affect toward the 

organization" (p. 638). McGee and Ford (1987) 
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differentiated the "behavioral" (continuance) measure of 

commitment by demonstrating two distinct factors within it 

lack of alternatives and the high personal sacrifice 

associated with leaving. 

Rusbult's Investment Model 

According to Rusbult and Buunk (1993), commitment was 

not synonymous with (but played an important role in) 

relationship stability. Ultimately, an individual's 

decision to remain in or terminate a relationship was most 

directly mediated by feelings of commitment, in that 

"commitment subjectively summarizes the nature of an 

individual's dependence on a partner, representing the net 

influence of the more specific dependence enhancing 

variables" (p. 190). More specific variables were included 

in Rusbult's (1980) investment model: (a) Investments in 

the relationship, (b) attractions, and (c) comparison level 

of alternatives. 

Rusbult and Buunk (1993) referred to feelings of 

attachment and desire to maintain the relationship for 

better or for worse; in this sense, "the state of dependence 

is subjectively represented and experienced as feelings of 

commitment"(p. 180). According to Rusbult and Buunk (1993), 

aside from feelings of attachment to the partner and desire 
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to maintain a relationship, resources invested in the 

relationship contributed to commitment. These included 

time, emotional energy, personal sacrifice, mutual friends, 

shared memories, activities, and posessions. Rusbult and 

Buunk (1993) suggested that the investments tied to the 

relationship would be lost if the relationship ended. 

The measure of commitment Rusbult (Johnson & Rusbult, 

1989; Rusbult 1980; 1983) consistently used in her research 

on the Investment Model of commitment reflected; (a) The 

likelihood that respondents would end their relationship in 

the near future, (b) probable duration of their 

relationships, and (c) commitment to their relationships as 

well as (d) desired duration of their relationships, (e) 

required attractiveness of alternatives, and (f) degree of 

attachment. 

Other Measures of Commitment 

Lund (1985) developed a scale measuring commitment which 

was intimately tied to investments and distinct from love 

and rewards in the relationship- The main purpose of Lund's 

(1985) study was to predict relationship continuity of 

personal relationships. Lund (1985) contended that 

commitment was best conceptualized from a "barrier model" 
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perspective (Levinger, 1976), representing: (a) Judgments 

about a relationship's likely permanence; (b) expectations 

for avoiding involvement in other relationships; and (c) 

anticipation of losses if a relationship ends. 

Some studies have looked at stability in relationships 

as an indicator of commitment (Gate, Lloyd, & Henton, 1985; 

Lujansky & Mikula, 1983; Simpson, 1987), while other studies 

have taken a subjective measure of commitment at one point 

in time, using such items as, "How committed are you to your 

relationship?" or "How likely is it that you will end your 

relationship?" (Michaels, Acock, & Edwards, 1986; Sprecher, 

1988). Sprecher's (1988) commitment measured intention or 

expectation of continuing to maintain a relationship by 

taking into account: (a) Degree of commitment; (b) how 

often dissolution was seriously considered; and (c) 

likelihood of ending the relationship in the near future. 

Stanley (1986) pointed out that commitment could be 

measured in different ways. First, it could be measured as 

several subconstructs. This was demonstrated by Lund 

(1985), McGee and Ford (1987), and Stanley (1986). Johnson 

(1991) criticized Rusbult's measure of commitment, noting 

that "Rusbult's merging of the concept of "attachment 

commitment" (which seems to be reasonably close to the 

concept of personal commitment) with intent would seem. 
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therefore, to confound a type of commitment with the outcome 

of the decision process"(p- 135). Johnson (1991) chose to 

frame his commitment model by distinguishing the decision to 

maintain/terminate the relationship from the commitment 

factors which played into that decision. Therefore, 

commitment can also be measured as a more specific 

construct, separate from its predictors or antecedents. 

This is the way in which Sprecher (1988) measured 

commitment. 

Research in the Prediction of Commitment 

Some studies have attempted to predict commitment from 

several variables. Sprecher (1988) used multiple regression 

technique in order to predict commitment from the investment 

variables (attraction, investment, and quality of 

alternatives), social support, and equity. Her findings 

were that the two most important predictors of commitment 

were satisfaction and alternatives. Also significant were 

equity and social support. All of these variables explained 

4 9% of the variance in commitment. Her explanation for the 

importance of satisfaction was that it was a general 

relationship factor and probably was affected by other more 

specific factors. For alternatives, Sprecher (1988) 

estimated that "People may remain committed to relationships 
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despite problems as long as a more attractive alternative is 

not present"(p. 327). 

The method which Rusbult (1980) used in order to test 

her investment model of commitment was also multiple 

regression. Commitment was best predicted by relationship 

outcome value, alternative value, and investment size. The 

variance explained was 61% {R^=,18). Sabatelli and Cecil-

Pigo (1985) predicted commitment from the variables of 

equity, satisfaction, barriers, and children. For both 

husbands and wives, equity was by far the strongest 

predictor. The difference between the equity measure 

Sabetelli and Cecil-Pigo (1985) used was that it was a more 

detailed measure with a higher number of items, while 

Sprecher's (1988) measure was a two-item global measure. 

The total variance explained in commitment by all the 

variables (equity, satisfaction, barriers, and number of 

children) was 54%. 

Comparative Level of Alternatives and Commitment 

Overall, social exchange theory has been successful at 

the prediction of commitment when commitment has been 

operationalized behaviorally as relationship stability 

(Simpson, 1987) and as intent to maintain the 

relationship/attachment to the relationship (Jemott et al.. 
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1989; Johnson & Rusbult, 1989; Rusbult, 1983). Rusbult's 

(1980) Investment model of commitment has been successful in 

showing the association of the quality of alternatives and 

commitment. 

Testing her model in investigations of heterosexual 

dating couples, Rusbult (1980; 1983) proposed that the 

quality of alternatives, along with satisfaction and 

investments, would explain commitment. Commitment, in turn, 

was expected to be a mediator of the decision to stay or to 

leave a relationship and was defined as having two 

components: (a) Attachment to the relationship; and (b) the 

tendency or intent tomaintain a relationship. The quality 

of alternatives was assumed to be based on expected costs 

and rewards of an alternative to the relationship. The 

conclusions showed relational alternatives to be negatively 

associated with commitment. Also, commitment was a better 

indicator of stability than any other variable (Rusbult 

1980; 1983). 

Three other empirical studies looked specifically at the 

relationship between commitment and the perceived 

availability of alternatives. Johnson and Rusbult (1989) 

found that higher commitment was related to tendencies to 

devalue alternaive partners, even more so than satisfaction. 
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Jemmott et al. (1989) found that perceptions of the 

availability of alternative opposite-sex partners were 

negatively related to romantic commitment. The possibility 

existed that while commitment to a partner may have caused 

devaluation of alternative relationships, the perceived 

unavailability of alternatives may also have caused a 

greater commitment to the relationship. Finally, Lund's 

(1985) commitment scale included quality of alternatives as 

a subconstruct of commitment. 

Equity and Commitment 

Several studies have looked at the relationship between 

perceptions of equity and commitment, but there have been 

conflicting findings regarding equity's relationship to 

commitment. Some studies have found equity to be a 

significant predictor of relationship commitment (Sprecher, 

1988; Winn et al., 1990). Several studies have presented 

findings calling into question the application of equity 

theory to relationship commitment and stability. Gate et 

al. (1985) deteinnined, in a comparison between equity, 

equality of outcomes, and reward level, that reward level 

was the only significant predictor of relationship stability 

of students' premarital relationships. They concluded that 
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needs were given higher consideration than fairness or 

equality of outcomes. 

Lujansky and Mikula (1983) found that neither quality of 

the relationship nor stability could be predicted by any of 

the equity measures. These authors concluded that equity 

theory was not well-suited to explain these relationship 

properties. One explanation was that although inequity may 

have arisen, psychological restoration of equity may have 

taken place as an alternative to termination. Michaels et 

al. (1986) found a correlation between inequity and 

commitment only after: (a) Duration, (b) outcomes and (c) 

satisfaction were controlled for. According to these 

authors, equity showed a stronger relationship to 

satisfaction than to commitment. They concluded that the 

quality of alternatives was a more important variable in 

commitment, on the basis that "even if the disadvantaged 

partner's satisfaction is lower, the relationship may be 

maintained as long as a more attractive alternative is not 

present"(p. 172). 

Researchers interested in what subjects considered when 

asked about "global equity" found that the broad range of 

domains tapped into by the detailed equity measurement was 

not what was being measured. What was being measured, in 
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order of importance, was: (a) Equity in commitment; (b) 

equity in being sociable; and (c) equity in leading a varied 

and interesting life. The most salient negative 

contributions to the relationships turned out to be: (a) 

Addictions to tobacco or alcohol; (b) being suspicious and 

jealous; and (c) being unfaithful (Van YPeren & Buunk, 

1990b). A tentative conclusion based on the evaluation of 

the literature, might be that equity is more likely to 

predict subjective commitment than behavioral commitment, 

but these findings have been mixed. 

Love and Commitment 

In her review of the relationship between love and 

commitment, Fehr (1988) considered five major views: (a) 

Love and commitment are identical, as suggested by Money 

(1980) and Forgas and Dobosz (1980); (b) love and commitment 

are partially overlapping constructs (Kelley, 1983) ; (c) 

love and commitment are independent from one another, as 

suggested by Rosenblatt (1977) and Solomon (1981); (d) 

commitment is a component of love according to Sternberg 

(1986); and (e) love is a component of commitment (Rusbult, 

1980). Fehr (1988) concluded that love and commitment are 

partially overlapping constructs, supporting Kelley's (1983) 

viewpoint. 
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According to Kelley (1983) in his analysis of love and 

commitment, the phenomenon of commitment is 

the enduring adherence of persons to their close 
partners—reflects the stable causal conditions 
that draw and keep people together. These 
conditions include both stable positive 
factors that comprise part of love and stable 
extraneous conditions such as social pressures, 
felt obligations, and investments, that keep 
a pair together whether of not they feel 
positively about their relationship. (p. 313) 

While commitment is not entirely explained by love, 

neither is love entirely explained by commitment. According 

to Kelley's (1983) theoretical viewpoint, love based on 

unstable causes, such as intransient passion, will not 

promote commitment; commitment based entirely on extraneous 

conditions will not include love. It is usually the case, 

though, that love and commitment go hand in hand. As 

observed by Lund (1985), "happy relationships hold together 

not just because of barriers to leaving them but also 

because of the 'positive pull' of caring about one another" 

(p. 18). 

The main purpose of Fehr's (1988) study was to find out 

what the layperson's view of the concepts of love and 

commitment were and how they were related to one another. 

Using an open-ended format, Fehr (1988) asked subjects to 

list characteristics of love and commitment and then 
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determined which characteristics were most central for each 

of the concepts. On this basis, several items listed for 

love and commitment were the same and some were unique to 

each concept, supporting Kelley's (1983) theory that love 

and commitment were partially overlapping constructs. 

Fehr's (1988) results showed there was a part of 

commitment which did not include love and a part of love 

which did not include commitment. Characteristics which 

subjects listed for both love and commitment were loyalty, 

responsibility, trust, devotion, supportiveness, concern 

about the other's well-being, honesty, respect, caring, and 

giving. Commitment included other characteristics, such as 

"pledging oneself to a line of action," "living up to your 

word," "faithfulness," "perseverance," "a promise", "an 

obligation," "a high priority," "give best effort," 

"reliable," and "being there for the other in good and bad 

times." From the perspective of Johnson's (1991) framework, 

these characteristics could be viewed as more representative 

of moral commitment than personal commitment. 

Acker and Davis (1992) tested Sternberg's (1986) 

Triangular Theory of Love, which contended that love 

consisted of the three components of intimacy, passion, and 

commitment. When factoring the items representing each of 
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these constructs, they found that the most distinct factors 

were those of passion and commitment, which the two-factor 

rotation produced. However, using a three factor rotation 

produced the expected outcome. Although there was a problem 

of item overlap with 14 of the 36 items, they treated this 

by constructing a revised version of the scales (thereby 

eliminating the weakest items). The revision changed the 

intercorrelations, in that the intimacy/passion correlation 

dropped from .81 to .64, intimacy/commitment correlation was 

reduced from .82 to .71, and the correlation between passion 

and commitment decreased from .76 to .62. 

Hypotheses 

Rusbult and Buunk (1993) suggested that commitment is a 

macromotive which guides stable transformational tendencies 

(tendencies to engage in pro-relationship behaviors) even 

when this behavior is costly or conflicts with self-

interest. Steck et al. (1982), in their analysis of Rubin's 

(1970) love scale, used interdependence theory (Kelley, 

1979) to distinguish a primary component of love—caring for 

the partner, which according to Steck et al. (1982) is the 

dimension most central to love. Also, according to Kelley 

(1983), love and commitment are overlapping constructs. 

Therefore, concern for the welfare of the partner ("caring") 
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should be an important part of commitment to the partner, 

reflecting an overlap between love and commitment. 

In a society in which individualism and individual 

interests are valued, and, from a cross-cultural 

perspective, Americans are more exchange oriented, (Van 

Yperen & Buunk, 1990a), commitment may be a factor in 

partners' willingness to undergo transformational tendencies 

(i.e., to sacrifice in favor of the interests of their 

partners or the relationship). Love for a partner may not 

necessarily mean willingness to make sacrifices unless it 

occurs with commitment. In this case, commitment would 

serve as a guarantee for each partner that their 

relationship is based on mutual trust and reciprocity, not 

on market conditions. Therefore, the caring aspect of love 

should be more highly correlated with commitment than other 

aspects of love. 

Fehr (1988) supported Kelley's (1983) conceptual 

relationship of love and commitment by showing that love and 

commitment were partially overlapping constructs. Lund 

(1985) also found a positive correlation between the two 

distinct factors of love and commitment. According to 

Kelley's model of love and commitment, other conditions 

besides love are expected to influence commitment. Based on 

interdependency theory, it is expected that love. 
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particularly caring, will be more strongly correlated with 

commitment than will the quality of alternatives and equity, 

Also, since there have been more consistent results 

concerning the association between alternatives and 

commitment than between equity and commitment, it is 

expected alternatives will be more highly related to 

commitment than will equity. 

The following are the hypotheses to be tested: 

1. Care, need, trust, commitment, alternatives, and 

equity will form distinct factors as suggested by 

previous literature. 

2. The "caring" aspect of love will be more highly 

and positively related to commitment than the 

"need" and "trust" components. 

3. Caring, need, and trust will have a 

significant negative association with inequity 

and alternatives. 

4. Caring will explain the most variance in 

commitment, followed by need, trust, alternatives, 

then equity (each of which will contribute a 

significant amount of variance in commitment 

scores). 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Subjects 

Participants were students at Texas Tech University 

recruited from classes in the College of Human Sciences and 

the College of Arts and Sciences. Regression analysis 

requires at least 20 cases per independent variable, 

therefore with five independent variables, this number of 

subjects should be more than adequate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

1989). 

The sample consisted of 230 Texas Tech University 

students in the College of Human Sciences and in the College 

of Arts and Sciences. Seventy three percent of the sample 

was female (n=169) and 27% of the sample was male (n=61). 

Most subjects were white/Caucasian in ethnicity (85%) and 

steadily dating (57%). The religion of subjects varied 

across Protestant (50%), Catholic (18%), and Other (30%) 

(Table 1). The mean age for the sample was 22 years (SD=5). 

The average relationship duration was 29 months (SD=35 

months). Students were given a choice about whether or not 

to participate and were told that their participation was 

confidential and anonymous. 

45 
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Table 1 

Demographic Information of Sample 

Variable n % 

Gender 230 
Male 61 26.50 
Female 169 73.50 

Ethnicity of Subject 230 
White/Caucasian 195 85.00 
Hispanic-American 19 8.00 
African-American 8 3.00 
Native-American 2 1.00 
Asian-American 2 1.00 
Other 4 2.00 

Ethnicity of Partner 230 
White/Caucasian 198 85.00 
Hispanic-American 13 6.00 
African-American 9 4.00 
Native-American 2 1.00 
Asian-American 1 1.00 
Other 7 3.00 

Religion of Subject 230 
Protestant 115 50.00 
Catholic 41 18.00 
Jewish 4 2.00 
Other 70 30.00 

Religion of Partner 230 
Protestant 121 52.00 
Catholic 40 17.00 
Jewish 1 1.00 
Other 68 30.00 

Relationship Status 230 
Not dating at all 1 1.00 
Casually dating 14 6.00 
Steadily dating 130 56.00 
Engaged 39 17.00 
Married 45 20.00 

Age 230 
17-19 23 10.00 
20-24 178 78.00 
25-29 11 5.00 
30-66 18 7.00 
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Procedures 

After obtaining the Human Subjects Committee approval, 

memos were sent out to instructors in the College of Arts 

and Sciences and the College of Human Sciences requesting 

volunteer participants. Instructors were informed that the 

time needed during class would be approximately 15 to 20 

minutes. Subjects were told that the purpose of the study 

was to assess attitudes in close relationships. 

Subjects were asked to respond to the questions about 

the relationship with their current partner. If they were 

not currently in a relationship, they were asked to fill out 

the questionnaire with respect to a past relationship. 

Then, only those subjects in a current relationship were 

analyzed. The questionnaire included questions assessing 

background information such as sex, age, ethnicity, 

religion, relationship duration, and relationship status. 

Measures 

Love 

Steck et al.'s (1982) revised love scale based on 

Rubin's (1970) scale was used to assess respondents' 

feelings of love toward their current partner. This scale 

included 13 items reflecting three components of love: (a) 
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Caring; (b) need; and (c) trust/tolerance. It is based on 

Rubin's (1970) love scale, in which love was distinguished 

from liking. The caring component included such items as 

"If ^ere feeling bad, I would really want to make 

him/her feel better" and "I would do almost anything for 

•" Examples of need items were "I want to feel that 

is a part of me" and "If I were lonely, my first 

thought would be to seek out." Examples of trust items 

were "I feel I can confide in about virtually 

everything" and "I would not worry if knew my faults." 

Respondents rated each item on a 7-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 ("not at all") to 7 ("very much"). The sum of 

the items from each component was used to form the love 

subscales and all the items were summed for the entire love 

scale. 

In order to determine that these items were measuring 

three different dimensions, Steck et al. (1982) asked a 

separate sample to rate how well each of the items reflected 

the different components of love. They found that 

differences between the components were significant, with 

the items reflecting their respective components (e.g., the 

need items were the most reflective of the need component of 

love). Also, the items were equally good at representing 

what they were supposed to represent. 
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Commitment 

Commitment was measured by four items drawn from 

Sprecher's (1988) study: (a) "How committed are you to your 

partner?"; rated from 1 ("extremely committed) to 9 

("extremely uncommitted); (b) "How often have you seriously 

considered ending your relationship with your partner?"; 

rated from 1 ("never") to 9 ("several times"); (c) "How 

likely is it that you will try to end the relationship with 

your partner during the next year?"; rated from 1 

("extremely unlikely") to 9 ("extremely likely"); and (d) 

"How likely is it that you will try to end the relationship 

with your partner during the next five years?"; rated from 1 

("extremely likely") to 9 ("extremely unlikely"). 

Cronbach's alpha for Sprecher's (1988) four-item measure was 

.80. The sum of these items was used to calculate a 

commitment score for each respondent. Following Sprecher 

(1988), the second and third items were reverse scored. 

Equity 

The equity measure was that of global equity, the same 

measure that Sprecher (1988) used in her study. One item 

was based on Hatfield's (1978) measure: "Considering what 

you put into your relationship, compared to what you get out 

of it... and what your partner puts in compared to what he 
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or she gets out of it, how does your relationship 'stack 

up'?" The response choices range from 1 ("I am getting a 

much better deal than my partner") to 7 ("My partner is 

getting a much better deal than I"). The second global 

equity item was developed by Sprecher (1986) : 

Sometimes things get out of balance in a 
relationship and one partner contributes more to 
the relationship than the other. Consider all the 
times when the exchange in your relationship has 
become unbalanced and one partner contributed more 
than the other for a time. When your relationship 
becomes unbalanced, which of you is more likely to 
be the one who contributes more? (p. 321) 

The response scale ranged from 1 ("My partner is much 

more likely to be the one to contribute more") to 7 ("I am 

much more likely to be the one to contribute more"). These 

two items were receded so that l=equity and 7=a great deal 

of inequity in either the underbenefiting or overbenefiting 

direction (4(equity)=1, 3=2, 5=3, 2=4, 6=5, 1=6, and 7=7), 

and the respondent's equity score was calculated by the sum 

of the two items. In Sprecher's (1988) analysis, type of 

inequity (underbenefited and overbenefited) did not 

significantly contribute to the variance explained in 

commitment. 
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Alternatives 

The quality of alternatives was assessed using Johnson 

and Rusbult's (1989) 6-item evaluation. It consisted of 

four concrete and two global items. Rusbult and Johnson 

distinguished between three indexes measuring three 

different constructs. The first two concrete items measured 

"evaluations of actual alternative partners": (a) "In terms 

of the sorts of rewards and costs (e.g., intelligence, sense 

of humor, physical attractiveness), how appealing are the 

people other than your partner with whom you have become 

involved?"; rated from 1 ("very") to 9 ("not at all"); and 

(b) "In terms of rewards and costs, how difficult would it 

be to replace your partner?"; rated from 1 ("impossible") to 

9 ("not at all difficult"). Cronbach's alpha for these two 

items was .84 (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989). 

The second set of concrete items obtained "evaluations 

of the alternative of spending time without a romantic 

partner": (a) "How important is it to you to be involved in 

a relationship?"; rated from 1 ("not at all") to 9 

("extremely"); and (b) "To what extent can you be happy when 

you are not involved in a romantic relationship?"; rated 

from 1 ("I can be very happy") to 9 ("I am extremely 

unhappy"). The Cronbach's alpha for these two items was .81 

(Johnson & Rusbult, 1989). 



52 

The two global items for their global "alternative 

quality" index were: (a) "In general, how appealing are your 

alternatives (dating another person or other persons or 

being without a romantic involvement)?"; rated from 1 ("not 

at all appealing") to 9 ("extremely appealing"); and (b) 

"All things considered, how do your alternatives compare to 

your current relationship?"; rated from 1 ("this is much 

better") to 9 ("alternatives are much better"). The 

Cronbach's alpha reported for these two global items was 

.84 (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989). For the present study, these 

six items were summed in order to create one construct, an 

"alternative quality" score for each respondent because each 

of these constructs all seemed to measure "alternative 

quality." The alpha for these 6 items was .69. 

Preliminary Analyses 

The preliminary analyses were aimed at detecting the 

possible confounding influences of age, sex, relationship 

duration, and relationship status (casually dating, steadily 

dating, engaged, or married) on commitment. Also, 

Cronbach's alpha was determined for each of the love 

subscales—"caring," "need," and "trust"—and the entire 

love scale (as well as for the commitment and alternatives 

scales). 
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ANOVA was used to test for gender and relationship 

status differences in each of the independent variables and 

the dependent variables, and Pearson bivariate correlations 

were used to test for the associations of age and 

relationship duration with each of the independent and 

dependent variables. Since these possible confounding 

variables were significantly associated with both the 

independent and dependent variables, they were measured as 

control variables in the analyses. Dummy variables were 

created for sex and relationship status and all the 

variables were analyzed as covariates in partial correlation 

for hypotheses 1 and 2 and as covariates in multiple 

regression for hypothesis 3 (Cohen & Cohen, 1975). 

Analyses 

The test for hypothesis one was factor analysis on care, 

need, trust, equity, alternatives and commitment. It was 

expected that the items should factor according the scales 

being used. The factor extraction method was maximum 

likelihood and the factor rotation used was oblimin 

rotation. This extraction method was based on the 

significance of a chi-square statistic and maximizes the 

probability of sampling the observed correlation matrix from 

a normally distributed population (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
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1989). The oblimin rotation is a commonly used oblique 

rotation. 

In order to test the second hypothesis, Pearson 

bivariate correlations were used to analyze the relationship 

between each of the separate love subscales (caring, need, 

and trust) and commitment. In order to test for a 

significant difference in correlations, the correlation 

coefficients were transformed into Fisher's Z scores (Cohen 

& Cohen, 1975). 

In order to test the third hypothesis, bivariate 

correlations between the love subscales and alternatives and 

between the love subscales and equity were calculated. 

Finally, in order to test hypothesis four, standard 

multiple regression was used to regress commitment on 

caring, need, trust, alternatives, and equity. In standard 

multiple regression, all the variables were entered into the 

analysis simultaneously (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). The 

order in which the variables were expected to explain 

commitment were as follows: Caring, followed by need, 

trust, alternative quality, and equity. In order to test 

the order in which the predictors explained commitment, a 

non-parametric rank order test of significance (Kendall's T) 

was used (Siegel, 1956) . 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analyses 

Cronbach's alpha was calculated for each of the scales 

used. The deletion of one item from the trust scale changed 

the alpha from .57 to .85. The question deleted asked, "I 

would not worry if knew of my faults." The lowest 

alphas were reported for alternatives (.69) and for inequity 

(.65) (Table 2) . 

Since age, relationship duration, relationship status, 

and gender were considered to be possible confounding 

influences on the primary variables, the relationships 

between these variables and love, commitment, alternatives, 

inequity, care, trust, and need were tested. 

A t-test was run in order to detect gender differences 

in the variables. Females scored higher than males on 

trust, need, and overall love scores. There were no gender 

differences for commitment, care, inequity, or alternatives 

(Table 3). 

A one-way ANOVA was run in order to determine whether 

the variables differed by relationship status. The only 

variable with which relationship status had no effect was 

inequity. The variables differing by relationship status 

55 
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Table 2 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach's Alpha for 
All Measures 

Measure n x S.D. Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Care 230 26.04 2.78 .76 

Need 230 24.85 3.65 .78 

Trust 230 19.20 2.77 .85 

Love 230 80.78 9.34 .86 

Commitment 229 29.99 6.78 .83 

Inequity 229 5.13 3.24 .65 

Alternatives 229 22.22 7.75 .69 
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Table 3 

Gender Differences Among All Variables 

Source of Variation 

Gender 

Commitment 

Care 

Need 

Trust 

Love 

Inequity 

Alternatives 

Mean Scores 

Males Females 

7 . 1 5 

2 5 . 7 5 

2 3 . 6 7 

1 8 . 2 3 

7 8 . 3 9 

5 . 4 8 

2 3 . 4 3 

6 . 6 0 

2 6 . 1 4 

2 5 . 2 7 

1 9 . 5 5 

8 1 . 6 4 

5 . 0 0 

2 1 . 7 9 

•1.71 

-.93 

'2.99** 

•3.26** 

2.35** 

.98 

1.42 

* p<.05 
** p<.01 
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were commitment, love, care, need, trust, and alternatives 

(Table 4). 

Because it would not be possible to run regression 

analyses for each relationship type, zero order correlations 

were run between commitment and the predictor variables for 

each relationship type (Table 5). These results are 

discussed further in Chapter V. For the purposes of testing 

the hypotheses, dummy variables were created for each 

relationship type so that they could be controlled for in 

subsequent analyses. 

ANOVA pairwise comparisons were run to contrast the 

groups on each variable (Tables 6-11). The casually dating 

group was significantly different from all of the other 

groups for all of the variables. The steadily dating group 

was significantly different from all of the other groups for 

every variable except for trust, in which it was similar to 

the engaged and married groups. There were no significant 

differences between the engaged and married groups for any 

of the variables. Also, a scatterplot between relationship 

status and commitment and relationship status and love 

indicated linearity of relationship status. 
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Table 4 

Relationship Status Differences Among All Variables 

Source of Variation df Mean Square 

Relationship Status 

Commi tment 4, 223 

Love 4, 224 

Care 4, 224 

Need 4, 224 

Trust 4, 224 

Equity 4, 223 

Alternatives 4, 223 

** p<.01 

440.58 

737.86 

43.33 

139.51 

50.60 

8.78 

836.51 

11.33** 

9.70** 

6.08** 

12.57** 

7.32** 

.83 

18.04** 
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Table 5 

Correlations between Commitment and Predictor Variables 
for Different Relationship Types, Controlling for Gender, 
Relationship Duration, and Age and Mean Scores 

Predictors Total Casually Steadily Engaged Married 
Sample Dating Dating 
n=190 n=13 n=118 n=36 n=23 

Commitment1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Care 

Need 

Trust 

Love 

(m=29.64 
(SD=7.02 

.52** 

(m=26.23 
(SD=2.59 

.61** 

(m=25.00 
(SD=3.49 

.47** 

(m=19.35 
(SD=2.58 

.62** 

(m=81.41 
(SD=8.84 

Alterna
tives 

(m=5.07) 
(SD=3.26 

-.67** 

(m=22.72 
(SD=7.85 

m=22.3) (m=28.45 
SD=8.10) (SD=6.89 

75** .43** 

m=23) (m=26.03 
SD=2.97) (SD=2.71 

63** .63** 

;m=18.85) (m=24.89 
SD=5.68) (SD=3.03 

.41 .39** 

m=15.61) (m=19.41 
SD=5.03) (SD=2.34 

67** .55** 

m=67.00) (m=81.09 
SD=14.80)(SD=7.86 

Inequity -.33** -.14 

m=5.77) 
SD=3.7) 

-.61** 

-.32** 

(m=5.26) 
(SD=3.43 

-.64** 

m=29.38) (m=24.71 
SD=8.51) (SD=7.17 

m=33.72 
SD=3.33 

44** 

m=27.42 
SD=1.18 

39** 

m=26.42 
SD=2.12 

70** 

m=20.06 
SD=1.57 

60** 

m=85.17 
SD=5.46 

-.45** 

m=4.72) 
SD=2.6) 

-.44** 

(m=33.26) 
(SD=5.45) 

.40** 

(m=27.22) 
(SD=1.48) 

.09 

(m=26.61) 
(SD=1.80) 

.55** 

(m=20.09) 
(SD=1.08) 

.54** 

(m=85.22) 
(SD=4.19) 

-.54** 

(m=4.30) 
(SD=3.05) 

-.67** 

m=17.47) (m=17.09) 
SD=5.48) (SD=6.77) 

* p>.05 
** p>.01 



Table 6 ^^ 
Differences on Relationship Types for Commitment 

Casually Steadily Engaged Married 

Casually i.o 

Steadily -3.29** l.o 

Engaged -5.53** -4.34** 1.0 

Married -4.95** -3.31** .27 1.0 

** P>-01 F(3,186)=14.48 
p>.01 

Table 7 
Differences on Relationship Types for Love (summed) 

Casually Steadily Engaged Married 

Casually l.o 

Steadily -6.19** 1.0 

Engaged -7.20** -2.74** 1.0 

Married -6.74** -2.32* -.02 1.0 

** p>.01 F(3,186)=19.52 
* p>.05 p>.01 

Table 8 
Differences on Relationship Types for Care 

Casually Steadily Engaged Married 

Casually 1.0 

Steadily -4.34** 1.0 

Engaged 

Married 

** p>.01 
* p>.05 

-5.71** 

-5.08** 

-3.03* 

-2.17* 

1.0 

.75 1.0 

F(3,186)=12.44 
p>.01 
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Table 9 
Differences on Relationship Types for Need 

Casually Steadily Engaged Married 

Casually l.o 

Steadily -6.86** 1.0 

Engaged -7.75** -2.64** 1.0 

Married -7.41** -2.48** -.27 1.0 

** p>.01 F(3,186)=22.87 
p>.01 

Table 10 
Differences on Relationship Types for Trust 

Casually Steadily Engaged Married 

Casually l.o 

Steadily -5.45** 1.0 

Engaged -5.76** -1.43 1.0 

Married -5.41** -1.25 -.04 1.0 

** p>.01 F(3,186)=12.48 
p>.01 

Table 11 
Differences on Relationship Types for Alternatives 

Casually 

Steadily 

Engaged 

Married 

Casually 

1.0 

2.31* 

5.31** 

5.11** 

Steadily 

1.0 

5.48** 

4.82** 

Engaged 

1.0 

.20 

Married 

1.0 

** p>.01 F(3,186)=19.48 
p>.01 
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Bivariate correlations were calculated between each of 

the independent and dependent variables and age and 

relationship duration. Relationship duration had a 

significant association with alternatives, commitment, love, 

and need. Age had a significant association with trust, 

love, and alternatives (see Table 12). Since there were 

outliers for the age and relationship duration variables, 

the analyses for Hypotheses 1 through 4 were also conducted 

after selecting subjects under the age of 26 and subjects in 

a relationship for less than 100 months. With the exception 

of two of the alternatives items (difficulty of replacing 

partner and a global measure of alternative appeal) loading 

onto the commitment factor in Hypothesis 1, there were no 

significant differences in the results. 

In order to test for differences between types of 

inequity, a one-way ANOVA was run between underbenefited and 

overbenefited groups on all of the variables. From the 

range of 2-14 on the summed equity score, the lower four 

scores (2-5) were aggregated to represent the overbenefited 

group and the higher four scores (11-14) were aggregated for 

the underbenefited group. There were no significant 

differences between the groups on any of the variables. In 

the present study, 79% of the sample was characterized as 

being in equitable relationships, 9.6% was classified as 
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Table 12 

Correlations between Measures and Relationship 
Duration and Age 

Variables 

Care 

Need 

Trust 

Love 

Commitment 

Alternatives 

Inequity 

* p<.05 
** p<.01 

Relationship 
Duration 

.00 

.16* 

.10 

.15* 

.21** 

.29** 

.04 

Age 

.12 

-.07 

-.19** 

.15* 

.09 

.20** 

.03 
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overbenefited, and 10.8% was characterized as 

underbenefited. 

Analyses 

Hypothesis 1 

In order to test Hypothesis 1, a factor analysis was 

conducted on all of the items of each of the scales. It was 

expected that six factors would emerge: (1) care, (2) 

trust, (3) need, (4) commitment, (5) alternatives, and (6) 

inequity. The factor extraction used was maximum likelihood 

with a criterion of six factors, using an Oblimin rotation. 

The pattern of factors generally represented what was 

expected, with a few exceptions: (1) Alternatives split 

into two factors; (2) one of the commitment items loaded 

onto one of the alternatives factors; and (3) trust and need 

loaded onto one factor (Table 13). 

The first alternatives factor included the appeal of 

others to the current partner in teirms of rewards and costs, 

the difficulty of replacing the current partner, how 

appealing alternatives are in general, and how alternatives 

compare to the current relationship. The second 

alternatives factor included to what extent happiness 

depended on being in a relationship and the importance of 
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being involved in a relationship. The commitment item which 

loaded onto the alternatives factor measured how seriously 

ending the relationship had been considered. 

The trust items had the highest loadings on the 

trust/need factor. These items measured being able to 

confide about virtually everything to the partner, telling 

the partner innermost thoughts and fantasies, and enjoyment 

in being confided in by the partner. The need items which 

loaded on the trust/need factor measured feelings that the 

other is a part of self, missing the partner if apart, and 

seeking out the partner if lonely. Care and inequity each 

formed distinct factors. Because the factor scores were 

different from the original scales, the remaining analyses 

were performed both on the original scales and on the factor 

scores. Since this study was more concerned with 

alternatives to the current relationship than the importance 

of being in a relationship, primarily only the first 

alternatives factor was considered. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the correlation between 

caring and commitment should be greater than the 

correlations between commitment and need and commitment and 
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trust. This prediction was not supported. First, partial 

correlations were calculated to control for the effects of 

age, relationship duration, gender, and relationship status 

(Table 14). The partial correlation between caring and 

commitment (partial r=-47) was not significantly greater 

than the partial correlation between commitment and need 

(partial r=.56) or between trust and commitment (partial 

r=.43), based on a Fisher's Z transformation (Table 16). 

Second, Hypothesis 2 was tested using the factor scores. 

Partial correlations were calculated between the factor 

scores of need/trust and commitment as well as care and 

commitment, again controlling for the same variables (Table 

15). The partial correlation between the need/trust love 

subscale and commitment (partial r=.48) was not 

significantly different from the partial correlation between 

care and commitment (partial r=.49). 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the three love subscales 

(care, need, and trust) and the total love scale should be 

negatively associated with alternatives and inequity. With 

one exception, partial correlations using the original 

scales supported the study's predictions. Predictions 
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Table 14 

Partial Correlations of the Love Scales with 
Commitment, Controlling for Age, Relationship 
Duration, Gender, and Relationship Status 

Commitment 

Caring .47** 

Need .56** 

Trust .43** 

** p<.01 

Table 15 

Partial Correlations of the Love Factors with the 
Commitment Factor, Controlling for Age, Relationship 
Duration, Gender, and Relationship Status 

Commitment 

Caring .49** 

Need/Trust .48** 

** p<.01 
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Table 16 

Z Transformations 

Commitment 
Correlations 

Need and Care 

Need and Trust 

Trust and Care 

* p<.05 

of Commitment Correlations 

z significance 
transformation level 

1.28 .11 

1.86 .07 

.57 .34 
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concerning the relationship between alternatives and love 

(partial r=-.56), alternatives and care (partial r=-.38), 

alternatives and need (partial r=-.58), and alternatives and 

trust (partial r=-.42) were supported. Inequity was 

significantly associated with care (partial r=-.12), need 

(partial r=-.12), and love (partial r=-.ll), but not with 

trust (partial r=-.05) (Table 17). 

Second, Hypothesis 3 was tested using the factor scores. 

Predictions concerning the relationship between alternatives 

and love (partial r=-.59), alternatives and care (partial 

r=-.53), and alternatives and trust/need (partial r=-.56) 

were all supported. Inequity was significantly associated 

with care (partial r=-.17), but not with love (partial r=-

.11) or trust/need (partial r=-.04) (Table 18). 

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that when entered into a multiple 

regression equation, care, need, trust, inequity, and 

alternatives would all be significantly associated with 

commitment, and that care would explain the most variance, 

followed by need, trust, alternatives, and inequity. These 

predictions were only partially supported by the results. 

Since there were not enough subjects to enter all the 

covariates into one equation with the predictors, four 
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Table 17 

Partial Correlations of the Love Scales with 
Alternatives and Inequity, Controlling for Age, 
Relationship Duration, Gender, and Relationship 
Status 

Love 

Care 

Need 

Trust 

* p<.05 
** p<.01 

Alternatives 

-.56** 

-.38** 

-.58** 

-.42** 

Inequity 

-.11* 

-.12* 

-.12* 

-.05 

Table 18 

Partial Correlations of the Love Factors with the 
Alternatives and Inequity Factors, Controlling for Age 
Relationship Duration, Gender, and Relationship Status 

Alternatives Inequity 

Love -.59** -.11 

Care -.53** -.17** 

Need/Trust -.56** "•04 

* p<.05 
** p<.01 
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multiple regressions were conducted for the prediction of 

commitment from care, need, trust, inequity, and 

alternatives (two using the original scales and two using 

the factor scores). In addition, two more regressions were 

conducted for the prediction of commitment from love (summed 

scale), inequity, and alternatives (using both the original 

scales and the factor scores). 

For the first multiple regression equation, three 

relationship status variables (whether casually dating, 

steadily dating, or engaged to the current partner) and age 

were the covariates, while care, need, trust, inequity, and 

alternatives were the predictors. After all of the 

covariates were entered, the predictors were entered in a 

standard regression procedure. Alternatives explained the 

most variance in commitment (15%) followed by need (4%), 

inequity (2%), and care (1%) (Table 19). Relationship 

status, age, and trust did not reach significance. The only 

hypothesized variable which did not reach significance was 

trust. A non-parametric rank order test (Kendall's T) was 

conducted in order to test for significance of the 

hypothesized order. The result was nonsignificant (P=.41). 

Therefore, the order in which the predictors explained the 

dependent variable did not support the predictions of the 

hypothesis. 



74 
Table 19 

Multiple Regression Results for Predicting Commitment 
from Care, Trust, Need, Inequity, and Alternatives, 
Controlling for Relationship Status, and Age 

Predictors 

Steadily Dating 

Casually Dating 

Engaged 

Age 

Inequity 

Care 

Trust 

Alternatives 

Need 

* p<.05 
** p<.01 

Beta 

-.08 

-.04 

.02 

.03 

-.15 

.11 

.11 

-.39 

.20 

T 

-1.13 

-.73 

.28 

.54 

-3.19 

1.91 

1.66 

-5.97 

2.44 

F(9,215) = 
p <.001 
R square = 

sig T 

.26 

.46 

.78 

.59 

.00** 

.05** 

.10 

.00** 

.02* 

31.00 

.56 
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The second analysis conducted used the factor scores 

from the analysis for Hypothesis 1. In the regression 

equation controlling for the variables of relationship 

status (steadily dating, casually dating, and engaged) and 

age, 57% of the variance in commitment was explained by 

inequity, care, trust/need, and the two alternatives scales. 

The alternatives scale explained the most variance in 

commitment (23%), followed by trust/need (4%). Care, the 

second alternatives scale (importance of relationships), and 

inequity did not make a significant contribution (Table 20). 

The third multiple regression equation used the original 

scales and controlled for the effects of relationship status 

(whether or not married), gender, age, and relationship 

duration. Alternatives explained the most variance (20%), 

followed by age (4%), care (3%), need (3%), and inequity 

(2%). According to Kendall's T, the predicted order of 

variable explanation was not supported in this equation 

(P=.41). Again, trust did not reach significance in 

explaining commitment, contrary to the prediction of 

Hypothesis 4. In this equation, when relationship duration 

was controlled for, age had a strong effect on commitment, 

explaining more variance than care, need, or inequity. 
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Table 20 

Multiple Regression Results for Predicting Commitment from 
the Factor Scores of Care, Need/Trust, Inequity, and 
Alternatives, Controlling for Relatinship Status and Age 

Predictors Beta T sig T 

Steadily Dating -.12 -1.62 .11 

Casually Dating -.09 -1.51 .13 

Engaged .00 -.02 .98 

Age .01 .12 .90 

Inequity -.08 -1.66 .10 

Care .07 1.20 .23 

Trust/Need .19 2.83 .00** 

Alternativesl -.48 -7.46 .00** 

Alternatives2 -.05 -1.13 .26 

** p<.01 F(9,215) = 32.08 
p <.001 
R square = .57 
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Marital status, gender, relationship duration, and trust 

were not significant in explaining commitment. (Table 21). 

In the fourth regression equation, when the variables of 

relationship status (married or not), age, gender, and 

relationship duration were accounted for, the factor scores 

explained 62% of the variance commitment. The alternatives 

scale explained the most variance in commitment (30%), 

followed by age (2%), care (2%), and inequity (1%). Neither 

trust/need nor the second alternatives scale reached 

significance (Table 22). As with the other analyses, the 

order of prediction was not supported. 

In another multiple regression equation, commitment was 

regressed onto the summed scale of love, inequity, and 

alternatives while controlling for the effects of age, 

relationship duration, gender, and relationship status 

(casually dating, steadily dating, and engaged). When 

commitment was regressed onto love, alternatives, and 

inequity in standard regression, alternatives explained the 

most variance (18%), followed by love (10%), age (4%), and 

inequity (2%) . Relationship duration, relationship status, 

and gender did not explain a significant amount of variance 

in commitment. Love was not more important than 

alternatives in predicting commitment even though it was 

more important than inequity (Table 23). 
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Table 21 

Multiple Regression Results for Predicting Commitment 
from Care, Need, Trust, Inequity, Alternatives, Controlling 
for Relationship Status, Age, Gender, and Relationship 
Duration 

Variables Beta sig T 

Marry 

Age 

Gender 

Relationship Duration 

Inequity 

Trust 

Alternatives 

00 

19 

00 

09 

15 

04 

. 0 2 

2 . 7 5 

- . 0 7 

- 1 . 2 3 

- 3 . 2 5 

. 6 5 

. 9 8 

. 0 1 * * 

. 9 4 

. 2 2 

. 0 0 * * 

. 5 1 

-.45 -7.21 .00** 

Care 

Need 

18 

18 

2.20 

2.11 

.02* 

.03* 

** p<.01 
* p<.05 

F (9,199) = 33.11 
p <.001 
R square = .60 
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Multiple Regression Results for Predicting Commitment from 
the Factor Scores of Care, Need/Trust, Inequity, and 
Alternatives, Controlling for Relationship Status, Age, 
Gender, and Relationship Duration. 

Predictors Beta sig T 

Married 

Age 

Gender 

Relationship Duration 

Inequity 

Trust/Need 

Care 

Alternativesl 

Alternatives2 

00 

16 

03 

02 

10 

10 

. 0 6 

2 . 2 3 

- . 6 3 

- . 3 6 

- 2 . 1 8 

1 . 5 8 

. 9 5 

. 0 2 * 

. 5 3 

. 7 2 

. 0 3 * 

. 1 2 

14 

-.55 

-.05 

2.26 

-8.93 

-1.07 

.02* 

.00** 

.29 

** p<.01 
* p<.05 

F(9,199) = 35.57 
p <.001 
R square = .62 
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Table 23 

Multiple Regression Results for Predicting Commitment 
from Love (summed scale). Inequity, and Alternatives, 
Controlling for Relationship Status, Age, Relationship 
Duration, and Gender 

Variables Beta sig T 

Steadily Dating 

Casually Dating 

Age 

Relationship Duration 

Engaged 

Gender 

Inequity 

Love 

04 

06 

19 

10 

0 5 

00 

16 

- . 5 6 

- . 9 1 

2 . 6 6 

- 1 . 4 2 

. 7 6 

- . 0 6 

- 3 . 3 4 

. 5 8 

. 3 6 

. 0 1 * * 

. 1 6 

. 4 5 

. 9 6 

. 0 0 * * 

32 5.14 .00** 

Alternatives -.43 -6.65 .00** 

F(9,199) = 32.26 
p <.001 
R square = .59 

** p<.01 
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Finally, after entry of the control variables (steadily 

dating, casually dating, engaged, age, relationship 

duration, and gender), the entire love scale, the two 

alternatives factor scores, and inequity were regressed onto 

the commitment factor score. When the factor scores were 

used, alternatives explained the highest amount of variance 

(29%), followed by love (4%), age (2%), and inequity (1%) 

(see Table 24). Alternatives explained more variance in 

commitment and love explained less when the factor scores 

were used. In this equation, as well, love was a better 

predictor of commitment than inequity, but a poorer 

indicator of commitment than alternatives. The order of 

prediction was not supported here, either. 

When relationship duration, age, and gender were 

controlled for and the original scales were used, 

alternatives, care, need, and inequity all were 

statistically significant in the prediction of commitment. 

When the factors were used, however, only alternatives and 

caring reached statistical significance in predicting 

commitment. Although all of the predictors were significant 

with the exception of trust, the order in which the 

variables were expected to explain commitment was not 

supported. 
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Table 24 

Multiple Regression Results for Predicting Commitment from 
Love (summed scale) and the Factor Scores of Inequity and 
Alternatives, Controlling for Relationship Status, Age, 
Gender, and Relationship Duration 

Variables Beta sig T 

Steadily dating 

Casually dating 

Age 

Relationship Duration 

Engaged 

Gender 

-.04 

-.08 

15 

-.04 

04 

-.03 

-.47 

-1.28 

2.20 

.68 

.68 

-.67 

.64 

.20 

.03* 

.60 

.50 

.50 

Inequity 

Love 

-.10 

20 

-2.30 

3.11 

.02* 

.00** 

Alternativesl -.54 -8.47 .00** 

Alternatives2 -.04 -.86 .39 

* p<.05 
** p<.01 

F(10,198) = 32.46 
p <.001 
R square = .62 
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The findings were mixed for Hypotheses 1 through 3, 

also. Hypothesis 1 was partially supported: One item from 

the commitment scale and two items from the alternatives 

scale did not load as predicted and trust combined with need 

to form one factor. Hypothesis 2 was not supported. 

Although need was more highly correlated with commitment 

than were care and trust, it was not a statistically 

significant difference. When need was combined with trust, 

the love components predicted commitment equally well. 

Hypothesis 3 was supported with one exception (the 

association between inequity and trust). 

Other Analyses 

In order to gain a better understanding of the 

relationship between love and commitment and between 

alternatives and commitment, further analyses were 

conducted. Based on the results of Hypothesis 4, it was 

expected that alternatives would have a more direct 

relationship with commitment than would love. For these 

analyses, all the control variables were accounted for. 

Partial correlations were conducted in order to examine the 

relationships between: (1) love (the overall scale and 

subscales) and commitment, controlling for alternatives, and 
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(2) the relationship between alternatives and commitment 

once love has been controlled for. 

First, partial correlations were run in order to test 

the relationships of the three love subscales (care, need, 

and trust) and the total love scale with commitment while 

controlling for the effects of alternatives. Once 

alternatives were controlled for, the coefficients between 

the love subscales and commitment decreased substantially. 

The association between caring and commitment decreased from 

.47 to .32, the association between need and commitment 

decreased from .56 to .31, the association between trust 

and commitment decreased from .43 to .23 and the association 

between love and commitment changed from .57 to .33 (Table 

25) . 

Second, partialling out the variance explained by the 

love subscales in the relationship between alternatives and 

commitment had a less dramatic effect. When partialling out 

caring, the association between commitment and alternatives 

changed from -.63 to -.55. When partialling out trust, it 

also decreased from -.63 to -.55. When need was partialled 

out, the coefficient decreased from -.63 to -.45 and when 

love (summed scale) was partialled out, the coefficient 

decreased from -.63 to -.45. Thus, need and the summed 
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scale of love had the strongest effects on the relationship 

between alternatives and commitment (see Table 2 6). 

Z transformation analyses showed statistically 

significant decreases in the association between love summed 

score and subscales) and commitment when alternatives was 

partialled out (Table 27). The association between 

alternatives and commitment showed statistically significant 

decreases only when love (summed scale) and need were 

partialled out (Table 28). 
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Partial Correlations between Commitment 
and the Love Scales (overall and sub-
scales). Controlling for Alternatives 
(also controlling for Relationship Status, 
Relationship Duration, Age, and Gender) 

Commitment 

Love 

Care 

Need 

Trust 

** p<, 

Table 

.01 

26 

.33** 

.32** 

.31** 

.23** 

Partial Correlations between Commitment and 
Alternatives, Controlling for Love (overall). Need, 
Care, and Trust, Respectively (also controlling for 
Relationship Status, Relationship Duration, Age, 
and Gender) 

Commitment 

-.45** 

-.45** 

-.55** 

-.55** 

Control 
Variable 

Love 

Need 

Care 

Trust 

Alternatives 

** p<.01 
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Table 27 

Z Transformations of Partial Correlations 
Between Love (Summed Scale and Subscales) 
And Commitment Before and After Controlling 
for Alternatives, while also Controlling for 
Relationship Status, Relationship Duration, 
Age, and Gender. 

Variable Z score 

Care 

Need 

Trust 

Love 

* p<.( 
** p< 

D5 
.01 

2.14 * 

3.57 ** 

2.86 ** 

3.43 ** 
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Table 28 

Z Transformations of Partial Correlations 
Between Commitment and Alternatives, 
Before and After Controlling for Love 
(Summed Scale and Subscales), while also 
Controlling for Relationship Status, 
Relationship Duration, Age, and Gender. 

Control 
Variab)le 

Care 

Trust 

Need 

Love 

** p<.01 

Z score 

1.14 

1.14 

2.57 ** 

2.57** 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Measurement Issues 

Love 

The first task of this study was to verify the scales 

used through factor analysis. The factor analysis performed 

for Hypothesis 1 revealed some interesting results. The 

scales did not factor out as expected. The love scale was 

expected to form three factors. While care formed a 

distinct factor, need loaded onto the trust factor. These 

results did show that caring is an important dimension in 

its own right, apart from other aspects of love. Being 

concerned for the welfare and well-being of the other, 

willingness to do anything for the partner, and wanting to 

make the other feel better (all caring items) reflect an 

important and distinct dimension of love. Not wanting to be 

without one's partner (need) and being able to confide in, 

and to enjoy being confided in by, one's partner (trust) 

appear to be describing similar feelings. 

Commitment 

In the factor analysis, one of the commitment items 

loaded onto the alternatives scale, leaving the commitment 

89 
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scale with three items. The item which loaded onto 

alternatives measured how often subjects had considered 

ending their relationship. Furthermore, the alternatives 

scale divided into two factors. The alternatives items 

which loaded onto the first alternatives scale were the 

commitment item, difficulty of replacing one's current 

partner, a global comparison of alternates to the current 

relationship, a global assessment of how appealing other 

alternatives are, and a comparison of relationships other 

than the current one. 

The other alternative items had to do with the 

importance of being in a relationship and the extent to 

which one can be happy not being involved in a relationship 

at all. These two items were not direct assessments of the 

current relationship and formed a separate factor. In order 

to detect any major differences between the factors and the 

original scales, all of the analyses were conducted 

separately with both the original scales and the factor 

scores. 

An important issue for discussion is that of the 

commitment measurement. The commitment being measured did 

not seem to be commitment to the partner, but commitment to 



91 

the relationship. This distinction is an important one. 

Commitment to the relationship is more reliant on whether 

there are alternatives to the relationship and whether the 

needs of the self are being fulfilled. Commitment to the 

partner should involve a stronger motivation to maintain the 

relationship out of caring for the partner. With the 

exception of one commitment item, commitment formed a 

distinct factor from alternatives and love, thereby 

validating the approach of identifying them as separate 

concepts. 

Conceptual Issues 

Love 

The results of Hypothesis 1 contribute to the literature 

by describing love as two factors based on the factor 

analysis. This study did not support Steck et al.'s (1983) 

study in which care, need, and trust were found to be 

separate components of love. In the present study, need 

loaded onto trust to form one factor. The love factors did 

support Jeffries (1993) factors which he labeled ̂ 'virtue" 

and ^'attraction." Jeffries' factor labeled virtue 

represented the altruistic tendencies of care. Jeffries' 

""attraction" included items measuring trust and friendship 
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as well as self-centered need. Berscheid and Walster (1974) 

and Fehr and Russell (1991) also found two components for 

love, which they classified as companionate love and 

passionate love. 

The results of Hypothesis 2 revealed that the need 

items, when separated from trust, were more strongly related 

to commitment than when need was combined with trust. The 

results of Hypothesis 3 revealed negative and significant 

relationships between alternatives and the love scales (the 

summed scale as well as the love subscales). The 

associations between the love scales (summed and subscales) 

and inequity were lower than the associations between 

alternatives and love. Although inequity was significantly 

associated with love, care, and need, it did not have a 

significant correlation with trust. 

It was surprising that love, as an endogenous variable, 

was more highly correlated with alternatives (an exogenous 

variable), than it was with inequity, an endogenous 

variable. According to Johnson (1981, 1991), motivation to 

maintain commitment is derived from personal (endogenous) 

and structural (exogenous) factors. Variables within these 

subsets (e.g. endogenous variables) should be more highly 

correlated with one another than with variables from another 

subset. Perhaps perceptions of fairness is not an issue in 
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relationships for the population studied. It seems love for 

the partner is dependent more on whether there are 

alternatives to the relationship than whether there is 

fairness in the relationship. In the research of Michaels 

et al. (1986), it was concluded that even if partners feel 

inequity they may maintain their relationships if no other 

alternative is available. It is difficult to compare these 

results since no other studies have taken a look at the 

associations between love and these variables. 

Commitment 

Kelly's (1983) theory of commitment and Johnson's (1981) 

theory of commitment were discussed earlier. Both theories 

contended that there were at least two major subsets of 

conditions supporting commitment to a relationship, inside 

(endogenous) forces and outside (exogenous) constraining 

factors promoting adherence to the relationship. For this 

particular study, level of alternatives (an exogenous 

factor) was the best predictor of commitment. Love and 

equity had less influence in predicting commitment. 

According to Johnson (1981), structural variables are more 

determinate relationship termination, while personal 

variables are more play more of a role in keeping 
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relationships together. It may be that questions of ""How 

often have you thought of breaking up?" and ""How likely is 

it that you will break up in one year or five years?" are 

more relevant to alternatives. 

Love and Commitment 

Different theories have been suggested about the 

relationship between love and commitment. The overriding 

goal of this research was to demonstrate that love and 

commitment are partially overlapping constructs (Kelley, 

1983). The correlations between the total love scale and 

commitment, as well as between the love subscales (care, 

need, and trust) and commitment, were positive and 

statistically significant as determined in Hypothesis 2. 

Since the correlation between love and commitment was 

greater than 0 and less than 1.0, theories which contend 

that love and commitment are completely independent of one 

another (e.g., Rosenblatt, 1977; Solomon, 1981) and those 

that contend that they are completely overlapping (e.g., 

Forgas & Dobosz, 1980; Money, 1980) are not supported by 

these results. 

The regression analyses from Hypothesis 4 showed that 

there was a part of love—trust--that was not significantly 

associated with commitment once the variance of 
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alternatives, need, care, and inequity were accounted for. 

Since there was a part of love which was not associated with 

commitment, the conception of love as a subcomponent of 

commitment (Rusbult, 1980) was not supported. Also, as 

shown in the regression analysis, there was a part of 

commitment that was explained by variables other than love 

(alternatives and inequity). Therefore, theories which 

contend that commitment was a subcomponent of love (e.g., 

Sternberg, 1986) were not supported by this study. 

This study predicted that different dimensions of love 

would be differentially related to commitment. Kelley's 

(1983) contention was that the stable aspects of love would 

be most related to commitment. Predictions of this study 

were that caring would indicate the strongest association to 

commitment. 

According to Steck et al. (1982), caring is the most 

representative and therefore predicted in the present study 

to be the most stable aspect of love. Need was supposed to 

be more representative of attraction and trust more 

indicative of friendship. Steck et al.'s (1982) study was 

based on the idea that transforming one's own interests for 

the welfare of the partner forms the basis of love. The 

characteristics of love which were common to commitment in 
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Fehr's (1988) prototypical study of love and commitment were 

more descriptive of care than need. 

When testing for bivariate correlations between 

commitment and the love subscales, results were contrary to 

expectations. Caring did not show a stronger relationship 

to commitment than other love subscales. In fact, need 

seemed to show the strongest association with commitment. 

Although the care had a higher correlation with commitment 

than did trust, it was not statistically significant. When 

need and trust were treated as one factor, based on 

factoring, and an extra item was added to the caring scale 

(""It would be hard for me to get along without . " ) , 

each of these love components showed equally strong 

associations with commitment. 

Speculation can be made concerning why caring was not 

more strongly associated with commitment than were need or 

trust. Fehr's (1991) prototypical study associated many of 

the caring qualities with commitment. It may be that 

commitment as measured in this study was different from 

Fehr's (1991) subjects' conception of commitment. 

Commitment as a theoretical concept may involve more aspects 

of caring about one's partner than need, but commitment 

measured as the actual intention to maintain a relationship 

may involve a greater need component. In other words, the 
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orientation and the target of the commitment may have 

differed. In Fehr's (1988) study, commitment was more 

""love" oriented with the partner as the target. In the 

present study, commitment was more ""relationship" oriented. 

Although this study found a strong association between 

caring and commitment, it did not support the prediction 

that caring is more important to commitment than need or 

trust. If, as Kelley (1983) theorized, it is the "stable" 

aspects of love that are most strongly related to 

commitment, it may be that the need and trust aspects of 

love are at least as stable as the caring aspect of love. 

Overall, use of the original scales provided support for 

Hypothesis 4 in that all of the expected variables were 

significant. When using the factor scores, however, only 

one love component (need/trust) reached significance when 

relationship status and age were controlled for, and only 

caring did so when gender, age, and relationship duration 

were controlled for. Inequity failed to predict commitment 

when using the factor scores. 

Alternatives, Inequity, and Commitment 

Another purpose of this study was to show love's 

importance to commitment relative to other variables which 

have been shown to influence commitment. Johnson's (1991) 
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commitment framework classified different conditions under 

which commitment was maintained, variables affecting 

commitment that were endogenous (internal to the dyad) and 

exogenous (external to the dyad). In this study, the love 

subscales and inequity were endogenous variables and the 

level of alternatives was an exogenous variable. 

Contrary to expectations, alternatives was a greater 

predictor of commitment than any of the other variables when 

using the original scales and the factor scores. This 

supports the idea that an individual's level of alternatives 

is more directly linked to his or her decision to maintain a 

relationship than are the endogenous variables of love and 

perception of relational equity. This finding supports 

Sprecher's (1985) conclusion that the most important 

predictor of commitment is level of alternatives. It also 

supports Rusbult's (1980, 1981) theory that alternatives 

plays an important role in commitment. Each of these 

studies has measured commitment similarly, as the likelihood 

of staying in a relationship. An important difference 

between these studies and the present study is the 

consideration of love as a factor influencing commitment. 

According to both Lund (1985) and Johnson (1981), exogenous 

variables play a more determinate role in decisions to leave 

a relationship than do endogenous variables, and endogenous 
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variables are what help keep people together. It may be 

that the measure of commitment, which asked questions about 

the likelihood of ending the relationship caused 

participants to consider alternatives rather than attitudes 

about the partner and the relationship itself. 

Inequity was a significant predictor of commitment in 

most of the regression analyses. However, inequity, like 

the love attitudes, only explained a small proportion of 

variance in commitment. Two characteristics distinguish 

inequity. Unlike love, it is not an attitude towards the 

partner but an evaluation of the relationship itself, 

including a comparison of rewards and costs of both 

partners. Like love, it is endogenous to the relationship. 

It may be that factors within the relationship are less 

important than is the attractiveness, or lack of, 

alternatives in decisions to maintain the current 

relationship. 

A closer examination of the relationships among the 

variables of alternatives, love, and commitment was 

conducted. Using the original scales, alternatives had a 

significantly greater correlation with need than with caring 

or trust. The strong relationship of need to alternatives 

could explain the unanticipated relationship between need 

and commitment. According to Steck et al. (1982), need 
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involves a more selfish motive than does care. If 

alternatives are low, need for the relationship would be 

higher regardless of caring for the partner or the presence 

of inequity in the relationship. The relationship of care 

to alternatives, although significant, was not as strong as 

the relationship between need and alternatives. 

Additional analyses pointed to the idea that 

alternatives have a more direct relationship than love with 

commitment. A significant amount of the relationship 

between love and commitment was explained by alternatives, 

as evident in the significant reductions in correlations 

between love (including the love subscales) and commitment 

after the level of alternatives was partialled out. This 

reduction was especially true for the need and trust 

components of love. Generally, there was not a 

statistically significant reduction in the association 

between alternatives and commitment once love was partialled 

out. The only statistically significant reduction occurred 

when need was partialled out. 

It is important to address the possible reasons for the 

finding that alternatives play a larger role in commitment 

than caring or equity. Essentially, the results of this 

study suggest that the extent to which there are 

alternatives to the current relationship is more important 
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for commitment than caring for the partner. Particularly 

when making a decision about the continuance of the 

relationship and the expectation for long-term continuance, 

matters relating to the ability to replace one's partner and 

the appeal of alternatives to the relationship, for example, 

seem more important than caring for the partner or the 

perception of the relational equity. One distinction that 

Kelley (1983) made was between commitment to the partner and 

commitment to the relationship. It would seem that what was 

being measured in this study was commitment to the 

relationship, which was more affected by self-centered need 

and the availability of alternatives than interest in the 

other's well being or concern about fairness in the 

relationship. Such concerns about the other and fairness 

would reflect commitment to the partner. 

Limitations of the Study and Directions 
for Future Research 

One limitation of the study concerns its sample. The 

measure of relationship status (casually dating, steadily 

dating, engaged, married) was taken primarily for control 

purposes and did not receive attention in the study's 

hypothesis. Therefore, adequate representation for the 
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different relationship status categories was not an 

important issue for this particular study. 

Since relationship status differences did occur on the 

variables, it was unfortunate that lack of subjects 

prevented separate regression analyses on each group. In 

order to further analyze the group differences on the 

variables, zero order correlations between commitment and 

the variables were run for each group. These preliminary 

analyses show some important differences. While the results 

of the ANOVA pairwise comparisons suggest that engaged and 

married individuals are similar in their mean scores of 

love, commitment, and alternatives, the correlations between 

these variables and commitment suggest that the variables 

which predict commitment are different (Table 5). 

While the personal variables of need and care seem to be 

more important to commitment in the casually and steadily 

dating stages, those of trust and inequity seem more 

important to commitment in the engaged and married 

relationship stages. Z transformations show that need is 

more important to commitment for steadily dating individuals 

than for married individuals (z=2.32; p>.01). Trust is more 

important to commitment for engaged and married individuals 

than to steadily dating individuals (z=2.09; p>.05 and 

z=2.33; p>.01). These findings are supportive of Kelley 
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(1983), who characterized trust as pragmatic and existing in 

long-term relationships in which give and take are key. 

Future research should examine the importance of different 

components of love to commitment at different stages of 

relationships. 

The structural variable of alternatives seems to have a 

higher correlation with commitment in comparison to the 

other variables in the steadily dating and married groups. 

Using the z transformation test, alternatives is more 

predictive of commitment than need for married individuals 

(z=2.23; p>.01). For steadily dating individuals, 

alternatives' is more predictive of commitment than trust 

(z=3.89; p>.01), care (z=3.33; p>.01), and inequity (z=4.78; 

p>.01), but not need or love (summed scale). Alternative's 

importance to commitment falls second to trust in the 

engaged group (z=2.l;p>.01); then it seems to go up again in 

importance after marriage (z score ns) . It could be that 

once structural variables (such as marriage) are in place, 

personal variables lessen in importance to commitment. With 

this in mind, future research should examine the relative 

importance of structural and personal variables at different 

stages in the relationship in a larger sample where 

differences may be detected at each stage. 
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It is important to keep in mind that the sample is 

primarily representative of steadily dating individuals. 

Within this framework it is not surprising that alternatives 

and need were more important to commitment than other 

variables, such as trust and inequity. Therefore, the 

latter variables should not be dismissed as predictors in 

commitment. 

Another limitation of the sample concerns the variable 

of relationship duration. The standard deviation for 

relationship duration was 35 months. This was explained by 

the inclusion of a small number of participants who were in 

long-term relationships exceeding 100 months. In order to 

control for relationship duration and age, all of the 

analyses for Hypotheses 1-4 were run without subjects in 

relationships exceeding 100 months and subjects whose age 

exceeded 25; no differences were found except for two of the 

alternatives items loading on the commitment factor in the 

factor analysis. The first one measured diffculty of 

replacing the partner and the second one was a global 

measure of the appeal of alternatives. 

In this sample, there were more female than male 

subjects. The only gender difference occurred in the love 

scales of trust, need, and the overall love scale. This was 

an unexpected finding. Future research could examine this 
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finding in more depth. The sample was primarily 

White/Caucasian, which limits the generalizability of the 

study to this particular ethnic group. Moreover, the sample 

consisted of college students with the mean age of 21, 

further limiting the generalizability of the study to a 

college population in their early twenties. 

Another limitation was that the measurements were only 

taken at one point in time. Commitment measured 

respondents' expectations for relationship continuance, not 

their actual relationship continuance. The extent to which 

expectation for continuance is an accurate predictor of 

actual stability is an important question for future 

research. According to Kelley (1983), commitment should 

ideally be measured as the variability of the pro-con causal 

condition ratio over time. Therefore, love as a pro causal 

condition should be measured at different points in time 

during the relationship. If the pros consistently 

outweighed the cons over time, a high level of commitment, 

and thus continued membership, would be indicated. 

Conversely, if the cons outweighed the pros over time in a 

relationship, a low level of commitment and eventual loss of 

membership would be indicated. Therefore, the cross-

sectional nature of this study is a limiting factor. 
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Causality is another issue which cannot be addressed 

until time becomes a variable. Whether love increases with 

level of commitment or commitment increases with level of 

love is unknown. Whether the lack of relationship 

alternatives precedes commitment or commitment precedes the 

perception of low alternatives was impossible to determine 

in this study and is an important issue for future research. 

Further, love may be indirectly linked to commitment 

through its relationship to alternatives. It is suggested 

that in the future the hypothesis that alternatives is a 

mediating variable between love and commitment should be 

tested. Also, what other factors affect alternatives should 

be investigated, and the nature of these variables should be 

considered, i.e., are they endogenous or exogenous in 

nature. A limitation concerning the equity measure was 

addressed in the preliminary analyses. Past research 

(Sprecher, 1988) concluded that there were no differences 

between underbenefited and overbenefited individuals in the 

prediction of commitment. However, preliminary analyses 

tested for differences between types of inequity for 

commitment and the other variables. None of the variables 

differed by type of inequity. Therefore, the decision not 

to differentiate between types of inequity in the analyses 

was consistent with Sprecher's (1988) analysis. The large 
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percentage of subjects in equitable relationships (79%), 

however, might have prevented inequity from having more 

predictive value. 

Other factors may have influenced the level of 

commitment which were not considered in this study, such as 

investments, social acceptance, termination costs, and felt 

obligation to the relationship (Johnson, 1991; Lund, 1985; 

Rusbult, 1980). These variables might explain at least some 

of the 40% of unexplained variance in commitment indicated 

by the regression analyses. Thus, it should not be implied 

that variables other than those used in this study are not 

important in the prediction of commitment. Future research 

should consider other possible commitment predictors and 

their connection with love. 

This study is one of the few (Fehr, 1988; Lund, 1985) 

which has looked at the relationship between love and 

commitment. Fehr's (1988) was a prototypical study which 

was primarily interested in conceptions of love and 

commitment; it did not measure subjects' attitudes about a 

current dating relationship. It may be that individuals' 

ideal conceptions of commitment involve a larger care 

component than their actual relationships reveal. 

Lund's (1985) study looked at the relationship between 

love and commitment using a measure of commitment that was 
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one-sided, i.e., based on the barrier model of commitment. 

The present study used a scale for commitment that measured 

likelihood of remaining in the relationship without 

measuring alternatives, felt obligation or other such 

constraining factors inherent in Lund's (1985) scale. The 

commitment scale used in this study did not measure 

attachment to the relationship like Rusbult's (1980; 1981) 

studies did. Future research should identify whether 

commitment is being measured as (a) the factors which 

promote stability, (b) the intention or decision to remain 

in a relationship, or (c) actual stability (including the 

pro-con ratio of causal conditions over time). 

Although Lund (1985) used Rubin's love scale, she did 

not compare the different components of the love scale 

(care, need, and trust) to commitment. Love is not one-

dimensional. The present study reveals that there are at 

least two factors within love that are possible influences 

on commitment. Exactly what these factors are is an ongoing 

subject for future research. Although caring factored out 

as expected, it was not a better predictor of commitment 

than was need. It is suggested that need's association with 

commitment and alternatives be further investigated because 

of results showing a large association between need and 
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commitment and between alternatives and need. These 

unexpected findings suggest that self-centered need is as 

important or more important to commitment than caring for 

the partner. 

This study has helped clarify to the relationship 

between love and commitment. Overall, in questions 

regarding the likelihood of a relationship ending, 

alternatives to the relationship are most important, 

followed by need for the partner, then care and perceptions 

of equity. Attitudes about the relationship and the 

partner, although significant predictors of commitment, 

appear to be less important than the outside factor of 

alternatives. The individualistic aspect of social exchange 

approach appears to be more appropriate in questions of 

commitment than an altruistic, other-oriented aspect. 

Further examination of the love scales and commitment scales 

is warranted as are similar findings with a broader sample. 
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112 

Jemmott III, J. B., Ashby, K. L., & Lindenfeld, K. (1989). 
Romantic commitment and the perceived availability of 
opposite-sex persons: On loving the one you're with. 
Journal of Applied Social Psychology.19(14). 1198-1211. 

Johnson, D. J., & Rusbult, C. E. (1989). Resisting 
temptation: Devaluation of alternative partners as a 
means of maintaining commitment in close relationships. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 57(6), 
967-980. 

Johnson, M. P. (1981). Social and cognitive features of the 
dissolution of commitment to relationships. In S. Duck 
(Ed.K Personal Relationships 4 (DP. 51-73). New York: 
Academic Press. 

Johnson, M. P. (1991). Commitment to personal 
relationships. In W. H. Jones and D. Perlman (Eds.), 
Advances in Personal Relationships (pp. 117-143). 
London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers. 

Kanter, R. M. (1972). Commitment and community: Communes 
and Utopias in sociological perspective. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press. 

Kelley, H. (1979). Personal relationships; ThgJr 
structures and processes. New Jersey: Erlbaum. 

Kelley, H. (1983). Love and commitment. In H. Kelley, E. 
Berscheid, A. Christensen, J. Harvey, T. Huston, G. 
Levinger, E. McClintock, L. Peplau, & D. Petersen 
(Eds.), Close Relationships (pp. 265-314). New York: 
W. H. Freeman. 

Kiesler, C.A. (1971). The psychology of commitment; 
evperiments linking behavior to belief. New York: 
Academic Press. 

Lee, J. A. (1973). The colors of love; An gyplQratJQn Qt 
the ways of loving. Don Mills, Ontario: New Press. 

Levinger, G. (1976). A social psychological perspective on 
marital dissolution. Journal of Social Issues. 12.il), 
21-46. 

Lujansky, H., & Mikula, G. (1983). Can equity theory 
explain the quality and the stability of romantic 
relationships? British Journal of Social Psychology, 
22., 101-112. 

http://12.il


113 

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

McDonald, G. W. (1981). Structural exchange and marital 
interaction. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 43(4). 
825-839. 

McGee, G.W., & Ford, R.c. (1987). Two (or more?) dimensions 
of organizational commitment: Reexamination of the 
affective and continuance commitment scales. Journal of 
Applied Psvcholoc^, 22(4), 638-641. 

Michaels, J. W., Acock, A. C., & Edwards, J. N. (1986). 
Social exchange and equity determinants of relationship 
commitment. Journal of Social and Personal 
Relationships, 3., 161-175. 

Money, J. (1980). Love and love sickness. Baltimore; 
Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Rosenblatt, P. C. (1977). Needed research on commitment in 
marriage. In G. Levinger & H. L. Raush (Eds.), Close 
relationships (pp. 73-86). Amherst, MA: University of 
Massachusetts Press. 

Rubin, Z. (1970). Measurement of romantic love. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology. 16(2K 265-273. 

Rubin, Z. (1973). Liking and loving. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart, & Winston. 

Rusbult, C. E. (1980). Commitment and satisfaction in 
romantic associations: A test of the investment model. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 16^ 172-186. 

Rusbult, C. E., & Buunk, B. P. (1993). Commitment processes 
in close relationships: An interdependence analysis. 
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships. 10, 
175-204. 

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^ 4*^(Mr 101-117. 

Sabatelli, R. M., & Cecil-Pigo, E. (1985). Relational 
interdependence and commitment in marriage. Journal Qf 
Marriage and th^ family. 47(4^ 931-937. 



114 

Shaver, P. R., & Hazan, C. (1988). A biased overview of the 
study of love. Journal of Social and Personal 
Relationships. 5. 473-501. 

Shaver, P., Schwartz, J., Kirson, D., & O'Connor, C. (1987). 
Emotion knowledge: Futher exploration of the prototype 
approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 
^ , 1061-1086. 

Siegel, S. (1956). Nonparametric statistics for the 
behavioral sciences. New York; McGraw-Hill, 213-229. 

Simpson, J. A. (1987). The dissolution of romantic 
relationships: Factors involved in relationship 
stability and emotional distress. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology. 53(4). 683-692. 

Solomon, R. C. (1981). Love: Emotion, myth, and metaphor. 
Garden City, NY; Anchor Press/Doubleday. 

Sprecher, S. (1988). Investment model, equity, and social 
support determinants of relationship commitment. SQgJal 
Psychology Ouarterly. 51(4). 318-328. 

Sprecher, S. (1986). The relation between inequity and 
emotions in close relationships. Social Psychology 
Quarterly. 49. 30-321. 

Stanley, S.M. (1986). Commitment and the maintenance and 
enhancement of relationships, unpublished doctoral dis
sertation. University of Denver. 

Steck, L., Levitan, D.M., McLane, D., & Kelley, H.H. (1982). 
Care, need, and conceptions of love. «7Qmrn9]. Pf 
Personality and Social PsvrhologY- 43(3). 481-491. 

Steers, R. M. (1977). Antecedents and outcomes of organiza
tional commitment. Administrative Science Quarterly. 
2Z, 45-56. 

Sternberg, R. J. (1986). A triangular theory of love. 
Psychological Review. 93. 119-135. 

Sternberg, R. J. (1988). Triangulating love. In R. J. 
Sternberg & M. L. Barnes (Eds.), The PgycnoXogy of LQV^ 
(pp. 119-138). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

Tabachnick, B. G. & Fidell, L. S. (1989). Vgjng 
multivariate statistics. New York: HarperCollins. 



115 

Van Yperen, N. W., & Buunk, B. P. (1990). Equity theory 
and exchange and communal orientation from a 
cross-national perspective. Journal of Social 
Psychology. 131(1). 5-20. 

Van Yperen, N. W., & Buunk, B. P. (1990). A longitudinal 
study of equity and satisfaction in intimate 
relationships. European Journal of Social Psychology. 
20., 287-309. 

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

Winn, K.I., Crawford, D.W., & Fischer, J.L. (1991). Equity 
and commitment in romance vs friendship. Journal of 
Social Behavior and Personality. 104(2). 208-214. 



APPENDIX 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

116 



117 

Questionnaire 

PLEASE ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS ON THIS PAGE; 

Age ŷears 

Please mark your answer; male female 

Are you currently in a relationship? Yes No 

(If you are not in a current relationship, please answer the 
rest of the questions about a past relationship) 

What is the length of your relationship; m̂onths 

PLEASE ANSWER THE REST OF THE QUESTIONS ON SCAN TRON 
STARTING WITH 1. 

1. What is your ethnicity? 

(0) African-American 
(1) Asian-American 
(2) Hispanic-American 
(3) Native-American 
(4) White/Caucasian 
(5) Other 

2. What is your partner's ethnicity: 

(0) African-American 
(1) Asian-American 
(2) Hispanic-American 
(3) Native-American 
(4) White-Caucasian 
(5) Other 

3. What is your religious preference 

(0) Protestant 
(1) Catholic 
(2) Jewish 
(3) Other 

4. What is the religious preference of your partner: 

(0) Protestant 
(1) Catholic 
(2) Jewish 
(3) Other 
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5. Current Relationship Status 

(0) Not dating at all 
(1) Casually dating (where either you or your partner 

date other people) (please refer to only one 
partner) 

(2) Steadily dating (where you and your partner are 
dating only each other) 

(3) Engaged 
(4) Married 

Please use the following scale for items 6-18 to respond 
about your partner. PLEASE USE THE SCAN TRON FOR YOUR 
ANSWERS 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Not Very 
at all much 

6. If were feeling bad, I would really want to make 
him/her feel better. 

7. I would do almost anything for . 

8. One of my primary concerns is 's welfare. 

9. I feel concerned for 's well-being. 

10. I want to feel that is a part of me. 

11. If I could never be with , I would really miss 
him/her. 

12. If I were lonely, my first thought would be to seek 
out. 

13. It would be hard for me to get along without . 

14. I feel I can confide in about virtually 

everything. 

15. I would not worry if knew of ray faults. 

16. I feel I can tell my innermost thoughts and 
fantasies. 

17. I would greatly enjoy being confided in by . 
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18. When I am with , I spend a good deal of time just 
looking at him/her. 

Please answer items 19-30 by filling in the correct number 
on your scan tron. 

19. How committed are you to your partner? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Extremely Extremely 
Uncommitted Committed 

20. How often have you seriously considered ending your 
relationship with your partner? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Never S e v e r a l 

Times 

21. How likely is it that you will try to end the 
relationship with your partner during the next year? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Extremely Extremely 
Unlikely Likely 

22. How likely is it that you will try to end the 
relationship with your partner during the next 5 years 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
extremely extremely 
unlikely likely 

23. Considering what you put into your relationship, 
compared to what you get out of it... and what your 
partner put in compared to what he or she gets out of 
it, how does your relationship "stack up"? 
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0 1 
1 am getting a 
much better deal 

5 6 
My partner is 
getting a much 
better deal 

24 Sometimes things get out of balance in a relationship 
and one partner contributes more to the relationship 
than the other. Consider all the times when the 
exchange in your relationship has become unbalanced and 
one partner contributed more than the other for a time. 
When your relationship becomes unbalanced, 
which of you is more likely to be the one who 
contributes more? 

0 1 2 
My partner is much 
more likely to to 
contribute more 

5 6 
I am much 

more likely to 
contribute 

more 

25. In terms of the sorts of rewards and costs (e.g., 
intelligence, sense of humor, physical attractiveness), 
how appealing are the people other than your partner 
with whom you have become involved? 

0 1 
very 

7 8 
not at all 

26. In terms of rewards and costs, how difficult would it 
be to replace your partner? 

0 1 
not at all 

7 8 
impossible 

27. How important is it to you to be involved in a 
relationship? 

0 1 2 
not at all 

7 8 
extremely 



121 

28. To what ex tent can you be happy when you are not 
involved in a r e l a t i o n s h i p ? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
I can be very I am extremely 

happy unhappy 

29. In genera l , how appealing are your a l t e r n a t i v e s (dat ing 
another person or persons or being without a romantic 
involvement)? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
not a t a l l extremely 
appeal ing appealing 

30. A l l th ings considered, how do your a l t e r n a t i v e s compare 
t o your current re la t i onsh ip? 

0 i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
This i s much Al ternat ives are 
b e t t e r much b e t t e r 
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