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ABSTRACT 

This study utilized social exchange theory to examine the associations between the 

profit (support - interference) from parent/best friend, best friend alternatives, and 

romantic quality (satisfaction, love). The respondents (n = 177 females) completed a 

questionnaire packet to assess each of the factors. The results indicated that network 

profit had no significant relation to romantic relationship satisfaction. Further analyses 

revealed that alternatives and satisfaction with the best friend moderated the relationship 

between profit from the parent and love for the romantic partner. Overall, these findings 

indicated that the relationship with a best fi-iend provides a context for the strength of 

association between parent profit and romantic quality. This study also highlighted the 

utility of social exchange theory in studying romantic relationships. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Relationships are a basic part of human existence. Individuals are surrounded by a 

network of family and friends who are a potential source of help or hindrance. When 

individuals form relation; hips, their lives are fiarther impacted by the partner's network. 

The network members may provide support for the couple, and/or they may interfere with 

couple satisfaction and functioning. What implications do support and interference from 

these ties have for the establishment and maintenance of a dyadic relationship? Answers 

to this question are important because such research will help understanding of 

relationship development and quality. 

One way to study the impact on romantic relationships is to examine the inputs of 

an individual's network— t̂he collection of individuals who know and interact with 

him/her. According to Milardo (1992), networks can be conceptualized in several 

different ways. For instance, networks of significant others include people (typically 

family and friends) the respondent believes to be important to his/her emotional and 

psychological health. Because these relationships are bsfsed on psychological closeness, 

once established, they do not require frequent or lengthy contact. Exchange networks, on 

the other hand, include those people the respondent feels provide support or interference. 

In contrast to the sentimental ties in significant other networks, exchange networks focus 

on people with whom the probability of rewarding (or unrewarding) interactions is high. 

These networks typically include few family and a wide array of friends, neighbors, and 



coworkers. The third type of network, interactive, encompasses those people with whom 

the respondent has actual contact on a regular or daily basis. Interactive networks may 

include significant others, but it may also include neighbors, acquaintances, and strangers. 

Studies reviewed by Milardo (1992) revealed a lack of overiap between interactive and 

exchange networks, suggesting that they tap into different dimensions of social networks. 

Kim and Stiff (1991) pointed out that much of the research on social networks is 

based on the assumption that outsiders have a significant influence on one's perceptions 

and behaviors in romantic relationships. Thus, researchers examined the structural 

features of networks such as size, overlap, and density. In general, the research showed 

that a person's network size is positively related to individual well-being and relationship 

satisfaction (Beach, Arias, & O'Leary, 1986; Hansen, Fallon, & Novotny, 1991). In 

addition, overlap has been consistently linked with increased development of pair 

relationships (e.g., Milardo, 1982) and marital satisfaction (Julien & Markman, 1991; 

Stein, Bush, Ross, & Ward, 1992). The influence of network density is not as clear. 

Although some researchers have found a positive relationship between density and life 

satisfaction (Acock & Hurlbert, 1993), others have found that density is associated with 

anxiety and depression (Leslie, 1989) and segregated marital roles (Bott, 1971). 

Together, research on structural network variables revealed that outsiders influence pair 

relationships. Still much more can be learned about network contributions, so additional 

attention has been given to the process of network provisions. 

One function of a network is to provide social support, which is generally 

conceptualized as interactions that benefit the individual or dyad. For example, Sprecher 



(1988) found that social support for a couple was positively related to relationship 

commitment among dating couples. Further research revealed four specific types of social 

support: emotional, material, informational, and companionship. For example, emotional 

support has been positively associated with individual well-being when experiencing 

stressful events (Wills, 1991) and marital satisfaction in couples dealing with illness of a 

spouse (Unger, Jacobs, & Cannon, 1996). Further, Wellman and Wortley (IS 89) found 

that friends are more likely to provide companionship, whereas immediate family is more 

likely to provide the other three types of support. Research also revealed that in-laws give 

material support early in a marriage (Goetting, 1990). 

Although researchers have paid a great deal of attention to the impact of social 

support, relationships are not merely composed of positive, helpful interactions. 

Relationships also consist of social interference, the negative and harmful exchanges 

between network members. Social interference is not merely the absence or withdrawal of 

coping resources, but rather a more direct threat to well-being (Ruehlman & Karoly, 

1991). Interference is indicated by behaviors such as criticism or hindering (Vinokur & 

van Ryn, 1993). Studies revealed negative associations between social interference and 

mental health (Vinokur & van Ryn, 1993) and satisfaction in relationships (Barrera & 

Baca, 1990). Further, Johnson and Milardo (1984) found that the more social interference 

a couple experienced from friends and family, the more likely it was their relationship 

would dissolve. Indeed, the presence of social interference can be a more powerful 

predictor of adjustment than social support (e.g., Pagel, Erdly, & Becker, 1987). Given 

these conditions, it is surprising that little research has been done on more specific aspects 



of social interference. For example, researchers have suggested that family members 

provide more social interference than friends do (Milardo, 1987), which seems to be a 

logical assumption, since it is more difficult to terminate family relationships than friend 

relationships. Such assumptions, however, have not been tested. 

Thus, knowledge about how network structure, support, and interference influence 

individual and dyadic outcomes still has severa' gaps and limitations. Many studies of 

social support fail to examine the source of support (e.g., family, friends), even though 

research has shown that support from specific sources has more influence than global 

support (e.g.. Brock, Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1996). In addition, studies that have 

examined relationship-specific support have focused on the impact on individual well-

being rather than dyadic functioning. In those studies where differential effects on 

romantic relationships were examined, researchers failed to examine interference as well 

(e.g., Lewis, 1973). To date, no researcher has simultaneously compared the influence of 

support and interference fi"om both family and friends on romantic relationships. 

In addition to these methodological limitations, past research has been mostly 

atheoretical. Although specific models have been tested within individual studies 

(e.g., Johnson & Milardo, 1984), there has been no theoretical model that has been 

consistently tested. Indeed, Lakey, McCabe, Fisicaro, and Drew (1996) concluded that 

despite the amount of support research, relatively little is known about how social support 

actually operates. 

One theory used to study interpersonal interactions is social exchange theory. This 

theory has been used to study a variety of relationship domains such as attraction and mate 



selection (Surra, 1990), relationship commitment (Rusbult, 1980a, 1983), and marital 

dissolution (Levinger, 1976). Fundamentally a costs-benefits analysis, this theory 

postulates that relationships involve both rewards and costs. Rewards are defined as '^he 

pleasures, satisfactions, and gratifications the person enjoys" (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959, 

p. 12). Nye (1979) extended this definition to include statuses, relationships, and 

interactions that provide gratifications. These are the positive dividends of being in a 

relationship. One way to measure rewards is to focus on the network member's rewarding 

behavior. In contrast, costs are "any status, relationship, interaction, milieu, or feeling 

disliked by an individual" (Nye, 1979, p. 2). Nye suggested that one type of cost is 

punishment. Costs represent the price of being in a relationship, and reflect contacts that 

involve "effort, embarrassment, anxiety, conflicting forces of competing response 

tendencies" (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993, p. 177). A profitable relationship is one in which 

rewards outweigh costs. One theoretical proposition of social exchange theory states that 

individuals will seek out relationships "from which they expect the most profit" (Nye, 

1979, p. 6). 

Social exchange theory also suggests that the decision of whether to stay in a 

relationship is affected by options to the current relationship. "The lowest level of 

outcomes a member will accept in the light of available alternative opportunities" (Thibaut 

& Kelley, 1959, p. 21) is called the Comparison Level for Alternatives (CLau). Social 

exchange theory predicts that when a person perceives that CLah is greater than their 

present outcomes, s/he will be more willing to leave that relationship. When CLau is less 

than or equal to present outcomes, a person is more willing to remain in the relationship. 



There has been a great deal of research to support social exchange premises. For 

example, rewards and costs have been used to predict satisfaction in dating relationships 

(Cate, Lloyd, 8L Henton, 1985; Michaels, Edwards, & Acock, 1984; Rusbult, 1980a, 

1983), marital relationships (Sabatelli, 1984), and job satisfaction (Farrell & Rusbult, 

1981). Furthermore, in premarital relationships, commitment increases when outcomes 

exceed CLau (Floyd & Wasner, 1994; (jreen & Sporakowski, 1983; Michaels, Acock, & 

Edwards, 1986). Availability of alternatives also influences the decision to divorce 

(Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Kitson, Holmes, & Sussman, 1983). 

Although many research studies have used social exchange concepts, there are 

several weaknesses that need to be addressed. One weakness is the diverse measurement 

of rewards and costs in relationships. Some researchers utilize brief (1-2 item) 

questionnaires which globally assess perceived outcomes, with no consideration of specific 

rewards or costs (e.g., Floyd & Wasner, 1994; Michaels et al., 1984). When specific 

resources are assessed, there is little consistency across studies. For example, some 

researchers measure love, status and information (Cate, Lloyd, & Long, 1988), while 

others measure partner attributes such as physical attractiveness (Lund, 1985; Rusbult, 

1980a) as rewards. Some researchers measure only rewards and do not assess the 

relationship costs (e.g., Cate et al., 1988). When costs are measured, they are sometimes 

simply measured as the lack of rewards in the relationship (Farrell & Rusbult, 1981; Lund, 

1985), rather than measuring punishments. Even when costs are appropriately measured, 

results have been contradictory—sometimes costs influence satisfaction (Rusbult, 1980a, 

1980b), but sometimes they do not (Rusbult, 1983). Gergen (1980) pointed out that while 



it may be difficult to specify what is rewarding and costly in a relationship, "exchange 

theory assumptions are without consequence until they are tied to specific concrete 

variables" (p. 266). 

Another weakness of social exchange research is that the studies focus on direct 

exchanges between participants, with no consideration of outside influences. Although 

researchers sometimes acknowledge that relationship partners do no live in a social 

vacuum (Brehm, 1985), there is little attempt to specifically examine external influences. 

Indeed, it seems reasonable to expect that social exchange in outside relationships would 

affect the satisfaction of romantic relationships. According to Huston and Burgess (1979), 

social network members "react to the relationship by either supporting it (and therefore 

rewarding the partners for maintaining the relationship) or by attempting to thwart it" (p. 

19). Such thwarting, through criticism or ridicule for example, would represent costs in 

the outside relationship. 

Burger and Milardo (1995) further argued that network members' contributions 

(rewards) of companionship and tangible aid complement marital affect and satisfaction. 

In contrast, relationship costs, such as demands for time or disapproval, may compete with 

or hinder couple intimacy. Nye (1979) noted that social disapproval (cost) fi'om reference 

groups can decrease the stability of a marriage. Huston and Burgess (1979) fiirther 

argued that social networks can condition romantic relationships; the primary process by 

which this is achieved may be the distribution of rewards and costs to one or both 

relationship partners. In sum, Ridley and Avery (1979) suggested that "the greater the 

resources possessed by the social network over the dyad, the greater will be the influence 



(i.e., power) of the social network over the dyad, and the greater will be the dependence 

of the dyad on the network" (p. 241). 

In addition, past research has shown that support from specific sources has more 

influence than global support (Brock et al., 1996). Close networks ties, such as family and 

friends, are important sources of rewards and costs. For example, Felmlee, Sprecher, and 

Bassin (1990) found that rewards and costs from friends and family helped predict 

romantic relationship dissolution. Therefore, the current study examined rewards and 

costs from a parent and a best friend. 

(jiven the weaknesses of social exchange research, it might be useful to expand the 

conceptualization and measurement of rewards and costs in romantic relationships. More 

specifically, social support for the relationship may be conceptualized as one type of 

relationship reward, as it contributes to relationship identity, functioning, and satisfaction. 

In contrast, social interference may be conceptualized as one type of relationship cost, as it 

fosters relationship stress and dissolution. Extending this application of social exchange 

theory, then, CLait would represent the ease of attaining this social support from other 

network members. Because it is unlikely that respondents would have alternatives to 

parents, the current study will examine only alternatives to the best friend. 

Thus, an integration of social exchange and social support should enhance 

understanding of romantic relationships. Using these conceptualizations, social exchange 

predictions can be specified to describe the role of support and interference from outsiders 

on romantic relationship satisfaction. Rusbuh (1980a) stated that "satisfaction with and 

attraction to a relationship is a simple function of the reward and costs (or outcome value) 
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associated with the relationship" (p. 184). In the present study, network profit refers to a 

surplus of network support (reward) over interference (cost), which would likely be 

associated with higher romantic relationship satisfaction. Alternatives (CLait) represent 

ease of attaining social support from individuals other than the best friend. Therefore, 

alternatives to a best friend may moderate the relationship between network profit and 

romantic satisfaction. More specifically, if one has few alternatives to a best friend, then 

his/her satisfaction may be more strongly influenced (positively or negatively) by the 

friend's reaction to the romantic relationship. In contrast, for one with many alternatives 

to a best fiiend, his/her romantic relationship would be less affected. 

Hypotheses 

These suppositions lead to the following hypotheses: 

1. Profit from the parent relationship will be positively related to romantic relationship 

satisfaction. 

2. Profit from the best friend relationship will be positively related to romantic 

relationship satisfaction. 

3. Best friend alternatives will moderate the relationship between friendship profit and 

romantic relationship satisfaction. Specifically, when alternatives to the best friend are 

high, the relationship between profit and romantic satisfaction will be relatively 

weaker. When alternatives are low, the relationship between profit and romantic 

satisfaction will be relatively stronger. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter provides a review of the literature on social support and social 

exchange. First, a summary of the research on structural dimensions of social networks is 

provided. This is followed by a review of social support and social interference research. 

Third, the basic tenets of social exchange theory are summarized, followed by a review of 

social exchange research. 

Social Networks 

There is consensus that being involved with other people is generally a positive 

experience. Most people are involved in relationships with kin, friends, coworkers, 

neighbors, or acquaintances. Research has shown that circumstances that involve 

relationships with others, such as marriage and employment, are generally beneficial for 

individual adjustment and handling difficult situations (e.g., Romans & McPherson, 1992). 

Researchers interested in the impact of social relationships often examine social networks. 

Milardo (1988) defined these networks as "a collection of individuals who know and 

interact with a particular target individual or couple" (p. 20). By studying social 

networks, researchers hope to isolate these processes of influence and utilize this 

information in intervention in personal problems (e.g., depression, marital distress). 

One way to study social networks is to examine their structural qualities, such as 

size, density, and overlap of networks. Past research reveals that these qualities are often 

10 



beneficial for individual and dyadic functioning. For example, network characteristics are 

associated with decreased depression (Beach et al., 1986), increased marital satisfaction 

(Hansen et al., 1991), increased life satisfaction (Acock & Hurlbert, 1993), and 

relationship formation (Milardo, 1982). 

Closer examination reveals significant gender differences in network structure. For 

example, women's networks tend to be larger (Beach et al, 1986), contain more family 

members (Milardo, 1987; Veiel, Crisand, Stroszeck-Somschor, & Herrle, 1991), and are 

associated with more positive affect (Barrera & Baca, 1990). In contrast, men prefer 

reciprocal relationships, such as peers (Cotton, Cunningham, & Antill, 1993) and 

relationships outside marriage (Moore, 1990), but turn to female relatives in times of need 

(Wellman & Wortley, 1989). 

Size 

This section of the literature review will focus on three of the structural features of 

social networks. These structural features are network size, density, and overlap. The 

discussion of network size will delineate the association between size and individual 

outcomes, to be followed by a description of the association between size and dyadic 

outcomes. 

One way to study social networks is to focus on size, or the number of people in 

an individual's network. Using extensive questionnaires, researchers can examine every 

relationship of respondents. Estimates of total network size for the average individual 

range from 134 to 250 network members (Milardo, 1988). Since examining all 

11 



interactions is not typically feasible, most studies focus on a subsample of an individual's 

total network based on such factors as frequency of interaction or presumed strength of 

influence. When researchers divide networks according to the types of relationships, four 

major categories typically emerge: family, friends, coworkers, and neighbors. 

Many studies have found a positive relationship between network size and 

measures of individual well-being. For example. Beach et al. (1986) studied the 

relationships among network size, marital satisfaction, and depression. Two hundred 

sixty-seven married adults completed questionnaires regarding their marital satisfaction, 

frequency of interaction with someone other than their spouse, and depression. 

Descriptive analyses showed that male subjects were less likely than females to interact 

with others. Further, results revealed that social isolation was significantly related to 

depression, such that the risk for depression among the socially isolated respondents was 

more than double the risk for the less isolated group. Also, lower levels of marital 

satisfaction were significantly associated with greater depression. Marital satisfaction and 

social isolation together accounted for significant variance in depression scores. The 

authors suggested that future prevention and treatment of depression may need to include 

both marital and social isolation interventions. 

Network size also influences dyadic characteristics. Hansen et al. (1991) 

investigated the relationship between network size and marital satisfaction. Eight 

distressed and 10 nondistressed couples completed measures of social networks and 

marital satisfaction. Each individual listed up to 10 family and 10 friends with whom they 

had contact at least every four to six weeks. Results revealed that marital satisfaction was 

12 



positively associated with network size for wives, but not for husbands. One implication 

of this finding is that women gain greater rewards as they add more members to their 

network, whereas men may experience a ceiling effect. That is, men reach a limited level 

of gains from relationships after a certain network size has been attained. 

Burger and Milardo (1995) examined the influence of network size on marital 

interdependence between spouses. The researchers administered marital interdependence 

questionnaires and social network measures to 25 married couples. In contrast to 

previous results, they found that total network size was unrelated to the level of 

interdependence in marriage. Further, they identified relative influences among different 

network relationships, such as friends and family. Results showed that the size of the 

friendship sector was not associated with marital interdependence, but the size of the 

wife's kinship sector was positively related to the level of conflict reported by the wife and 

husband. In contrast, husbands with many kin reported greater degrees of love, but this 

measure did not affect the wife's marital interdependence. Results also revealed that when 

wives interacted frequently with friends, but not with kin, husbands reported higher levels 

of conflict and lower levels of love. On the other hand, husbands' friendships did not 

affect wives' interdependence. The researchers speculated that these gender differences 

reflected the unique effects of certain types of network members, which were not 

dependent on total network size. One possible explanation for these results is that women 

experience greater costs in their interaction with kin, and men are not exposed to the same 

costs. By the same token, men experience costs when their partners interact with their 

friends, but men's friendships are not costly to women. The authors cautioned future 

13 



researchers that all network members "are not created equal" (Burger & Milardo, 1995, 

p. 405), and should not be studied as though they were. 

These studies indicate that the structural characteristic of network size is a 

significant factor in explaining individual and dyadic characteristics. Size has been 

consistently associated with positive individual outcomes, such as mental health. Since 

studies such as Burger and Milardo (1995) have shown that merely examining tctal 

network size does not fully explain dyadic differences, researchers have also examined 

other structural characteristics of networks for further information. 

Density 

Another structural quality of networks is density, or the number of network 

members who know each other outside their relationship with the target person. This 

section will begin with an outline of the associations between individual outcomes and 

density. This will be followed by an examination of the dyadic outcome-density linkages. 

Density is an especially interesting characteristic for researchers because family 

networks are, by definition, dense systems. Density is also important for studying the 

reciprocal influences of networks. Although a person chooses his or her network 

members, a network also helps shape its members. For example, large networks of diffuse 

cliques that do not know each other allow a person the freedom to try new behaviors. In 

contrast, someone with a highly dense network may benefit from a sense of belongingness 

to others, and yet suffer from a constrained range of group resources (Albrecht & 

Adelman, 1984). 

14 



Acock and Hurlbert (1993) postulated that dense networks provide support 

because they offer a predominance of strong ties, and will therefore result in positive 

individual outcomes. To examine this premise, these researchers conducted a secondary 

data analysis from the 1985 General Social Survey (GSS). In this survey, network density 

was measured by asking respondents to identify with whom they had discussed important 

matters in the past 6 months, and how well these oeople knew each other. Respondents 

were also surveyed regarding their marital status and life satisfaction. Results revealed 

that, regardless of marital status, dense networks increased life satisfaction. The 

researchers concluded that density directly influenced individual well-being. 

Densely knit networks can also be associated with less positive individual 

adjustment, such as anxiety and depression. Leslie (1989) examined the association 

between individual stress and social embeddedness among 60 dual-income couples. 

Subjects completed questionnaires that examined embeddedness using measures of 

density, proximity, and frequency of interaction with network members. Results revealed 

that men who were highly embedded in their social networks experienced greater stress, 

which was associated with decreased well-being. In contrast, no relationships were found 

between stress and any of the social support measures for women. The researchers 

suggested that there may be an emotional cost for being highly integrated in a network, 

especially for men, and that additional studies using different measures are necessary for 

measuring this cost. 

Density has also been associated with dyadic outcomes. Bott (1971) studied the 

relationship between "close-knit" (that is, dense) individual networks and marital 

15 



fianctioning. Bott (1971) interviewed 20 young couples about their individual networks 

and roles within the marriage. Results revealed that couples who had more dense 

networks had more segregated marital roles and less emotional involvement with their 

spouses. The researcher conjectured that density had an adverse effect on dyadic 

functioning because those with close-knit networks were more likely to meet their needs 

through their networks rather than in the marital relationship. 

In sum, the relationship between density of social networks and individual and 

dyadic outcomes is somewhat unclear. While some researchers have found that dense 

networks have positive influences, others show that having a dense network is detrimental 

to both individuals and dyads. As can be seen from the studies described, examining size 

or density alone does not adequately elucidate the effects of social networks. Once again, 

researchers turned to another structural network characteristic for answers. 

Overlap 

A third structural network quality is overlap, a dyadic characteristic defined as "the 

extent to which individuals in one partner's network are also members of the other 

partner's network" (Stein et al., 1992, p. 367). The majority of research on network 

overlap examines its association to marital adjustment, and relatively little attention has 

been paid to individual outcomes. This section of the literature will review these 

associations in premarital and marital relationships. 

16 



In order to identify overlap, researchers examine how many network members the 

couple has in common. Research has shown that this feature of social networks can play a 

significant role in couple functioning as well. 

Increasing overlap has been consistently linked with developing pair relationships. 

Milardo (1982) examined the networks of 89 individuals involved in dating relationships. 

Networks were measured using social interaction records over two-ten day periods. 

Network overlap was measured by computing the proportion of network members 

identified as a friend of both the subject and dating partner. Results revealed that the 

proportion of network overlap showed significant increases with stages of relationship 

development: 30% at casual dating, 58% at exclusive dating, and 77% for engaged 

couples. No gender differences were found. Milardo (1982) concluded that developing a 

joint network can benefit dyadic relationships by providing opportunities for the couple to 

act as a unit in social interactions. 

Stein et al. (1992) used a configural analysis to help identify the overlap in 

networks of married couples. Asked with whom they had interacted in the past year, 49 

couples identified distinct family and friend networks. The highest levels of marital 

satisfaction were found in couples who had either overlapping family networks or those 

who had separate friend networks. Couples with few shared family in their networks 

experienced the lowest marital satisfaction. When they examined individual outcomes, the 

researchers found that husbands in couples with separate friend networks were more likely 

to experience depression. The researchers noted that shared family ties emerged as "a 

configuration associated with the fewest costs in terms of marital satisfaction and 
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individual well-being" (Stein et al, 1992, p. 381). They suggested that shared family ties 

provided an identity as a couple, and that a lack of shared family may indicate strained 

familial relationships, which could negatively impact the dyad and individual. 

Hansen et al. (1991) also measured overlap in their study comparing the social 

networks of eight distressed and ten nondistressed married couples. Subjects listed up to 

ten family and friends with whom they had contact at least every four t< > six weeks. Using 

the combined networks of each member of the dyad, the researchers examined the 

proportion and size of the network overlap. They tested two contrasting hypotheses: 

(a) overlapping networks could indicate a satisfying marriage, one in which partners 

shared similar interests and attitudes, or (b) overlapping networks could be viewed as a 

sign of enmeshment or intrusiveness, which could negatively affect marital satisfaction. In 

support of the first hypothesis, results revealed that increased overlap was positively 

correlated with marital satisfaction. The researchers concluded that mutual network 

members enhance relationship satisfaction by providing a supportive environment for a 

couple. 

In a similar study, Julien and Markman (1991) investigated the link between 

network overlap and marital adjustment. The researchers hypothesized that there would 

be a positive correlation between these variables because overlap reduced social recreation 

(dinners, bars, movies, etc.) without the spouse and increased marital solidarity. Eighty-

seven couples completed questionnaires regarding individual and marital adjustment, and 

were interviewed about their social networks. Results supported the hypothesis; overlap 

was positively associated with both spouses' marital adjustment, as well as low degrees of 
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social recreation without the spouse. In conclusion, socialization with overlapping 

members increased opportunities for supported couple interaction (Julien & Markman, 

1991). 

These studies revealed that network overlap was a better and more consistent 

predictor of individual and dyadic outcomes than were other structural features such as 

size and density. Although research on overlap enhanced understanding of network 

influences on relationships, it did not adequately explain the processes of social support. 

Thus, researchers also explored the functional aspects of social networks. 

Social Support 

One function of a social network is to provide social support to its members. 

Social support is generally characterized as beneficial for both individual well-being and 

dyadic functioning. For example, support is positively correlated with relationship 

formation (Lewis, 1973), relationship commitment (Sprecher, 1988), marital satisfaction in 

couples facing illness (Unger et al., 1996), and life satisfaction (Wan, Jaccard, & Ramey, 

1996). 

Types of Social Support 

In early research, social support was conceptualized as a unitary resource that 

helped network members to deal with everyday problems or crisis events, and provided a 

sense of belongingness (Wellman & Wortley, 1989). Further research has revealed that 

social support can be divided into several distinct categories, based on the functions it 
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serves. Although researchers may use different terms, there are four basic kinds of social 

support repeatedly described in the literature: (a) emotional; (b) material; 

(c) informational; and (d) companionship (Wan et al., 1996). Emotional social support 

communicates that a person is valued for his or her own worth, enhancing self-esteem. 

This type of support is indicated by such behaviors as listening, expressions of respect, and 

endorsing, an individual's actions. Material support refers to help offered through money 

or provision of services. Informational support includes advice and feedback. 

Companionship support is composed of shared leisure time or recreational activities. 

These types of support have a differential impact on men and women. This section 

of the literature review will focus on gender differences and similarities in support receipt. 

More specifically, it will identify the ways in which the four main types of social support 

contribute to individual outcomes for men and women. 

Studies on gender differences have shown that while the mere presence of a female 

[companionship] is beneficial for men, it is only the presence of a supportive male 

[emotional] that is protective for women (Mickelson, Helgeson, & Weiner, 1995). Sex-

role expectations may also impact the provision and receipt of social support, such that 

women are expected to be emotionally supportive and nurturing, and men are seen as 

being more likely to solve problems through advice (Acitelli, 1996). Further, married men 

report greater marital satisfaction when they have reciprocal social support relationships 

with network members, whereas married women are more tolerant of asymmetrical 

relationships (Cotton et al, 1993). This indicates that men may be more concerned with 

notions of reciprocity and fair play, which is more likely in peer than family relationships. 
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Not surprisingly, it has been established in many studies (e.g., Bott, 1971; Goetting, 1990; 

Milardo, 1987) that women are more likely to establish and maintain contact with family, 

which has earned them the label 'kinkeepers.' Men, in contrast, are more likely to join 

clubs and maintain friendships outside marriage (Moore, 1990). 

Some gender differences may be affected by the measurement of support. It has 

been suggested that the supportive behaviors currently assessed (e.g., helping through 

listening and emotional responsiveness) do not tap into how men give and experience 

support (Julien & Markman, 1991). It is possible men are more problem-solving and 

action oriented. Likewise, men have negative views of unequal support in relationships 

(Barrera & Baca, 1990; Cotton et al, 1993), which may influence their perception of 

support offered by their social networks. Research trends showed men, compared to 

women, were more seriously impaired when mobilizing friends, less open to receiving 

support, and less satisfied with this support (e.g., Barrera & Baca, 1990; Julien & 

Markman, 1991). More specifically, married men communicated their problems through 

indirect channels (e.g., displays of bad moods), and overt requests for wife's support were 

negatively related to husband's well-being (Julien & Markman, 1991). These results 

highlight the importance of examining gender differences in support provision and receipt. 

Several studies have explored the differential impacts of social support types. For 

example, Vaux and Harrison (1985) examined the relationships between social network 

characteristics, amount of support perceived, and the level of support satisfaction. The 

researchers studied five types of support: emotional, practical, financial, socializing, and 

advice/guidance. The sample consisted of 98 nontraditional female students. Respondents 
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were asked to list up to 10 individuals who provided each type of support, and then 

indicate their satisfaction with this support. Results revealed that size of mode-specific 

networks (i.e., networks providing emotional support, financial support), rather than total 

network size, was related to both the amount of support received and support satisfaction. 

These results highlight the role that different types of support can play in social 

relationships. 

Examining differences in support providers (e.g., kin versus nonkin) can further 

enhance the understanding of support. Brock et al (1996) compared perceived global 

support and relationship specific support. The subjects (n = 197) completed a 

questionnaire that assessed how frequently they received emotional support, directive 

guidance, cognitive information, and tangible assistance, and who was most likely to 

provide each type of support. Most respondents identified family or friends as the specific 

support provider. They completed measures of psychological adjustment and relationship 

quality in parental relationships as well. Women reported having more friends and external 

sources of support than did men. For both sexes, support from friends was more strongly 

related to psychological adjustment than was support from parents. Support from parents 

was positively related to relationship quality in the family. The researchers also found that 

mothers were listed as supporters significantly more often than fathers, but types of 

support from the mother were more closely related to support from fathers than from 

friends. The researchers suggested that perhaps role type, rather than gender, was the 

important variable in types of support provided. Overall, results revealed that support 

from individual relationships, such as parents and friends, predicted relationship quality 

22 



and personal adjustment, even after accounting for global support. This research 

highlighted the importance of studying support provided in specific relationships in a 

person's network. 

Veiel et al (1991) examined social support from the networks of 57 couples with a 

chronically ill child. Subjects were interviewed to determine who provided psychological 

(i.e., emotional) and instrumertal (i.e., material) support on a regular basis and/or in a 

crisis situation. Resuhs revealed that spouses shared a greater proportion of kin 

supporters than nonkin supporters (overlap). Further analyses showed women had 

significantly more contact with relatives than men, especially for routine psychological 

support. Women also tended to have more crisis support from both kin and nonkin than 

did men. Given smaller familial networks for men, it is not surprising that men were more 

likely than women to identify their spouse as a support provider. This study revealed the 

considerable gender differences in support networks of spouses under stress. Given the 

size and diversity of support receipt, women may be at a support advantage in both 

routine and difficult situations. 

Wellman and Wortley (1989) also studied differences in social support from 

various relationships. The researchers interviewed a sample of 29 Toronto suburbanites, 

examining who rendered emotional aid, services, financial aid, and companionship. 

Results revealed that family members provided high levels of emotional aid, services, and 

financial aid, while friends were most likely to provide companionship. Further analyses of 

family support revealed that parents and siblings were most likely to be support providers, 

while extended kin, such as uncles and aunts, rarely provided any type of support The 
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researchers did not find any gender differences in support providers within role type. For 

example, fathers were similar to mothers, and sisters were similar to brothers in support 

provision. The authors did find gender differences in support receivers, however, such 

that males did not receive emotional support from other males and they rarely had female 

friends, so they were likely to turn to their female relatives (mother, sister, wife) for such 

support. The researchers pointed out that it is important for future studies to further 

examine differences in support provision. 

Providers of Social Support 

Additional research has focused on the relationship between support providers and 

recipients. This section of the literature review will examine the contributions from family 

members (e.g., siblings, parents, in-laws, and other kin). More specifically, the research 

examined the role of network support provision in individual adjustment and the quality of 

the support provider-recipient relationship. 

For example. White and Riedmann (1992) examined the exchange of material and 

informational support between siblings. The researchers argued that siblings are logical 

supporters because (a) relationships are lifelong, (b) they are closer in age than parents, 

and (c) they are supported by society ['blood is thicker than water']. Using data from a 

national survey, the researchers conducted a secondary analysis of perceived and actual 

support between 7,730 adults and their siblings. The researchers also examined gender 

differences in support between siblings. Perceived availability was measured by queries 

about who would be available if respondents needed informational or material support. 
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Actual support was measured by queries about whether the respondent had exchanged 

such support (e.g., child care, advice) with their sibling. Results revealed that 29% 

perceived siblings as supportive, and 26% had actually received help from siblings. In 

accordance with previous studies showing that women give more support, respondents 

with sisters reported significantly greater perceived and actual support receipt. 

Using the same national survey, Eggebeen and Hogan (1990) did a seconday 

analysis to examine the types and amount of support exchanged between adults and their 

parents. Using data from 8,475 respondents, the researchers also investigated gender 

differences in the frequency of support and contact with parents. Results revealed that 

respondents received each type of support at least to some extent, and informational 

support was most commonly exchanged. Women were considerably more likely to 

receive support than men, and were more likely to have frequent contact with their 

parents. Further analyses revealed that parents were more likely to give when their adult 

children were young and just getting started, had young children, or were ill. These 

results were later confirmed in a review of social support studies using national surveys 

(Lye, 1996). Together, these studies bolster previous findings in studies of social support. 

Specifically, family members are available to provide support, and women are more likely 

than men to give and receive support. 

Some researchers have moved outside immediate family relationships to examine 

how other network members (e.g., in-laws, coworkers) influence functioning. Wan et al. 

(1996) wanted to determine if emotional support in general, or emotional support from a 

relative, had more influence on life satisfaction. They hypothesized that these effects may 
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differ based on family type and gender, so the sample (n = 512) included married mothers, 

married fathers, and single mothers. The researchers used a questionnaire to measure four 

types of social support: informational, emotional, material, and companionship. For each 

type, subjects rated the amount of support received from 10 relationships (spouse, parents 

and in-laws, other relatives, close friends, coworkers, church, teachers, doctors, 

counselors, and books). Subjects also completed a neasure of life satisfaction. 

Results revealed that social support from individual sources was more important 

than global support. In addition, some sources were more helpful than others for different 

family types. More specifically, single mothers reported that coworkers and close friends 

provided more emotional support than tangible support. Single mothers also valued some 

types of family support over friend support. For example, emotional support from the 

child's grandparents was significantly correlated with life satisfaction for both married and 

single mothers. The exception to this finding was that tangible support from friends was 

more predictive of single mothers' life satisfaction than tangible support from relatives. 

For married fathers, companionship from friends was more strongly correlated with life 

satisfaction than companionship from family. In contrast, married mothers identified family 

support (regardless of type) as more important for life satisfaction than that from friends. 

The researchers concluded that it is important to distinguish the sources of each type of 

support in order to paint a more accurate picture of the impact of social support on life 

satisfaction. 

Cultural folklore and anecdotes depict in-laws, especially mothers, as interfering 

and petty (Goetting, 1990). Social support research, however, reveals a more complex 
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relationship. For example, Hanlon (1982) examined in-laws' role in social support. Two 

hundred fifty-one individuals who had been laid off from work for at least one year were 

interviewed. The interviews included a series of detailed questions about the sources and 

types of social support subjects had used while unemployed. Specifically, subjects were 

asked if support was received from friends, parents, spouse's parents, or other relatives. 

The types of social support measured were financial aid, information, and moral support. 

Results revealed that the majority of subjects had received moral support from all four 

categories of supporters. Provider differences in other types of support were apparent. 

For example, parents were more likely to give or loan money, while friends were more 

likely to provide information. Surprisingly, a large contribution of all three types of 

support came from the spouse's parents. For example, in-laws provided moral support, 

child-care help, made purchases, and provided opportunities for socializing. The 

researchers concluded that in-law support should be examined more closely in order to 

determine its unique influences. 

Fischer (1983) used family case studies to compare both the amounts of social 

support and the level of strain in mother-daughter and mother-in-law/daughter-in-law 

relationships. Young adult daughters and their mothers were interviewed, and daughters, 

mothers, and mothers-in-law completed questionnaires. The researchers examined 

relational strain (the extent to which the two people in the relationship experienced overt 

conflict, latent hostility, and disagreement) and social support (the presence and amount of 

companionship and material support). Over half (n = 21) of the daughters had a child, 

while the remaining daughters (n = 12) were childless. Results revealed that, compared 
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with childless daughters, those with children had less relational strain with their mothers, 

but more strain with their mothers-in-law. Mothers and mothers-in-law were both equally 

likely to provide services, such as baby-sitting and gifts. Daughters with children had 

more interactions and received more support from both their mothers and mothers-in-law. 

The researcher concluded that although in-laws provide support, especially when the 

daughter-in-law has a child, there is increased strain in their relationship. It is possible that 

the costs of in-laws' support exceed the rewards. 

Serovich, Price, and Chapman (1992) examined whether in-laws continued to 

provide social support after the dissolution of a marriage. The researchers hypothesized 

that in-laws would provide more support if respondents felt close to them, had numerous 

contacts with them before and after the divorce, or if the in-laws approved of the divorce. 

Respondents (n = 73 divorced parents) were interviewed about their closeness to each of 

their former in-laws, and the amount of contact they had with the in-laws before and after 

divorce. Respondents also indicated the amount of support received from former in-laws 

(e.g., running errands, emotionally supportive). The researchers did not separate the 

effects of different types of support, but results revealed that respondents were most likely 

to feel close to female in-laws. The researchers noted that this finding was surprising, 

given results from other studies (e.g., Fischer, 1983) showing that relationships with 

mothers-in-law are strained. Further analyses revealed partial support for the hypothesis. 

Specifically, mother-in-law was viewed as supportive if the respondent feh close to her, if 

they had significant contact before the divorce, or if the mother-in-law approved of the 

divorce. On the other hand, support from sisters- and brothers-in-law was associated with 
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only the amount of contact before the divorce. Analysis of gender differences revealed 

that females experienced greater support from in-laws, consistent with previous social 

support studies. The researchers concluded that former in-laws can be sources of support 

for divorced people under certain conditions. 

Goetting (1990) reviewed studies on indirect and direct support from in-laws. She 

concluded that parents often provided support to their married children, t'.ius indirectly 

benefiting their children-in-law. Such support often came early in the marriage in the form 

of tangible services (e.g., financial aid or help in buying a home). In-laws also contributed 

direct support by providing socialization into marriage roles for the newlywed couple. 

After this initial surge, parents provided support in times of emergency rather than on an 

everyday basis. Thus, the role of in-laws in support exchanges is more complex than 

might be presumed. 

Social Support and the Dyad 

Although support may enhance the quality of life for spouses individually, it may 

also benefit the couple relationship. This section of the literature review will delineate the 

ways in which network support contributes to relationship quality. The review will begin 

with a description of research on premarital relationships, to be followed by a summary of 

marital relationship research. 

In an early study, Lewis (1973) studied the role social support played in 

developing romantic relationships in a 10-week longitudinal study of 316 couples. Social 

support was defined as the degree to which subjects perceived that their friends and family 
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identified their relationship with a partner as a pair relationship. Items on the 

questionnaire focused mainly on companionship support (e.g., "How often do members of 

your family invite you and the other person for a meal or other family event?"). Results 

revealed that dyads who received more positive social support from friends and family 

were more likely to stay together over time. Additional analyses showed that support 

from family was more important than that rom friends for dyadic formation. The 

researcher pointed out two possible interpretations of these results: (1) social support 

from family is most conducive to pair formation, or (2) families give their "seal of 

approval" once the relationship appears long-term. Further research may clarify the role 

of family and friends in relationship development. 

Sprecher (1988) studied the connection between social support and commitment in 

romantic relationships. Social support in this study was studied as a single construct 

defined as "the degree to which family and friends approve or disapprove of the 

relationship" (Sprecher, 1988, p. 319). The participants (n = 197 couples in various stages 

of involvement) completed a questionnaire that examined their degree of commitment to 

the partner and the amount of social support they experienced for the relationship. Resuhs 

revealed no significant gender differences in receipt of social support for the relationship. 

Support receipt was a significant predictor of commitment in relationships. For example, 

married individuals reported significantly more social support than those in regularly or 

occasionally dating relationships. Due to the global nature of the support assessment 

used, this study could not identify whether different types of social support had distinct 

influences, nor whether social support from one source was more influential (e.g., parents 
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versus friends). These results highlighted the need to study the effect of different sources 

and types of social support on dyadic relationships. 

Timmer, Veroff, and Hatchett (1996) investigated racial differences in the 

influence of family ties on couples' marital happiness. Citing research that showed blacks 

are more embedded in their families than whites, the researchers hypothesized that marital 

happiness ir black newlyweds would be directly related to their ability to separate from 

their families and form their own marital relationship. This relationship was not expected 

for white newlyweds. Black (n = 115) and white (n = 136) couples were interviewed 

during the first and third year of their marriages. The researchers operationalized family 

ties in several different ways. First, spouses were asked how close they felt to their own 

family and their in-laws (closeness to family). Next, interviewers asked how often 

respondents had problems in their relationship because of extended family (family 

conflict). Spouses then estimated the number of family members who could be called on 

for help (perceived support). Finally interviewers asked respondents how often they had 

contact with their own family and in-laws (contact with family). Couples also answered 

questions about the quality of their marital relationship. 

Results revealed that most respondents feh close to their families, both their own 

and in-laws. Most couples perceived many family members as supportive, although they 

preferred their own family to in-laws. There was a relationship between feeling close and 

perceived support and contact, such that the closer respondents felt to their family, the 

more support they perceived and the more contact they had with their families. Analyses 

of gender differences indicated that respondents were more likely to spend time with the 
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wife's family than with the husband's family. Further analyses of racial differences 

revealed that white couples were more likely to have conflict about families, yet they were 

also more likely to feel that more family members were available to help. Results showed 

that as black husbands and wives became closer to the husband's family, their marital 

happiness increased. This result was not shown for white couples. 

The researchers argued that the hypothesis was partially supported: marital 

happiness was related to family-of-origin separation for black females, but not black 

males. They suggested that black women have very strong family ties which may interfere 

with their ability to form new relationships. Thus, separation may be necessary to foster 

the new marital relationship. The researchers do not specifically address why an increase in 

closeness between the husband and his family affects marital happiness. One possible 

interpretation is that marriage creates opportunities for support exchange and socialization 

into marital roles, which may enhance the quality of black husband-family relations and 

promote further interaction with the family-of-origin. Thus, these opposing patterns of 

separation appear to contribute to marital quality for black newlyweds. 

Unger et al. (1996) studied the impact of emotional social support on individual 

and dyadic functioning for patients with chronic obstructive airway disease. One hundred 

couples (patient and spouse) completed questionnaires of marital satisfaction and 

perceived emotional support from family and friends. Results revealed that receiving 

support from family was positively related to marital satisfaction for all patients and their 

wives, but acted only as a stress buffer for patients' husbands. Receipt of friends' support, 

on the other hand, was not related to marital satisfaction for either female patients or 
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wives, but was moderated by length of marriage for both male patients and husbands. 

More specifically, for male patients, providing and receiving friends' support was 

positively associated with marital satisfaction in shorter marriages. For husbands, 

receiving friend support was positively related to marital satisfaction in longer marriages. 

In addition, husbands who provided friend support had higher marital satisfaction, 

regardless of length of marriage. In couples with congruent levels of marital satisfaction, 

both male and female spouses were more satisfied with their marriages when patients were 

receiving greater family support. In noncongruent couples, male patients were less 

satisfied with their marriages when their spouses were receiving more family and friend 

support. This study highlights the intricacies of marital functioning and external support. 

Summary of Social Support Research 

In sum, past analysis of social support revealed several important considerations. 

First, the construct of social support is more appropriately analyzed by dividing it into its 

component parts rather than as a single unit. This gives a more accurate account of the 

unique influences of the different types. Second, by examining the social network, 

researchers found that there were differential influences from specific sources of social 

support. Research showed that family and friends give different types of support. 

Furthermore, research revealed gender differences in the provision and receipt of social 

support. This combination of structural and functional approaches revealed more than 

either alone could do. Yet, there are still gaps in the knowledge about social support. For 

example, interactions with network members may not be exclusively rewarding and it is 
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important to examine the costs of network involvement. Investigators have also turned 

their attention to more negative aspects of interpersonal relationships. 

Social Interference 

Despite all the noted benefits of social support, involvement in social networks 

also generates costs for both individual and dyadic functioning. The same network 

members that offer social support may also be critical or hostile. Researchers argue 

(e.g., Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991; Vinokur & van Ryn, 1993) that social interference is not 

simply a lack of support. Rather, it includes overinvolvement, conditional help, negative 

affect (such as, dislike), and irritating behavior. Social interference can have a unique 

deleterious effect, apart from the positive benefits of social support, on individual well-

being and relationship functioning (Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991). Therefore it is misleading 

to simply study the rewards of support in social interactions without considering the costs. 

As in studies of social support, researchers have also found gender differences in the 

provision and receipt of social interference. For example, men are more likely to receive 

social interference (Mickelson et al, 1995), and females have a more positive network 

orientation than males (Barrera & Baca, 1990). 

Social Interference and the Individual 

This section of the literature review will focus on the linkages between social 

interference and individual outcomes. This section will begin with a description of 

research that only examines the contributions of interference. This will be followed by the 
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description of research that assessed the relative contributions of both support and 

interference to individual fijnctioning. 

Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, and Schilling (1989) examined the influence of daily 

stress on mood. In contrast to previous studies which focused on major stressfiil events, 

the researchers investigated daily stress in order to more fully understand everyday 

relationships. Respondents (n = 166 couples) completed daily dairies for 6 weeks. The 

diary included a checklist of daily events including overload at home and work, demands 

from family and others, transportation problems, financial problems, and conflicts with 

spouse, child, another person, or many people. Respondents also completed a measure of 

anxiety, hostility, and depression. Results revealed that conflicts had a more detrimental 

effect on mood than any other stressor, especially for women. Results also showed that 

conflicts with family members were less distressing than those with other people. The 

researchers pointed out two possible interpretations of these results: (1) family 

relationships are more stable or (2) conflicts with family members are less severe than 

those with others. The researchers noted that one Hmitation of their study was the 

exclusive focus on negative events, neglecting the possible influence of support. 

Therefore, an additional interpretation of the finding is that family conflicts may be less 

detrimental because they are counterbalanced by adequate support. The researchers 

suggested that in order to fully understand the relationship between daily life and mood, it 

is important to include both conflict and support. 

Abbey, Abramis, and Caplan (1985) examined which sources of social support and 

conflict were related to emotional well-being. Respondents (n = 168) completed 
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questionnaires regarding how much social support and conflict they had received over the 

past week from either the person to whom they were closest, a single person, or people in 

general. The social support measure assessed emotional and material support; social 

conflict measures assessed open expressions of anger and aggression. Participants also 

completed measures of psychological well-being (e.g., anxiety, depression, interpersonal 

sensitivity). Researchers postulated that, due to greater emotional investment, conflicts 

with the person closest to the respondent would have a greater impact on well-being than 

conflicts with one person or people in general. Results showed a main effect for social 

support from people in general or one person, such that there was a positive relationship 

between social support and quality of life. There was no relationship between social 

support from the closest person and any indicators of well-being. For all three sources, 

social conflict was negatively related to well-being. 

In comparing respondents with high and low levels of social support from one 

person or people in general, results revealed that the effects of conflict were buffered only 

for those with greater social support. For example, people receiving low levels of social 

support who also experienced social conflict reported greater anxiety and depression. In 

contrast, for people with high levels of social support, conflict was unrelated to affect and 

life quality. There was also a main effect for social conflict, showing that it was positively 

related to negative affect and negatively to quality of life, regardless of the source of 

conflict. The researchers concluded that high social conflict may be more distressing than 

low social support and should be studied when examining social relationships of any type. 
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Ruehlman and Karoly (1991) studied the impact of negative interactions on 

individual well-being. The participants (n = 510) completed a questionnaire about their 

networks and how often their interactions involved hostility, rejection, conflict, ridicule, 

insensitivity, and criticism, as well as how often they were supportive. Respondents also 

indicated their levels of anxiety, depression, and life satisfaction. Resuhs revealed that 

negative interactions were inversely correlated with satisfaction and positively related to 

depression and anxiety; these effects were still present after the amount of social support 

was controlled. The researchers advised that future assessments of individual adjustment 

include both positive and negative aspects of relationships. 

Vinokur and van Ryn (1993) studied the effects of undermining (i.e., social 

interference) on the mental health of unemployed individuals. The authors argued that 

because negative events produce more intense reactions than positive ones, undermining 

would have a greater impact on mental health than any beneficial effects from social 

support. In a three-wave longitudinal study, unemployed respondents (n = 1041) 

completed questionnaires on the amount of social support and undermining they received 

from a significant other. This study assessed emotional, appraisal, informational, and 

instrumental support. Social undermining was represented by behaviors that directly 

diminished the sense of self-worth, such as displays of anger or dismissal. Respondents 

also indicated their levels of financial strain and mental health. Results supported the 

hypothesis; social undermining had a negative impact on mental heaUh for both men and 

women, independent of simuhaneous effects of social support. Longitudinal measures 

revealed that at both Time 2 (two months) and Time 3 (four months), social support did 
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not have an effect on mental heahh. In contrast, undermining had significant negative 

effects on mental health at both Time 2 and Time 3. The authors concluded that both 

supportive and undermining behaviors need to be measured to gain a more accurate 

understanding of the influences of interpersonal relationships. 

Barrera and Baca (1990) studied variables that influenced support satisfaction of 

mental health patients. They postulated that enacted support would be positively related 

to the recipient's satisfaction with support, while conflicted support—that received from a 

network member with whom the recipient had a negative relationship—would be 

negatively related to support satisfaction In addition, the researchers examined the 

impact of network orientation, or "openness to receive aid, and positive regard for 

interpersonal support" (Barrera & Baca, 1990, p. 542). The researchers hypothesized that 

recipients' attitudes toward receiving support would influence their satisfaction with 

support. Using a structured interview and questionnaires, the researchers examined the 

amount of enacted support, conflicted network ties, network orientation, and support 

satisfaction of 78 aduU mental health center outpatients. Initial results showed that gender 

was not related to support satisfaction, enacted support, or network conflict; however, 

females reported greater network orientation and affiliation than males. Further analyses 

revealed that, as expected, extensiveness of conflictual network ties was negatively related 

to support satisfaction, while network orientation and enacted support were positively 

related to support satisfaction. Moreover, enacted support helped buffer the effects of 

conflict, such that "frequency of support receipt was positively related to support 

satisfaction for those with highly conflicted networks" (Barrera & Baca, 1990, p. 549). 
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This study helped show once again that it is important to examine both positive and 

aversive relationships when studying the influence of social support. 

Pagel et al (1987) studied the costs of social relationships for caretaker spouses of 

Alzheimer's patients. A sample of 68 spouse caretakers participated in interviews 

designed to assess their social networks, degree of helpfulness (support), upset 

(interference), and satisfaction. In addition, respondents indicated their level of depression 

via questionnaire. Results revealed that upset was negatively correlated with network 

satisfaction and positively related to individual depression. Further analyses showed that 

network upset accounted for more variance in satisfaction than did network helpfiilness. 

The authors suggested that helpful interactions in a network are expected, and not as 

influential as less-common upsetting interactions. Therefore, when social interference 

occurs, it may be more detrimental to individual functioning than a lack of global support. 

Rook (1984) studied the effects of social support and social interference on the 

well-being of elderly women. The researcher noted that past social support studies had 

assumed that frequent contact or interactions with certain role relations (e.g., family) 

represented support, and failed to examine the actual content of exchanges. In this study, 

respondents (n = 115) were interviewed to assess their psychological well-being. In 

addition, respondents identified network members who provided support (supporters) and 

network members who served as sources of problems (aversives), and the frequency of 

contact with each member. Results revealed that 38% of aversives were fiiends, and 36% 

were kin. In addition, the number of aversives was inversely associated with well-being, 

whereas the number of supporters was unrelated to well-being. Surprisingly, the 
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frequency of contact with supporters or aversives was unrelated to well-being. Further 

analysis of supportive and problematic behaviors indicated that socializing contributed to 

well-being more than other supportive acts, but any contact with aversives was 

detrimental to satisfaction. These resuhs highlight the fact that it is important to assess the 

specific content of social ties, rather than using global measures such as role relation or 

frequency of contact. The author suggested that social interventions to enhance well-

being include not only the formation of supportive ties, but also coping strategies to 

address more problematic interactions. 

In contrast to previous studies of general support and interference, Ruehlman and 

Wolchik (1988) examined the influence of social support and social interference on 

distress and well being in relation to personal projects. Personal projects were "defined as 

organized undertakings in pursuit of some valued goal (e.g., finding a job, studying for an 

exam)" (p. 295). Respondents (n = 229) completed questionnaires measuring their levels 

of well-being and distress. They also assessed the relative influence of support and 

interference from close ties by focusing on people that respondents considered important. 

Specifically, participants listed their four most important current personal projects. Then 

they listed three people who were most important to them and how much support and 

interference these three people provided for the personal projects (e.g.. Seemed pleased 

with progress on project. Gave misleading advice or information). Results revealed that 

the three people were most likely to be mothers/fathers, boyfriends/girlfriends, or friends. 

Respondents reported receiving moderate levels of support and low levels of interference. 

In accordance with previous studies, support was positively related to well-being while 
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interference was negatively related to well-being and positively associated with distress. In 

conclusion, this study shows that support and interference with regard to personal projects 

influenced respondents' quality of life. It is logical to assume that this finding could also 

be extended to other important issues, such as personal relationships. 

Social Interference and the Dyad 

The next section of the literature review examines the connections between social 

interference and dyadic outcomes. Just as social interference can have an impact on 

interactions with strangers, it can also influence dyadic formation and continuation. This 

section begins by describing research on gender differences in receipt of support and 

interference in acquaintance dyads, followed by studies on the impact of interference from 

network members on developing romantic relationships. This section concludes by 

exploring the impact of network support and interference on marital relationships. 

Mickelson et al. (1995) explored gender differences in support and interference in 

same-sex and opposite-sex dyads. Subjects (n = 122) were divided into acquaintance 

dyads, and were observed talking about personal problems. Researchers coded these 

conversations for emotional support, negative support, and advising. Subjects then 

completed questionnaires regarding how much support they felt they had provided and 

received. Results of the observations revealed that females inquired more about their 

partners' problems and received less negative support than males. Further analyses 

showed that more emotional support was provided during opposite-sex interactions than 

among same-sex interactions for both genders. In conclusion, the researchers admitted 
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that support may be a difficuh concept to observe, since only the recipient knows whether 

they feel cared for and understood, or attacked and disliked. This would be consistent 

with research that indicates that perceived rather than actual support is strongly and 

consistently related to personal adjustment (Pierce, Sarason, Sarason, Joseph, & 

Henderson, 1996). 

Johnson and Milardo (1984) studied the effects of network interference on 

different stages of romantic relationships. A sample of 750 students involved in 

relationships completed questionnaires about network composition, and their perception 

of the proportion of network members who felt that the respondent spent too much time 

with his/her partner (network interference). Results revealed that interference by parents 

and friends varied in a curvilinear fashion with stage of relationship: the lowest levels of 

interference occurred when respondents were casually dating or were married. In 

contrast, individuals in exclusive dating relationships experienced the highest levels of 

network interference. The researchers reasoned that this curvilinear pattern was found 

because as partners became closer, they withdrew from their networks. This withdrawal 

induced the network members to interfere in the dyadic relationship in an attempt to pull 

the retreating person back into the network. When a dyad announced their intention to 

marry, however, network members shifted from opposition to encouragement of the 

couple's ties to one another, and with family and friends. A follow-up questionnaire 

administered one year later revealed that couples that had received the most interference 

were no longer together, which indicates the impact of the network's influence. The 
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researchers suggested that further studies of network interference should examine how 

specific relationships (such as, parents and sibUngs) influence dyadic relationships. 

Leslie, Huston, and Johnson (1986) examined the role of parental 

approval/disapproval on dating relationship stability. In addition, they assessed whether 

respondents attempted to influence their parents' opinions of the relationship. 

Respondents (n = 159) completed questionnaires identifying (a) influence attempts to give 

their parents a good impression of their partner or relationship; (b) parental behaviors that 

indicated approval or disapproval of the partner or relationship; (c) degree of closeness to 

each parent; and (d) the current stage of relationship involvement. Four months later, 

respondents again indicated their level of relationship involvement. Results revealed that 

stage of involvement and closeness were both positively correlated with influence 

attempts. Influence attempts and stage of relationship were positively related with 

parental approval. Parental disapproval was also positively correlated with influence 

attempts, but negatively correlated with closeness. Although parents influenced 

relationship development (stage), parental approval and disapproval were poor predictors 

of relationship stability over time. An analysis of gender differences indicated that 

daughters were somewhat more likely to try to influence their parents, but less likely to 

receive approving behaviors. The researchers speculated that this finding may result from 

greater parental investment in a daughter's potential spouse, as the daughter will be the 

'kinkeeper' and parents do not want someone who could interfere with that role. The 

researchers suggested that further study is needed to determine if parental influence is 
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more indirect, perhaps that "young adults hesitate to become involved in a relationship 

their parents would not approve" (p. 65). 

Driscoll, Davis, and Liptez (1972) studied the effects of interference and dyadic 

processes from a different perspective. Rather than conceptualizing interference as a 

harmful influence, the researchers cited studies showing that "opposition to the group or 

restrictions of the group's activities and goals (e.g., by authority figures or other groups) 

increases group solidarity" (p. 2). Likewise, classical literature such as Shakespeare's 

Romeo and JuHet portrayed opposition to the pair relationship as pushing the couple 

closer together. Therefore, the researchers hypothesized that parental interference would 

intensify feelings of romantic love between members of a couple. Married (n = 91) and 

dating (n = 49) couples participated in a longitudinal study in which they completed 

questionnaires about their love for one another and the amount of parental interference 

they experienced over a 10-month period. Resuhs showed that romantic love and parental 

interference (e.g., criticism) were positively related for both married and unmarried 

couples over time. Thus, in contrast to other social interference studies, opposition from 

outsiders enhanced dyad formation and supported the Romeo and Juliet effect. 

To complicate matters further, there are some situations in which a spouse can 

perceive network support requests as an act of disloyalty to the marital relationship, thus 

transforming support to a source of interference. Robertson, Elder, Skinner, and Conger 

(1991) studied the indirect impact of social support for spouses of unemployed men. The 

researchers hypothesized that husbands with less stable work histories would feel more 

threatened by social support for their wives, and consequently they would respond with 
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negative affect toward their wives. In contrast, husbands with more stable employment 

histories would not experience social support for their wives as a threat and so would be 

less likely to react negatively. Couples (n = 76) completed surveys of the extent to which 

they could rely on others for emotional support and advice. They also completed 

measures of depression, marital satisfaction, and family financial strain. In addition, 

researchers videotaped couples during their disagreements. These videotapes were 

analyzed for incidences of negativity. Results supported the hypothesis: wives' support 

was positively correlated with erratically employed husbands' hostility and negative mood. 

Additionally, irregularly employed husbands (whose wives have high levels of support) 

believed their marriages were in trouble and had considered getting divorced. In contrast, 

there was a negative association between wives' social support and hostilhy in the 

consistently employed husbands group. Surprisingly, wives in both groups did not differ in 

their views of marital stability. The researchers concluded that both costs and benefits of 

social support for the individual and his/her relationships should be measured in fiiture 

research. 

Milardo (1987) reviewed studies on gender differences in support and interference 

from networks during marriage and divorce. In general, women reported more frequent 

interaction with friends and family, both before and after divorce. Further, both sexes 

dropped approximately 40% of network members in the first year after divorce. Over 

time, men increased their networks by joining social activities, while women increased 

their contact with kin. These gender differences in the composition of post-divorce 

networks are important because kin can provide more support and interference than 
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nonkin. For example, "approximately 1/3 of divorced men and women experienced 

disapproval of the separation by biological parents and nearly 70% reported disapproval 

by parents-in-law" (Milardo, 1987, p. 87). Therefore, ahhough men received less support 

from kin, they also experienced less interference than women. This helps explain the 

negative relationship between adjustment after divorce and the amount of interaction with 

kin. The author concluded by emphasizing that kin, more so than friends, were likely to 

provide support and interference, and that this interference may negate the effects of 

support, especially for women. 

Summary of Social Interference Research 

In conclusion, it appears that social interference can be detrimental to physical, 

psychological, and relational health. This influence was evident even in the presence of 

more positive influences, such as social support. Furthermore, studies on the effects of 

social support and social interference revealed significant gender differences. For 

example, some studies found that mothers, and female relatives in general, were most 

supportive. Role type (e.g., family or friends) may also influence the provision of social 

interference. Although women have more kin—assumed to be more critical and 

interfering than nonkin—in their networks, men receive more social interference. Further 

research is needed to specify how social support and social interference impact individual 

and relational functioning. 
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Social Exchange Theory 

This section of the literature review examines the components of social exchange 

theory. This section begins with a delineation of social exchange concepts. This will be 

followed by an examination of research which has been guided by this theory. 

Elements of Social Exchange 

Social exchange theory is often used to examine interactions that initiate (Surra, 

1990), maintain (Floyd & Wasner, 1994), or dissolve (Kitson et al, 1983) relationships. 

According to this theory, people have a choice of relationships (including not being in a 

relationship), all of which have positive and negative properties. This theory uses a 

marketplace metaphor, where individuals try to ". . . 'buy' the best relationship they can 

get—the most rewarding, the least costly, and the best value relative to other possibilities" 

(Brehm, 1985, p. 146). The positive properties of being in relationships are rewards. 

Originally defined as "the pleasures, satisfactions, and gratifications the person enjoys" 

(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959, p. 12), the conceptualization of rewards was expanded to 

include the statuses, relationships, and interactions that provide gratification (Nye, 1979). 

Rewards may be characteristics or behavior of the partner, or access to desired resources 

through the relationship (Brehm, 1985). For example, researchers have measured rewards 

as a partner's sense of humor (Rusbult, 1980b) or social approval (Nye, 1979). 

Social exchange theory acknowledges that relationships are not solely composed 

of rewards. The price of being in a relationship, or costs, are "any status, relationship, 

interaction, milieu, or feeling disliked by an individual" (Nye, 1979, p. 2). Nye described 
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costs as involving both direct punishments and rewards foregone. Most researchers focus 

on punishments because of the difficuhy in assessing rewards that are not available in the 

present relationship. Therefore, researchers have operationalized costs as aspects of the 

relationship such as embarrassment, anxiety (Rusbuh & Buunk, 1993) or criticism (Nye, 

1979). Research has shown that "although the level of rewards is continually important in 

relationships, cost may only become an issue after 'the honeymoon' is over" (Brehm, 

1985, p. 156). 

In choosing and maintaining relationships, individuals consider both rewards and 

costs. When rewards outweigh costs, the relationship is said to be profitable. Social 

exchange theory predicts that individuals will seek out relationships "from which they 

expect the most profit" (Nye, 1979, p. 6). One implication of this prediction is that people 

in profitable relationships would report feeling happy and satisfied, while those in 

unprofitable relationships would be unhappy and discontent. 

Simply measuring whether a relationship is profitable, however, does not 

adequately explain why some relationships dissolve or why some people stay in 

unprofitable arrangements. In considering rewards and costs, people determine what they 

deserve by evaluating past experiences, future expectations, and outcomes of others in 

similar relationships. Social exchange theory calls this evaluation the comparison level 

(CL). Beach, Fincham, Katz, and Bradbury (1996) highlighted this issue when they 

suggested that social support researchers should carefully consider the "effects of 

expectation of support, [and] perseverance of prior beliefs about the probability of 

support" (p. 60) when assessing the effects of social support. From a social exchange 
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perspective, if profit from the current relationship is greater than or equal to CL, the 

participant will be satisfied with his/her relationship. On the other hand, if profit is less 

than CL, the participant will be unsatisfied and likely to look for an aUemative 

relationship. 

The comparison level for alternatives (CLau) is the "lowest level of outcomes a 

member will accept in the light of available opportunities" (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959, 

p. 21). This concept represents the profit a person perceives s/he would receive in another 

relationship. Social exchange theory suggests that the decision to stay in a relationship is 

affected by those options to the current relationship, such that when a person perceives 

that CLait is greater than his/her present profit, s/he is more likely to leave that 

relationship. In contrast, if CLait is less than or equal to profit from the current 

relationship, the person is more likely to remain in the relationship. 

Over time, researchers have added various concepts to the social exchange theory. 

For example, Levinger (1976) used the construct of barriers to describe forces that act to 

contain a relationship on the verge of dissolution. Barriers affect the relationship only 

when either member wishes to leave. For instance, religious and community opposition to 

divorce is considered a barrier to the break up of a marriage. Several researchers have 

found support for the presence of barriers in distressed or dissolved relationships 

(e.g., Cupach & Metts, 1986; Lund, 1985). 

Another extension of social exchange theory is equity theory. In this theory, the 

focus moves from an individual's perception of his/her own rewards and costs to 

perceptions of the input/outcome ratio of each partner. Outcomes are the profit (rewards 
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minus costs) an individual receives, while inputs are the contributions to the relationship. 

A relationship is considered equitable when "all participants are receiving equal relative 

outcomes from the relationship" (Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 1973, p. 2). One 

proposition of equity theory states that when people are in inequitable relationships, they 

become distressed. Those who receive less than they feel they deserve are underbenefited, 

and typically feel anger. On the other hand, those who receive more than they feel they 

deserve are overbenefited, and typically feel guilt. The greater the inequity, the greater the 

distress—anger or guilt—they feel (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). It follows that 

equitable relationships should be more satisfying and stable than inequitable ones. Several 

studies have compared social exchange theory with equity theory in predicting relationship 

satisfaction and stability. Results have been mixed, but overall, social exchange theory 

provides more accurate predictions than equity theory (Cate et al, 1988; Floyd & Wasner, 

1994; Michaels et al, 1984). 

According to Surra (1990), social exchange theory also serves as a foundation for 

the investment model. This model is consistent with social exchange theory in that 

commitment is conceptualized as being affected by the satisfaction level, available 

alternatives, and the degree of investment. Investments are defined as the resources put 

into a relationship that cannot be recovered if the relationship terminates. For example, 

investments have been measured as mutual friends and time/money spent in a relationship 

(Rusbuh, 1980b). Research (Farrell & Rusbuh, 1981; Rusbuh, 1980a, 1980b, 1983) has 

shown that commitment is positively related to satisfaction level and investment size, and 

negatively related to alternatives. 
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Research on Social Exchange Theory 

In sum, the basic elements of social exchange theory are rewards, costs, profit, CL, 

and CLait. Using these factors, social exchange theory explains and predicts relationship 

satisfaction and stabihty. Social exchange theory has been used to study a variety of 

relationships, from employment to friendship, from dating partners to divorced couples. 

The following section of the literature review will describe research employing social 

exchange factors. First, studies using social exchange theory as a framework for 

examining nonromantic relationships are described. Then, research using social exchange 

theory to explore qualities of romantic relationships is described. Finally, social exchange 

theory research is used to explain relationship dissolution. 

Social Exchange Theory and Nonromantic Relationships 

Farrell and Rusbuh (1981) examined the ability of reward and cost values to 

predict job satisfaction. According to social exchange theory predictions, rewards should 

be poshively correlated with job satisfaction, but costs should be negatively correlated 

with job satisfaction. Members of labor unions (n = 163) completed questionnaires which 

measured the reward and cost values of their present jobs. Rewards and costs were 

measured using both specific (e.g., pay, perceived fairness of promotions) and global (e.g., 

extent to which job is rewarding) items; job satisfaction was measured using global 

questions. Results revealed that both rewards and costs were significantly correlated with 

job satisfaction in the expected directions. The combination of social exchange factors 
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predicted satisfaction better than either factor alone, providing support for the view that 

both rewards and costs influence satisfaction in work settings. 

Rusbult (1980b) has examined how social exchange factors influence satisfaction 

in more personal settings. More specifically, she assessed how satisfaction in friendships is 

affected by rewards, costs, and CL. Consistent with exchange theory, the researcher 

predicted that an individual should be satisfied v îth a friendship to the extent that it 

provides high rewards and low costs, and exceeds expectations (CL). Subjects (n = 114) 

completed questionnaires, modified from Rusbuh (1980a), to measure the rewards, costs, 

and satisfaction of a particular friendship. The researcher chose not to assess CL. Resuhs 

revealed that satisfaction was significantly correlated with both reward and costs in the 

expected direction, and the two variable prediction of satisfaction (using rewards and 

costs together) was found to be superior to that from rewards or costs alone. The 

researcher concluded that the study provided support for the predictive value of rewards 

and costs as sources of satisfaction in friendships. 

These factors have been further examined in patterns of family interaction. Walker 

and Allen (1991) used interviews to create a typology of mother-daughter relationships 

based on rewards and costs. Costs included tension, impatience, frustration, and concern. 

Rewards included satisfaction and a sense of meaning. The researchers also examined the 

mutuality of exchange, and the amount of conflict in the relationship. Twenty-nine elderiy 

mothers and their caregiver daughters were questioned regarding their viewpoints on 

different aspects of their relationships. The researchers used content analysis to identify 

positive and negative outcome patterns in the relationships, and how these patterns fit 
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social exchange theory. Resuhs revealed three categories of mother-daughter 

relationships. The first, intrinsic pairs, were characterized by mutual high rewards and few 

costs, with low conflict. The second type, ambivalent pairs, experienced a moderate 

amount of rewards which were not mutual and occurred in the context of high costs and 

high conflict. In contrast, conflicted pairs experienced few rewards and frequent costs, 

along with high open conflict. The researchers concluded that social exchange theory 

provides a useful framework for examining dyadic relationships. 

Social Exchange Theory and Romantic Relationships 

Rusbuh (1980a) examined the influence of rewards and costs on satisfaction in 

romantic relationships. Participants (n = 111) completed questionnaires regarding the 

reward and cost value of their dating relationships. Reward value was defined as positive 

qualities of the partner (e.g., physical attractiveness, complementary needs) and the 

relationship. Cost value was the extent to which the relationship and partners had 

negative qualities (e.g., embarrassing behaviors, faithlessness). Consistent with other 

research, the results revealed that satisfaction was positively correlated with reward and 

negatively associated with cost value. Rusbuh (1983) later conducted a longitudinal study 

of the influence of social exchange factors on satisfaction and commitment in dating 

relationships. Thirty-four undergraduates completed questionnaires every 17 days 

throughout the semester regarding the rewards, costs, alternatives, investments, 

relationship length, commitment, and satisfaction in their relationship. The researchers 

found that satisfaction and investments were positively related to commitment, while 
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alternatives were inversely related to commitment. Results revealed that rewards 

contributed significantly to the prediction of satisfaction at all times, but costs did not have 

any influence until later stages (3-7 months of involvement). The researcher speculated 

that perhaps costs are not apparent at early stages because partners are trying to display 

their best selves, and the partner may be generous in overlooking faults. In later stages of 

relationship development, the partners' true selves emerge, giving a more realistic view of 

the actual rewards and costs. 

Rusbuh, Johnson, and Morrow (1986) investigated the generalizability and 

influence of social exchange factors on relationship satisfaction and commitment in serious 

relationships. Consistent with social exchange theory, the researchers predicted that 

satisfaction would be positively related to rewards and negatively associated with costs. 

In addition they hypothesized that commitment would be positively correlated with 

satisfaction and investments, but negatively correlated with alternatives. Using a diverse 

sample of subjects (n = 130), the researchers mailed a questionnaire which measured the 

rewards, costs, alternatives, investments, commitments, and satisfaction in relationships. 

Utilizing global and specific questions, respondents indicated how rewarding or costly 

they perceived partner and relationship trahs (e.g., personality, division of household 

tasks) to be. Alternatives were measured using global and specific items assessing the 

importance of romantic involvement and the appeal of available alternative relationships. 

Relationship satisfaction and commitment were measured using global questions. 

As predicted by social exchange theory, rewards were positively related to 

satisfaction, but costs were not significantly related to satisfaction for certain subsets of 
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the sample. For example, greater costs were associated with decreased satisfaction among 

males, single people, younger people, people with greater education or income, and for 

those in long-term relationships. Costs were not significantly related to satisfaction for 

females, married people, older people, people with less education and/or lower incomes, 

and those in short-term relationships. The researchers suggested that costs may have a 

threshold effect. More specifically, the researchers divided the sample into low and high 

cost groups. Low costs had no effect on satisfaction, but high costs had a significant 

negative effect on satisfaction, especially when coupled with low rewards. Further 

analysis showed that, as expected, high levels of satisfaction and poor alternatives were 

consistently associated with greater commitment. Interestingly, costs exerted a positive 

influence on commitment for subgroups of the sample. In particular, costs were 

associated with greater commitment in older people, people with less education, and 

people with lower income. This finding is not surprising considering that these subgroups 

also have fewer alternatives, and according to social exchange theory are more likely to 

accept greater costs. This study provided support for the applicability of social exchange 

to a variety of relationships, and highlighted the importance of considering all social 

exchange factors when studying relationship satisfaction and commitment. 

Floyd and Wasner (1994) also examined the utiHty of social exchange theory in 

explaining the dynamics of commitment in romantic relationships. College students 

(n = 238) involved in heterosexual relationships completed questionnaires about three 

dimensions of their relationship. The first dimension was commitment (e.g., dating status, 

length of relationship, and feehngs of commitment). The second dimension, satisfaction, 
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incorporated both relationship quality (e.g., global satisfaction, quality of the outcomes 

received from the relationship) and CL (e.g., closeness of the relationship to the subject's 

desired ideal relationship). The third dimension, availability of ahemative relationships, 

represented convenience and ease of attaining ahemative relationships. Results showed 

that commitment was positively related to satisfaction and negatively related to 

alternatives. The researchers concluded that, consistent with social exchange theory, 

commitment develops when couples are satisfied and perceive that alternatives are not 

readily available. 

Michaels et al. (1984) examined the relative strength of equity, equality, outcome, 

and CL on satisfaction in romantic relationships. The researchers predicted that 

relationship satisfaction would vary inversely with inequality and inequity, but directly 

with outcome level. Subjects (n = 273) completed questionnaires which assessed rewards 

(e.g., love, services) that were given and received in their dating relationships. The 

researchers conceptualized given rewards/costs as "inputs" and received rewards/costs as 

"outcomes" for each partner. The subjects completed the questionnaires in reference to 

their own and partners' inputs/outcomes. Equity was calculated as the difference between 

the proportion of inputs to outcomes for each partner. Equality was calculated as the 

difference between the outcomes for each partner. Outcome level represented the 

respondents' sum of received rewards. CL was measured with a single item in which 

respondents indicated how much their own outcomes were more or less what they should 

be able to obtain from another relationship of that type. Satisfaction was also measured 

with a single hem. Analyses revealed that outcome level accounted for more variance in 
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satisfaction than did equahty, equity, or CL. The authors concluded that there is strong 

support for "a simple reinforcement hypothesis in which relationship satisfaction is a direct 

fianction of outcomes received" (p. 355). The authors suggested that future studies focus 

on the differential impact of specific rewards and costs in intimate relationships. 

Utilizing the same data set, Michaels et al. (1986) further examined the effects of 

equity, outcomes, and alternatives on commitment in romantic relationships. Equhy was 

calculated in the same manner used in Michaels et al. (1984). Outcomes was 

operationalized in this study as a single global hem in which respondents were asked to 

indicate how positively they perceived their level of outcomes to be in the relationship [not 

at all positive was to represent costs]. CLau was measured as the level of outcomes 

respondents could expect from their best alternative to the present relationship and the 

extent to which their outcomes were above or below what they could expect from their 

best alternative (CL). The authors hypothesized that, consistent whh social exchange 

theory, commitment would vary directly with outcomes, and inversely with alternatives 

and inequity. Resuhs confirmed these hypotheses. Specifically, outcomes were poshively 

related with commitment, and inequity and CLait were negatively correlated with 

commitment. The researchers concluded that their findings provided support for the 

applicability of social exchange concepts to explain relationship commitment, and that 

future research should focus on identifying the types of rewards and costs important to 

relationships. 

Cate et al. (1988) examined the role of rewards and fairness (equity) in satisfaction 

and involvement in premarital relationships. Participants (n = 90) completed 
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questionnaires about their romantic relationships on two occasions, separated by three 

months. Reward level was measured by indicating the participant's perception of rewards 

(e.g., love, status). Fairness was defined as a relationship in which participants' outcomes 

are proportionate relative to their inputs. Calculations of fairness and rewards were 

similar to those used in Michaels et al (1984). The involvement measure included 

dimensions of uniqueness, disclosure, outcome correspondence, and emotional caring. 

Satisfaction was measured as the extent to which respondents were happy and content 

with the fairness of their relationship. Resuhs revealed that, compared to equhy, rewards 

was a better predictor of relationship satisfaction and involvement, and this trend increased 

over time. The researchers speculated that specific rewards become more important than 

global perceptions later in the relationship because there is less idealization of the partner. 

Cate et al. (1985) measured the degree to which equity, equality, and reward level 

discriminated between stable and unstable premarital relationships. Participants (n = 131) 

completed questionnaires about the equity, equality, and reward level in their heterosexual 

dating relationships. Three months and seven months later, the participants were 

contacted to assess relationship stability. Equity, equality, and reward level were assessed 

using the measure described in Cate et al. (1988). Resuhs revealed that at the three- and 

seven-month follow-ups, only reward level successfully discriminated between stable and 

unstable relationships. This study supports the centrality of rewards in relationship 

stability. 
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Social Exchange Theory and Romantic Relationship Dissolution 

Drigotas and Rusbuh (1992) proposed a dependence model to predict breakup 

decisions in romantic relationships. The researchers asserted that dependence is great 

when the most important needs a relationship fulfills cannot be satisfied elsewhere 

(i.e., low CLait). Also, satisfaction was defined as "the degree to which the needs that are 

most important in that relationship continue to be effectively satisfied in that relationship" 

(p. 63), rather than as global affect (e.g., Rusbuh, 1980a). Subjects (n = 84) participated 

in a study in which they attended six weekly research sessions. At each session, the 

subjects completed questionnaires on relationship status, needs, satisfaction with need 

fulfillment, need alternatives, and satisfaction with alternatives. Dependence reflected high 

satisfaction with fulfillment of central needs by relationship partners. Resuhs revealed that 

dependence was a more powerfiil predictor of relationship stability than ahematives. 

More specifically, those who remained in relationships reported significantly greater 

dependence than those who left their relationships. The researchers concluded that "the 

vhality and viability of an ongoing relationship may be threatened not so much by the 

presence of an irresistible alternative but rather by the fact that the individual no longer 

needs the relationship—because it no longer 'does' for the individual what it once 'did'" 

(Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992, p. 83). 

Sabatelli (1984) used social exchange theory to develop a measure of marital 

satisfaction using CL. The researcher hypothesized that the less the outcomes derived 

from the relationship met a person's expectations (CL), the more complaints a person 

would have about the relationship. In the study, 301 married individuals completed the 
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Marital Comparison Level Index (MCLI). This measure assessed the extent to which 

marriage exceeded or fell below their expectations (CL) in specific relational dimensions 

(e.g., love, affection, conflict). To estabhsh construct validity, subjects also completed 

questionnaires examining equity and commitment. The equity measure was included to 

assess the degree to which an individual's perception of equity whhin his/her relationship 

was negatively related to the evaluation of marital complaints tapped by the MCLI. 

Likewise, the commitment measure assessed the degree to which individuals monitored 

alternatives to their marriage. It was expected that the degree to which a marital 

relationship is judged to compare favorably with expectations would be positively 

correlated whh commitment to the relationship. Resuhs revealed that, with the exception 

of the outside sources subscale (support from in-laws, friends), all of the MCLI 

dimensions contributed significantly to relationship satisfaction. Further analyses showed 

a strong positive relationship between MCLI scores and equity and commitment. In other 

words, people whose relationships were above their CL perceived the relationship as fair 

and stable. 

Green and Sporakowski (1983) examined the relationship between alternatives and 

quality and stability of marriage. The researchers predicted that quality would be the best 

predictor of stability, and ahematives would act as a moderating variable, such that a high 

level of ahematives would decrease the influence of quality on stability. Divorced 

(n = 166) and married (n = 131) respondents completed surveys of the ahematives and 

marital quality of the last six months of marriage. Altematives included personal freedom, 

sexual relations, spending money, enjoyment from friends, respect from other people, and 
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relationships with parents. Quality of marriage was assessed using the Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale. Resuhs revealed that quality was a significant predictor of stabihty for both groups 

(divorced, married). This relationship was modified, however, as altematives influenced 

the relationship between quality and stabihty in the predicted direction. Specifically, for 

men, there was a significant decrease in the association between quality and stabihty when 

the subjects had a high level of ahematives. Interestingly, this moderating relationship did 

not hold tme for women. A possible interpretation is that men are socialized to be more 

influenced by altematives than women. For example, h may be more socially acceptable 

for men to consider altematives to their current marriage, while women are encouraged to 

'stand by their man' and remain married. The researchers concluded that altematives were 

an important overall factor in the decision to divorce, and should be fijrther studied as an 

influence on marital quality. 

Rusbuh and Martz (1995) used social exchange theory to explain why women 

remain in physically abusive relationships. The researchers hypothesized that feelings of 

commitment would be associated with low CLah, low CL, and low dissatisfaction. 

Subjects (n = 100) were interviewed at a sheher for battered women. Commitment was 

assessed by asking what the subject planned to do after leaving the sheher: separate from 

their partner or retum to their partner. Altematives were measured as income and 

education level, employment status, and availability of money/transportation. Satisfaction 

was assessed by questions about positive feelings for the partner, attributions of 

responsibility for abuse, and severity/history of abuse. CL was assessed by ascertaining 

whether the respondent's parents had been abusive (if the respondent had seen or 
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experienced abuse in the past, expectations [CL] would be low). Participants were 

contacted 3, 6, and 12 months after leaving the shelter to determine whether and when 

they had returned to the partner. Results revealed that commitment was negatively 

correlated whh CLau and severity/history of abuse. On the other hand, commitment was 

poshively correlated with poshive feelings and benign attributions of abuse. Although CL 

was unrelated to commitment, family history of abuse (low CL) was associated with 

greater satisfaction. In tum, stronger commitment was associated whh greater tendencies 

to retum to the partner. The authors concluded that interventions for abused women 

should include not only therapy to help reduce feelings of helplessness, but also 

mechanisms to improve their ahematives, such as providing access to education, job 

training, and transportation. 

According to social exchange theory, h can be predicted that couples will divorce 

when rewards of marriage are low, costs are high, and there are available altematives that 

offer better profits. To test this prediction, Kitson et al (1983) examined the role of 

rewards, costs, and altematives in whether couples would divorce or withdraw their 

divorce petitions. Rewards of marriage included income, home ownership, and 

companionship. Costs of divorce included financial expenses, pressures from primary 

groups, and feelings toward dependent children. Altemative attractions reflected 

independence and ease of finding other partners. The researchers hypothesized that 

couples who had few altematives, low costs, and high rewards would withdraw their 

pethions, while those with high altematives, high costs, and low rewards would follow 

through whh the divorce. Using county court records, the researchers selected 568 
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divorce cases, and interviewed a subsample of 209 pethioners. The researchers then 

monitored the pattems of petition withdrawal Consistent with the predictions, results 

revealed that petitions which were followed through to divorce were identified correctly in 

58.6% of the total sample and 78.9% of the interviewed cases. The researchers concluded 

that "h is possible to predict whhdrawal of petitions and divorce using exchange theory" 

(p. 59). 

Albrecht and Kunz (1980) examined the role of costs, CL, and significant others' 

approval in marriages which ended in divorce. Divorced subjects (n = 500) completed 

questionnaires about their former marriages. Two questions assessed how well their 

marriage had met their CL, both by comparison with other marriages and comparison with 

their prior expectations of marriage. Subjects also indicated the problems (costs) in their 

marriage, and the amount of approval (reward for divorce) they received from significant 

others. Resuhs revealed that the majority of respondents felt their marriage had been 

somewhat or very much lower than their CL for both measures. Women were more likely 

than men to rate their marriages as falling below CL. Nearly all of the subjects (490) listed 

at least one problem in their marriage. When responding to questions about support for 

divorce from significant others, a majority of the respondents feh that their friends and 

family explicitly supported their decision to divorce. In sum, congment with social 

exchange predictions, divorced people's marriages were characterized by unmet 

expectations, high costs, and high network rewards in the form of social approval for 

divorce. The authors concluded that social exchange provides a usefijl framework for 

examining reasons for divorce. 
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Felmlee et al (1990) conducted a study to determine how dyadic and network 

factors contributed to relationship dissolution. From social exchange theory, the 

researchers hypothesized that couples whh inequity and high CLau would be more likely to 

break up. From network research, the authors hypothesized that relationship stabihty 

would be poshively associated whh support for the relationship from family and friends, 

degree of partners' friend network overiap, and amount of liking for partners' network of 

friends and family. Participants (n = 598) completed questionnaires assessing their current 

romantic relationships at the beginning and end of one semester. Inequity was measured 

using two global hems assessing the perceived balance of self and partner's inputs and 

outcomes. CLait was measured with a single question comparing ahematives with the 

current relationship. Network measures included questions regarding (a) the degree to 

which the respondent's family and friends approved of the relationship; (b) the degree to 

which the partner's family and friends approved of the relationship; (c) the proportion of 

friends the respondent and partner had in common, and (d) the degree to which the 

respondent liked the partner's friends and family. Results revealed that relationship break 

up was less likely when the respondents perceived low CLau, but inequity had no 

significant effects. As for the network factors, increases in network support for the 

relationship significantly decreased dissolution rates. The researchers concluded that 

future studies should consider the effects of both dyadic and sociaL'environmental factors 

when examining relationship processes. 
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Strengths and Weaknesses of Social Exchange Research 

In sum, a number of studies have used social exchange theory to guide research on 

dyadic relationships, and most have found empirical support for the influence of rewards, 

costs, CL, and CLau on relationship satisfaction and stability. Weaknesses in this body of 

research compromise the verachy of the past results. For example, a number of studies 

included hems which assess CL in their measures of satisfaction (Farrell & Rusbuh, 1981; 

Floyd & Wasner, 1994; Rusbuh, 1980b). Farrell and Rusbuh (1981) measured 

satisfaction with hems that measure how well a job met expectations and closeness to the 

ideal job. Such wording is clearly consistent with the conceptualization of CL. Similarly, 

Rusbult (1980b) measured satisfaction whh friendships as attraction to friend, as well as 

comparison of friendship with ideal (CL). Walker and Allen (1991) also confounded 

measurements by conceptualizing satisfaction as a component of rewards. The 

measurement of rewards and costs has been confounded with CL as well. For example, 

Rusbuh (1980a, 1980b) stated that CL is critical to understanding satisfaction in personal 

relationships yet CL is "inextricably connected" to rewards and costs and therefore cannot 

be measured separately. Thus, comparison level was assessed through items included in 

the measures of rewards (e.g., extent to which relationship compared favorably to ideal 

relationship) and costs (e.g., compared costs of current relationship to those respondents 

feh were normally associated whh relationships). The inconsistent measurement of 

rewards, satisfaction, and CL obfuscates the utility of social exchange theory in explaining 

relationship dynamics and outcomes. 
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Another common oversight is the lack of adequate attention to measurement of 

costs (e.g., Cate et al, 1985; Drigotas & Rusbuh, 1992). In the study by Michaels et al. 

(1984), respondents did not report any negative inputs or outcomes for self or partner 

(i.e., no costs). It is unlikely that all of these relationships had no negative components. 

Although Michaels et al. (1984) did not speculate on the reasons for this lack of response, 

h is possible that the measures did not accurately gauge this aspect of the relationship. In 

a similar manner, Kitson et al. (1983) chose feelings toward dependent children as a cost 

of divorce. To measure this factor, they selected the report of presence of minor children 

on divorce pethions. This simplistic measure, however, does not indicate the ways in 

which minor children present costs (or rewards, for that matter) to the marital relationship 

or to the individual parents. Rook (1990) pointed out that "researchers who have studied 

negative exchanges generally appear to have drawn upon intuitive rather than theoretical 

or empirical criteria in determining which exchanges to assess" (p. 120). 

A third problem in social exchange research is the global measurement of factors. 

For example, outcome (Michaels et al, 1986), CL (Michaels et al, 1984) and CLau 

(Felmlee et al, 1990) have been measured using a single item questionnaire. Further, 

Floyd and Wasner (1994) utihzed a three hem measure of satisfaction to which 

respondents rated global relationship satisfaction, quality of the outcomes (extremely 

negative outcomes represent costs), and closeness of relationship to the subject's desired 

ideal relationship (CL). Thus, this scale actually blends three single hem measures of three 

different social exchange factors. Likewise, Michaels et al (1986) measured CLau as the 

outcome from the best altemative and as the extent to which their outcomes were above 
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or below what they could expect from their best ahemative (CL). Thus, although these 

global measures may tap into social exchange phenomena, they provide little insight into 

relationship contributions. 

Lujansky and Milula (1983) advocated the use of detailed measures rather than 

global measures, from which it is too easy for respondents to "create" outcome levels. Yet 

even when factors are measured using specific examples, there is little consistency across 

researchers. For example, Cate et al. (1988) operationalized rewards as resources 

(e.g., love and status), while Rusbuh (1980a) mixed global ratings, partner characteristics 

(e.g., attractiveness) and dyadic characteristics (e.g., complementary needs) to create a 

measure of rewards. Rusbuh then used the global questions (one of which was 

confounded with CL) in her analyses. 

A final weakness is that few social exchange studies have looked at outside 

influences on pair relationships. In one exception, Albrecht and Kunz (1980) found that 

support from family and friends was an important reward in deciding to go through with a 

divorce. Nye (1979) briefly discussed the harmful effects of social disapproval (cost) on 

marital stability. In general, however, social exchange research has focused on 

interactions between individuals without considering that dyadic processes can be affected 

by exchanges with other people. Specifically, many researchers fail to consider costs and 

rewards from outside relationships as an influence on romantic relationship development 

and satisfaction. In contrast, research on networks assumes that extemal relationships 

impact premarital development and satisfaction, as partners bring their own network of 

supporting and interfering significant others. 
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Researchers have suggested that outsiders can help decide whether a relationship 

develops, and romantic relationships with social support from family and friends were less 

likely to end (Huston & Burgess, 1979; Felmlee et al, 1990). It seems a reasonable step, 

then, to combine social exchange theory with network research in order to explore the 

process of outside influence on romantic relationship satisfaction. The remainder of this 

chapter will describe the integration of network research and social exchange theory. 

Integration of Network Research and Social Exchange Theory 

Based upon the Iherature reviewed, social exchange theory provides a framework 

for conceptualizing research on social support and social interference. For example, 

support from network members for the couple can be conceptualized as a reward for that 

relationship, while interference can be seen as a cost. Along similar lines, CL would be the 

amount of support for the romantic relationship a member feels they deserve from the 

network member, while CLau, would be the perception of support from altemative 

network members. Such integrative research will enhance knowledge of both social 

exchange theory and social network influences. 

For the purposes of the present study, support from the network member for the 

couple was operationalized as the amount of support they receive for the romantic 

relationship. Likewise, interference from the network member was operationalized as the 

amount of interference they receive for the relationship. Profit was calculated as the 

difference between support and interference. CL was not assessed because of the 

difficulty in separating this concept from that of rewards. CLah was operationalized as the 
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quality of the best available ahemative to the present relationship. As h may be difficuh to 

conceptualize an ahemative to a parent, only ahematives to the best friend were assessed. 

Hypotheses 

Based on the literature reviewed, the following hypotheses may be stated: 

1. Profit from the parent relationship will be poshively related to romantic relationship 

satisfaction. 

2. Profit from the best friend relationship will be positively related to romantic 

relationship satisfaction. 

3. Best friend alternatives will moderate the relationship between friendship profit and 

romantic relationship satisfaction. Specifically, when ahematives to the best friend are 

high, the relationship between profit and romantic satisfaction will be relatively 

weaker. When ahematives are low, the relationship between profit and romantic 

satisfaction will be relatively stronger. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Participants 

A sample of 204 undergraduate students (27 males, 177 females) in dating 

relationships were soliched through verbal presentations to undergraduate classes at Texas 

Tech University. As the number of male participants was too small to examine gender 

differences, all analyses were conducted only on female respondents. The demographic 

characteristics are displayed in Table 1. The mean age of the female respondents was 21 

years, and the majority of respondents were Caucasian (85%). Eight percent of the 

respondents were casually dating, 60% were exclusively dating, 9% were engaged, 5% 

were cohabiting, and 18% were married. The mean length of the romantic relationship 

was 29 months. 

Measures 

Respondents completed a demographic questionnaire about themselves, their 

romantic partners, their parent, and their best friend. The entire questionnaire is in 

Appendix A. The mean age of partners was 23 years. Racial characteristics of partners 

was similar to respondents: Caucasian (83%), Hispanic (11%>), African-American (4%), 

and other racial groups (less than 2%). The mean age of the best friend was 21 years, 

mean length of friendship was 99 months, and mean rate of contact whhin a one-month 

period with the best friend was 20 days. Whh regard to parent, 83% of respondents chose 
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Sample 
J^Hacteristic M[ean_ Standard Deviation Range 

^^^ 2L51 ~ ' 4.29 18-50 

Partner Age 23.06 5.26 18-55 

Dating Length (months) 

Parent Age 

Best Friend Age 

Length of Friendship (months) 

Days of Contact with Parent 

29.23 

46.65 

21.44 

98.90 

17.33 

33.18 

5.80 

4.05 

75.63 

10.42 

1-265 

35-75 

16-41 

4-300 

0-31 

Days of Contact with Best Friend 20.03 10.34 0-31 

Percent 
Race 

Participant 
Caucasian 
Asian-American 
Hispanic 
African-American 
Muhiracial 
Other 

Partner 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
African-American 
Multiracial 
Other 

Education 
Participant 

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

151 
1 

16 
7 
I 
1 

147 
21 
7 
1 
1 

41 
42 
50 
44 

85.3 
0.6 
9.0 
4.0 
0.6 
0.6 

83.1 
11.9 
4.0 
0.6 
0.6 

23.2 
23.7 
28.2 
24.9 
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Table 1. Continued 
Characteristic 
Partner 

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate Student 
Other 

Romantic Relationship Status 
Casually Dating 
Steady Dating 
Engaged 
Cohabiting 
Married 

Participant Living Status 
With Parents 
In Dorms 
Off Campus 
With Partner 
Other 

Parent Chosen 
Father 
Mother 
Stepmother 
Other 

Best Friend Gender 
Male 
Female 

Frequency 

25 
41 
24 
37 
13 
37 

14 
107 
16 
8 
32 

14 
37 
83 
37 
6 

20 
146 
3 
8 

21 
149 

Percent 

14.1 
23.2 
13.6 
20.9 
7.3 

20.9 

7.9 
60.5 
9.0 
4.5 
18.1 

7.9 
20.9 
46.9 
20.9 
3.4 

11.3 
82.5 
1.7 
4.5 

11.9 
84.2 
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mothers, 11% chose fathers, 2% chose stepmothers, and 4%> chose an unspecified parent 

figure. The mean age of the parent was 47 years, and mean rate of contact whhin a one-

month period with the parent was 17 days. 

Support and Interference 

In the present study, participants completed measures of the support and 

interference they received for their dating relationship from both a parent and a best friend. 

The exchange network was examined because these members provide support [and 

perhaps interference] to the respondents (Milardo, 1992). Several studies have shown that 

the relationship between social support, social interference, and satisfaction is strongest in 

interactions with the most important people in a network, and assessing additional 

members' inputs does not significantly add to explained variance (Abbey et al, 1985; 

Ruehlman & Wolchik, 1988; Wills, 1991). Therefore, respondents completed social 

exchange measures in reference to only one parent and one best friend. 

Social support and social interference from the parent and best friend were 

assessed using the Social Support and Hindrance Inventory (SSHI; Ruehlman & Wolchik, 

1988). This scale was originally designed to assess support and interference in the 

completion of personal projects. The SSHI is a valid measure of support and interference: 

support was positively related to weh-being, whereas interference was positively related to 

distress and negatively related to well-being (Ruehlman & Wolchik, 1988). 

According to Ruehlman (personal communication, October 2, 1997), one of the 

personal projects of import is a relationship, and h is appropriate to specify the items to 
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reflect a romantic relationship. Therefore, the questionnaire hems in this study were 

specified to reflect support (e.g., "Seems pleased with the development of the 

relationship") and interference (e.g., "Makes me feel worse when I feel discouraged about 

the relationship") in the romantic relationship. Respondents indicated on a five-point 

Likert scale how frequently the parent and best friend engage in the behaviors in reference 

to their romantic relationship (1 = Never, 5 = Always). The SSHI was completed twice: 

once to assess support (rewards) and interference (costs) from the parent, and once to 

assess support and interference from the best friend. Each subscale was summed to create 

summary scores for rewards and costs from both parent and best friend. 

Past research has indicated that the project support and interference scales have 

adequate intemal consistency (coefficient alpha = .88 and .85, respectively). The 

distribution of scores for the measures are displayed in Table 2. In the current study, 

reliability coefficients were calculated for support and interference from both parent and 

best fiiend. One item was deleted from the support scale, and three were removed from 

the interference scale to enhance reliability. See Appendix B for measures whh deleted 

items. For best friend, support and interference scales had adequate intemal consistency 

(coefficient alpha = .91 and .88, respectively). For parent, support and interference scales 

also had adequate intemal consistency (coefficient alpha = .93 and .86, respectively). 

Profit was calculated by subtracting cost (social interference score) from reward (social 

support score) for both parent and best friend. 
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Table 2. Distribution of Scores on the Social Exchange and Outcome Factors 
Factor Mean S.D. Possible Actual Alpha 

Range Range 
Best Friend Support 37.49 7.16 9 to 45 13 to 45 .91 

Parent Support 33.18 9.19 9 to 45 9 to 45 .93 

Best Friend Interference 10.92 5.08 7 to 35 7 to 30 .88 

Parent Interference 12.05 5.71 7 to 35 7 to 31 .86 

Best Friend Profit* 26.77 10.43 -35 to 38 -17 to 38 

Parent Profit* 21.12 13.80 -35 to 38 -22 to 38 

Best Friend Altematives 16.64 4.80 7 to 35 7 to 33 .78 

Best Friend Equity .00 0.37 -4.8 to 4.8 -3.8 to 1.3 

Parent Equity .00 0.45 -4.8 to 4.8 -4 to 1.5 

Best Friend Satisfaction 13.33 2.31 3 to 15 3 to 15 .95 

Parent Satisfaction 12.79 3.01 3 to 15 3 to 15 .95 

Partner Commitment 30.40 4.90 7 to 35 16 to 35 .83 

Partner Love 51.14 7.66 13 to 65 24 to 63 .84 

Partner Liking 53.94 8.22 13 to 65 23 to 65 .91 

Partner Satisfaction 12.81 2.54 3 to 15 3 to 15 .95 

Addhional Factors 

Agreeableness 46.34 5.99 12 to 60 29 to 59 .73 

Conscientiousness 45.72 5.88 12 to 60 31 to 60 .77 

Extraversion 45.25 6.74 12 to 60 27 to 60 .81 

Neuroticism 33.80 8.01 12 to 60 13 to 54 .84 
Openness 37.42 6.45 12 to 60 23 to 55 .72 
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Table 2. Continued 

Addhional Factors Mean S.D. Possible Actual Alpha 
Range Range 

Assertion 32.31 5.29 8 to 40 16 to 40 .85 

Conflict Resolution 27.16 5.82 8 to 40 9 to 39 .82 

Emotional Support 34.59 4.07 8 to 40 23 to 40 .84 

Self-Disclosure 32.67 5.31 8 to 40 14 to 40 .84 

Relationship Beliefs 33.92 7.29 16 to 80 16 to 50 .76 
'̂profit = support - interference. Higher scores indicate greater profit. 
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Comparison Level for Altematives 

CLau (quality of the best available ahemative to the best friend relationship) was 

assessed using six hems from Rusbult's (1983) social exchange scale. Across studies, 

Rusbuh typically assessed both concrete (e.g., "Appeal of ahemative relationships") and 

abstract (e.g., "How do your ahematives compare to the lifestyle you really desire") 

dimensions of ahematives. Due to the high concordance of concrete and at stract 

dimensions, Rusbuh (1980a, 1980b) typically conducted analyses on the abstract 

dimension. This abstract measure has adequate intemal consistency (coefficient 

alpha = .85), as well as acceptable convergent and discriminant validity (Rusbult, 1980b). 

In the present study, six items from the social exchange scale (four concrete, two abstract) 

were utilized. In addition, four items were added to further assess CLah specific to 

support and interference (e.g., "Compared to your best friend, how many others could 

provide a similar amount of support?"). All items were phrased in reference to the best 

friend (e.g., "Compared to your best friend, how appealing are your ahemative 

relationships?"). Respondents indicated on a five-point Likert scale the extent of 

ahematives' appeal (1 = Not at all, 5 = Extremely). All hems were summed to create a 

single altemative score. In the present study, initial analyses indicated that the reliability 

was not acceptable. Therefore, three hems were deleted (resuhing in a coefficient 

alpha of .78). 
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Relationship Satisfaction 

Relationship satisfaction in the dating relationship, the best friend relationship, and 

the parent relationship was assessed using the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMSS; 

Schumm et al, 1985). This three-item scale was originally designed to provide a brief 

measure of satisfaction whh the marital relationship. Past research has indicated that this 

scale has adequate intemal consistency (coefficient alpha = .96), as well as criterion-

related vahdity. In the current study the hems were modified to assess satisfaction whh 

each relationship (e.g., "I am satisfied whh my partner in her/his role as my partner"). 

Respondents completed the scale three times: once to assess satisfaction in the dating 

relationship, once to assess the best friend relationship, and again to assess satisfaction 

with the parent relationship. Respondents indicated on a five-point Likert scale the extent 

to which the statement accurately described their feehngs of satisfaction in each 

relationship (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). Items were summed to create a 

single satisfaction score for each relationship. Intemal consistency in the present study 

was adequate (coefficient alpha = .95 for satisfaction whh partner, best friend, and 

parent). 

Additional Measures 

Addhional measures not involved in the hypotheses were included in the 

questionnaire packet for future analyses. 
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Liking and Love 

Romantic love for partner was assessed using Rubin's (1970) loving and liking 

scale. This 26-item scale assesses the amount of liking and love in a romantic relationship 

(e.g., "I find it easy to ignore his/her fauhs"). Past research has indicated that this scale 

has adequate intemal consistency (coefficient alpha = .84 for women and .86 for men on 

the love subs-.̂ ale, .81 for women and .83 for men on the liking subscale). Rubin (1970) 

also found constmct validity for the love scale, as scores were highly correlated with 

reports of being "in love" and the likelihood of marriage. In the present study, 

respondents indicated on a five-point Likert scale the extent to which each statement 

described their feelings toward their romantic partner (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly 

agree). All items were summed to create a single score for each subscale. In the present 

study, there was acceptable intemal consistency for both the hking and the love subscales 

(coefficient alpha = 9 1 and .84, respectively). 

Commitment 

Commitment was assessed whh the Lund Commhment Scale (1985). This nine-

hem scale assesses the respondents' degree of commitment to their relationship 

(e.g., "How committed are you to your relationship"). Winn, Crawford, and Fischer 

(1991) reported high intemal consistency for the scale (coefficient alpha = .95). In the 

present study, respondents indicated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 

5 = Strongly agree) the extent to which each hem described their romantic relationship. 
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The hems were summed to obtain a commitment score. In the present study, two hems 

were deleted to attain adequate intemal consistency (coefficient alpha = .83). 

Equity 

Equity in the best friend and parent relationships was assessed using the 4-hem 

global measure developed by Walster, Utne, and Traupmann (1977). These questions 

assess the inputs and outcomes of each person in the relationship. In the present study, 

the questions were modified to reflect the relationship whh the parent and whh the best 

friend (e.g., "All things considered, how would you describe your contributions to your 

relationship whh your parent?. All things considered, how would you describe your best 

friend's outcomes from your relationship?"). Relationships were considered equitable 

when the respondent's outcomes divided by the respondent's inputs, minus other's 

outcomes divided by other's inputs, equals zero (respondent's outcomes/inputs - other's 

outcomes/inputs = 0). In other words, an individual is considered to be in an equitable 

relationship when outcomes equal inputs. Past research has indicated that this measure 

has constmct validity, as equhy was poshively related to satisfaction (Cate et al, 1988). 

Respondents indicated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Extremely negative, 

5 = Extremely poshive) the extent to which each statement describes inputs and outcomes 

in the relationship whh the parent and best fiiend. Sixty-eight percent of the sample 

reported absolutely equitable relationships with their parent, and 70% reported absolutely 

equhable relationships whh their best friend (i.e., own outcomes/own inputs - best friend's 

outcomes/best friend's inputs = 0). 
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Personality 

The NEO Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI; Costa & McCrae, 1992) was used to 

assess components of the respondent's personahty (e.g., '*Most people I know like me"). 

The NEO-FFI consists of 60 items which assess neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and openness. Researchers have found that the subscales have 

adequate intemal consistency (coefficient alphas = .78 to .87), anc constmct and 

concurrent vahdhy (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Watson & Hubbard, 1996). In the present 

study, respondents rated on a five-point Likert scale the extent to which each item 

describes them (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). A score for each personality 

trait was obtained by summing the subscale items. In the present study, the subscales 

demonstrated adequate intemal consistency (agreeableness, r = .73; conscientiousness, 

r = .77; extraversion, r = .81; neuroticism, r = .84; openness, r = .72). 

Interpersonal Competence 

Respondents' interpersonal competence was assessed using the Interpersonal 

Competence Questionnaire (ICQ; Buhrmester, Furman, Wittenberg, & Reis, 1988). This 

measure was designed to assess college students' interpersonal competence in close 

friendships and romantic relationships. Buhrmester et al. (1988) reported adequate 

internal consistency for the subscales (coefficient alphas = .77 to . 86). The researchers 

also found support for constmct vahdity of the ICQ, in that h is poshively related to 

measures of assertiveness and negatively related to measures of social reticence. The 

questionnaire consists of thirty-two hems (eight hems per domain) for the four domains of 
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self-disclosure, assertion of displeasure, emotional support, and conflict management. 

Each hem of the ICQ describes an interpersonal behavior (e.g., assertion of displeasure- "I 

told my partner I did not hke a certain way s/he has been treating me"). For the present 

study, the respondents were asked to indicate on a five-point Likert scale their 

competence in handling the situation whh their partner (1=1 was poor at this, 5 = 1 was 

extremely good at this). A score f«)r each of the domains was obtained by summing the 

hem scores. The four competence subscales had adequate intemal consistency in the 

current study (r = .82-85). 

Dysfunctional Beliefs 

Dysfunctional beliefs in close relationships were assessed using the Relationship 

Beliefs Inventory (RBI; Eidelson & Epstein, 1982). Each hem of the RBI describes a 

relationship belief (e.g., "Damages done early in a relationship probably cannot be 

reversed"). Evidence for the validity of the RBI shows that this measure is negatively 

related to the Marital Adjustment Test (Bradbury & Fincham, 1993). For the present study 

two subscales that reflect relationship assumptions were included (i.e., disagreement is 

destmctive, partners cannot change). According to Eidelson and Epstein (1982), the 

subscales have adequate intemal consistency (disagreement is destmctive, coefficient 

alpha =.81; partners cannot change, coefficient alpha = .76). The hems were modified to 

reflect beliefs conceming the respondent's current relationship. Respondents were asked 

to indicate on a five-point Likert scale the extent to which they hold this belief (1 = 

Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). A single relationship beliefs score was created by 
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summing the items; higher scores indicate greater endorsement of dysfunctional beliefs. 

The scale demonstrated adequate intemal consistency (coefficient alpha = .76). 

Procedure 

This study was announced in undergraduate classes and those individuals who met 

the f tudy criteria (previously or currently in romantic relationships) were given the 

opportunity to complete the questionnaire. Participation was voluntary, as those 

individuals who did not wish to participate or who did not meet these criteria were given 

the opportunity to leave before the questionnaire was disseminated. Upon completion, all 

respondents delivered the questionnaire directly to the investigator. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analysis 

To determine whether there were significant differences in the degree of support 

and interference provided by parents and best friends, a muhivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) was conducted. The resuhs of this analysis indicated that there were 

significant differences (Wilks' A = .09, F(3,166) = 544.28, p = .00). FoUow-up pairwise 

comparisons indicated that parents and best friends differed on both support and 

interference (see Table 3). Therefore, all further analysis was conducted separately for 

parents and best friends. 

Hypotheses Testing 

The first hypothesis stated that profit from the parent relationship will be positively 

related to romantic relationship satisfaction. To test this hypothesis, a Pearson product-

moment correlation was calculated. The correlation is displayed in the matrix in Table 4. 

The resuhs indicated that parent profit was not significantly related to satisfaction (r = .01, 

p > .05). This hypothesis was not supported. 

The second hypothesis stated that profit from the best friend relationship will be 

poshively related to romantic relationship satisfaction. To test this hypothesis, a Pearson 

product-moment correlation was calculated. The correlation is displayed in the matrix in 
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Table 4. Correlations among Profit, Satisfaction with Partner, and 
Best Friend Altematives 

Parent Profit 

Best Friend 
Profit 

Satisfaction 
with Partner 

Best Friend 
Alternatives 

.02 

-.38** 

-.13 

Satisfaction 
whh Partner 

.01 

-.04 

Best Friend 
Profit 
-.04 

* * p<.01 

86 



Table 4. The results indicated that fiiend profit was not significantly related to satisfaction 

(r = -.04, p > .05). The second hypothesis was not supported. 

The third hypothesis stated that altematives to the best friend would moderate the 

relationship between friendship profit and romantic relationship satisfaction. To test for 

moderating effects, a two-step regression was conducted. In the first step, ahematives 

and best friend profit were entered. The interaction of profit and altematives was entered 

in the second step. The resuhs (see Table 5) indicated that profit and ahematives did not 

account for a significant amount of the variance (R^ = .03, Readjusted = .01, F = 2.13, 

p > .05). In addition, the interaction (profit x ahematives) did not account for unique 

variance in partner satisfaction (R^ change = .00, F change = .07, p > .05). The third 

hypothesis was not supported. 

Supplementary Analyses 

Conceptually, it seemed reasonable to expect that network profit would be related 

to romantic relationship quality. In order to examine this association further, 

supplementary analyses were conducted. More specifically, the associations between 

other dimensions of romantic qualhy and parent/best fiiend relationships were examined. 

First, the associations between best friend profit and 9 best friend and romantic 

relationship variables were assessed (see Table 6). Resuhs revealed that profit was not 

significantly related to romantic relationship outcomes (commitment, love, and liking). 

Best friend profit was positively related to best friend satisfaction (r = .62, p_< .01). In 

contrast, profit was negatively related to ahematives (r = -.38, p < .01). These results are 
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Table 5. Regression of Satisfaction on Best Friend Profit and Altematives 
„ „ _Beta ^ _ ^^^"^^^^.^^^^^-^ 

Stepl ' " " "" ~~ 
Best Friend Profit -.16 
Altematives -.20 

.03 .03 2.13 

Step 2 
Best Friend Profit x Altematives .06 

.03 .00 .07 
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consistent whh social exchange theory, which states that people in profitable relationships 

will be satisfied with the relationship and less likely to seek other relationships. 

Next, the components of profit—support and interference—were examined 

separately in order to explore associations with the same factors described above (see 

Table 6). Resuhs of these correlational analyses showed that best friend support was 

negatively related to friend ahematives and interference (r = -.37 and -.57, respectively, 

p < .01). In comparison, friend interference was poshively related to ahematives (r = .29, 

P < .01). Further analyses revealed that only fiiend ahematives was significantly 

associated with romantic love (r = -. 16, p < .05). No other characteristic of the best 

friend relationship was significantly related to any aspect of romantic quality (Table 6). 

In examining the associations between friend/romantic factors and support, 

interference, and profit, it appears that the three latter factors play out in similar ways in 

relationships. Specifically, support and profit had identical pattems of association, and 

interference was inversely related to the same friend factors. These results are consistent 

with past research showing that support is beneficial for relationships, whereas 

interference has detrimental effects. Together these analyses suggested that the influence 

of best friend relationships does not extend much beyond the friendship itself 

These inhial analyses indicated that best friend relationships had no substantial 

direct impact on romantic quality. In contrast, parent relationships may play a more 

significant role in romantic relationships. In order to examine this possibility, correlational 

analyses were mn for parent profit and 8 parent and romantic relationship variables (see 

Table 7). Resuhs revealed that parent profit was poshively associated with parent equity 
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(r - .18, p < .05) and parent satisfaction (r = .53, p < .01). More importantly, parent 

profit was poshively related to partner commitment, love, and liking (r = .29, .28, and .33, 

respectively, p < .01). 

In order to determine whether the components of profit had individual effects, the 

correlational analyses repeated whh the inclusion of parent support and interference. 

Resuhs showed that interference was negatively related to parent eqi ity (r = . 17, p < .05) 

and parent satisfaction (r = -.42, p < .01). Likewise, parent interference was negatively 

related to romantic commitment (r = -. 19, p < .05), liking (r = -.27, p < .01), and love 

(r = -. 15, p < .05). In contrast, parental support was positively related to equity (r =17, 

p < .05), contact (r =16, p < .05), and parent satisfaction (r =.54, p < .01). Parental 

support was positively related to romantic quality (commhment, r = .32; liking, r = .33; 

love, r= .33 ,p< .0 i ; . 

Comparison of the association between parent support, interference, and profit 

revealed only one significant difference: support was related to parent contact, but the 

other two factors were not significantly related to this parental factor. All three factors 

were associated with romantic quality; interference was inversely related, while profit and 

support were positively related. Interference was inversely related to romantic love, 

liking, and commhment. In contrast, profit and support were positively related to these 

factors. These resuhs are consistent whh past research, which indicated that familial 

support can promote relational functioning while interference contributes to relational 

distress. Compared to friends, these resuhs show that contributions from the parent were 

more strongly related to romantic relationship qualhy. 
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Examination of the sample's demographic characteristics indicated that 88% of the 

sample was 18 to 23 years old. Given the possibility that outhers may have affected the 

pattem of resuhs, the correlations were repeated whh all older subjects (age greater than 

23 years) excluded from the analyses. The results indicated that the pattems of 

association between best fiiend factors and romantic outcomes were essentially the same 

for the whole sample and younger subsample (see Table 8). The only differences in 

association were that altematives was not significantly related to romantic love. 

Minor differences emerged in the examination of parental factors as well (see 

Table 9). For this subsample, parent equity was not significantly related to profit, 

interference, or support. Further, the romantic love-parent satisfaction and parent 

support-contact linkages were not significant for this subsample. These results indicated 

that the inclusion of older respondents did not substantially change the pattems of 

associations. 

Further examination of the characteristics of the sample revealed that the majority 

of the respondents (n = 107) were in exclusive dating relationships. Given the possibilhy 

that this feature of the sample may have affected the pattem of association, the 

correlations were repeated whh only those respondents in steady dating relationships (see 

Table 10). Compared to the whole sample, slight differences emerged: ahematives was 

negatively related to romantic satisfaction (r = -.25, p < .01), and best friend support was 

no longer related to contact whh the best friend. With regard to the romantic relationship, 

partner satisfaction was no longer related to love or commitment. Further, the 

alternatives-romantic love association was no longer significant. Moreover, there were 
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slight differences in the relationships between parent and romantic factors for the steady 

dating subsample (see Table 11). Parent equity was positively related to romantic love (r 

= .26, p < .01), but not related to interference, and the parent satisfaction-romantic love 

linkage was no longer significant. Overall these results indicated that the exclusion of 

respondents in other types of romantic relationships did not significantly aher the pattem 

of association. Given these findings, the whole sample of females was used for all 

supplementary analyses. 

An examination of the distribution of satisfaction scores indicated that it was 

negatively skewed and 45% of the sample had the highest possible score (satisfaction = 15 

on a 15 point scale). This distribution may have affected the absence of association 

between satisfaction and best fiiend/parent factors. To address this problem, a variety of 

methods were utilized (e.g., reverse score log transformation, examination of group 

differences between upper/lower quartiles), but no appreciable differences in the results 

were evident. Given these conditions, no fiirther analysis of satisfaction seemed 

warranted. 

Given that love was correlated whh the broadest range of parental and friend 

factors and love is another indicator of romantic quality (Kurdek & Schmht, 1986), these 

relationships were considered in more detail. For example, h is possible that equity 

moderates the relationship between profit and love; profit and love may be differentially 

related for women in equitable and women in inequhable relationships. To test this 

association, a two-step regression was conducted. In the first step, parent equity and 

parent profit were entered. The interaction of profit and equity was entered in the second 
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step. The resuhs (see Table 12) indicated that the profit and equity accounted for a 

significant proportion of the variance in love (R^ = .06, R^djusted = .05, F = 5.64, 

P < .01), but the interaction did not account for a substantial proportion of unique 

variance (R^ change = .00, F change = ,30, p > .05). This suggests that parent equity does 

not moderate the association between parent profit and love. 

Similarly, other characteristics of the parent-respondent relationship may Tioderate 

the association between profit and love. For example, the levels of parental contact may 

affect the strength of the profit-love association; respondents who have more contact with 

their parents may be more strongly influenced by parental contributions. To test this 

association, a two-step regression was conducted. In the first step, days of contact and 

parent profit were entered. The interaction of profit and contact was entered in the 

second step. The resuhs indicated that the profit and contact accounted for a 

significant proportion of variance in love (R^ = .07, Readjusted = .05, F = 5.97, p < .01). 

After these factors were controlled, the interaction did not account for substantial variance 

in love (R^ change = .01, F change = 1.08, p > .05). The resuhs of this analysis are 

reported in Table 13. 

The profit-love association might also be affected by satisfaction with the parent 

relationship: for respondents with less satisfying parent-child relationships, the parent 

profit-love association may be weaker. To test this association, a two-step regression was 

conducted. Specifically, parent satisfaction and parent profit was entered in the first step 

and the interaction term (parent satisfaction x parent profit) was entered in the second 

step. The results (see Table 14) indicated that profit and satisfaction accounted for a 
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Table 12. Regression of Love on Parent Equity and Parent Profit 
.2 

* * p<.01 

Beta R_ „Rlchange _Jj:hange 
Step 1 

Parent Equity .07 
Parent Profit .23** 

Step 2 
Parent Equhy x Parent Profit .04 

.06 .06 5.64 

100 

* * 

.06 .00 .30 



Table 13. Regression of Love on Parent Contact and Parent Profit 

Step 1 
Parent Contact 
Parent Profit 

Step 2 
Parent Contact x Parent Profit 

Beta 

.08 

.36** 

-.18 

R̂  

.07 

.07 

R^ change 

.07 

.01 

F change 

5 9*7** 

1.08 
* * p<.01 
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Table 14. Regression of Love on Parent Satisfaction and Parent Profit 
Beta R̂  R̂  change F change 

Step r 
Parent Satisfaction -.02 
Parent Profit .05 

.06 .06 5.42** 

Step 2 
Parent Satisfaction x Parent Profit .21 

.06 .00 .43 
**p<.01 
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significant proportion of love variance iK^= .06, Readjusted = .05, F = 5.42, p < .01), but 

the interaction did not account for a substantial proportion of unique variance 

(R change = .00, F change = .43, p_> .05). This suggests that parent satisfaction does not 

moderate the association between parent profit and love. 

In contrast, h is possible that characteristics of the best fiiend relationship may 

moderate the association between parent profit and love for the partnei That is, the rate 

of contact whh fiiends may affect the strength of the parent profit-love relationship. To 

test this possibility, the same procedure for the two-step regression was followed. When 

examining the contribution of the main effects, the resuhs indicated that best fiiend contact 

and parent profit accounted for a significant proportion of love variance (^= .08, 

Readjusted = .07, F = 7.11, p < .001), but the interaction term (fiiend contact x parent 

profit) failed to account for substantial variance in the second step (R change = .00, 

F change = . 19, p > .05). These results are reported in Table 15. The lack of a significant 

interaction term suggested that best fiiend contact did not moderate the profit-love 

association. 

Another characteristic of the best fiiend relationship worthy of consideration is 

friendship satisfaction. To test the moderating effects of this factor, the same two-step 

regression procedure was followed, in which main effects were entered in the first step and 

the interaction term was entered in the second step. The resuhs (see Table 16) indicated 

that the main effects accounted for a significant proportion of love variance (R^ = .07, 

Readjusted = .06, F = 6.56, p < .01). The interaction term (fiiend satisfaction x parent 

profit) accounted for unique variance in love (R^ change = .01, F change = 2.61, p > .05). 
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Table 15. Regression of Love on Best Friend Contact and Parent Profit 
_̂  Beta Re Re change F change 

Step 1 
Best Friend Contact .05 
Parent Profit .20 

.08 .08 7.11*** 

Step 2 
Best Friend Contact x Parent Profit . 10 

»--..........-_-__™„_______....^ _ .08 .00 .19 
***p<001 
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Table 16. Regression of Love on Best Friend Satisfaction and Parent Profit 
^_eta Re Re change F change 

Step r ' 
Best Friend Satisfaction 
Parent Profit 

.28 
1.02* 

.07 .07 6.56 * * 

Step 2 
Best Friend Satisfaction x 

Parent Profit 

=p<.05, **p<.01 

.78 

.09 .01 2.61 
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This indicated that best fiiend satisfaction did not moderate the parent profit-partner love 

relationship. 

Finally, the moderating influence of best fiiend ahematives was examined. The 

number of best fiiend ahematives may affect the strength of the profit-love association; 

respondents who have more ahematives to their best fiiend may be more strongly 

influenced by parental support. To test this association, a two-step regression was 

conducted. In the first step, best fiiend altematives and parent profit were entered. The 

interaction of ahematives and profit were entered in the second step. As indicated in 

Table 17, profit and alternatives accounted for a significant proportion of love variance 

(Re = . 10, Readjusted = .09, F = 9.19, p < .001). The interaction term accounted for 

significant variance in love in the second step (Re change = .02, F change = 4.07, p < .05), 

suggesting a moderating effect. 

To fiirther examine these associations, the respondents were divided into high 

fiiendship altematives and low ahematives groups by a median splh and the factors parent 

profit and love were correlated separately for each group. The results indicated that 

parent profit and partner love were poshively correlated (r = .34, p < .01) for the high 

altematives group, but profit and love were less strongly correlated (r = .21, p > .05) for 

the low ahematives group. In sum, the parent profit-romantic love association is 

somewhat stronger for women whh higher ahematives to the best fiiend. 

Overall, the present study did not find confirmation for the hypotheses. Neither 

best fiiend nor parent profit were correlated whh satisfaction with the romantic 

relationship, nor did altematives act as a moderator between best fiiend profit and 
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Table 17. Regression of Love on Best Friend Altematives and Parent Profit 
- " " " ' ' " • • • ' • • « - • • . . . . i n — , ,1,1.1 • I I . . M I , „ . . 1 . .1 . in I I I I . I I I I . I 111 

Betj^__Re^_g2 change F change 
Step 1 

Best Friend Altematives -.41** 
Parent Profit -.23 

Step 2 
Best Friend Alternatives .58* 

X Parent Profit 

=p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

.10 .10 9.19 

107 
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romantic relationship satisfaction. Analyses whh younger respondents and those in steady 

dating relationships revealed nearly idenfical associations. When other measures of 

relationship quality were examined, best fiiend profit remained a nonsignificant predictor. 

In contrast, parent profit was significantly related to love for the partner. Further analyses 

revealed one moderating factor between parent profit and love for partner. Specifically, 

the relationship between parent profit and love for the romantic partner was stronger for 

women whh high altematives to best fiiend relationships. For women whh low 

altematives, however, the association with parent profit was less substantial. The resuhs 

imply altematives to the fiiend relationship is associated whh the impact of parental 

support on romantic relationships. Clearly, fiirther research on these findings is 

warranted. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of network support and 

interference on romantic relationship satisfaction. Past research has often neglected the 

influence of such contributions from outside relationships on romantic quality. This study 

enhanced understanding of romantic relationships by simuhaneously examining the 

contribution of profit from both kin and nonkin network members. The resuhs of this 

study will be discussed in the context of social exchange theory. 

Strengths and Weaknesses 

Strengths 

The first strength of this study was the inclusion of both social support and social 

interference factors. Although social support has been the focus of numerous studies 

(e.g., Unger et al., 1996; Wellman & Wortley, 1989), social interference has received 

comparatively little attention. As these two factors are considered important influences in 

personal well-being and relationship quality, h seemed pmdent to assess their influence on 

romantic relationships. Indeed, the resuhs of this study indicated that both support and 

interference (as reflected in parent profit) affected love for the partner. This highlights the 

importance of concurrent consideration of both factors. 

109 



A second strength of this study was the assessment of perceived inputs from both 

parents and best fiiends. Much of the past research on social support and social 

interference has failed to assess comparative contributions from specific network members 

(e.g., Vinokur & van Ryn, 1993). In the current study, the influence (via profit) of two 

specific important network members was considered simultaneously. 

A third strength was the use of social exchange theory as a framework to g lide the 

research. This study contrasts whh much of social support research, which has been 

atheoretical in nature. Social exchange theory was an important addhion because it 

provided a rationale for concurrently examining the influence of profit from a parent and a 

best fiiend, as well as a way to understand the indirect (moderating) effects of altematives 

and satisfaction. 

The fourth strength of this study was in the measurement of specific rewards and 

costs. Past research has often utilized global measures of these factors (e.g., Michaels 

et al., 1986), resulting in divergent findings and incomparable results. Hence, Lujansky 

and Milula (1983) recommended using detailed measures of rewards and costs. 

Accordingly, in the present study, rewards were conceptualized as support from network 

members for the romantic relationship, whereas interference was conceptuahzed as costs 

from the same sources. 

Weaknesses 

Although this study had several strengths, there were also some weaknesses that 

warrant discussion. The first weakness is the homogeneous sample. The majority of 
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respondents were young Caucasian females in heterosexual dating relationships; the 

majority of network members were also females (mothers and female best fiiends; see 

Table 1). As there were not enough male participants to evaluate gender differences, the 

analyses were conducted on the female respondents only. Although this provides a great 

deal of information about the influence of rewards and costs in female-female 

relationships, all other subsamples were too small to examine female-male or male-male 

relationships. Likewise, the majority of the respondents were in steady dating 

relationships, precluding any comparison between relationship types. Since past research 

has shown gender differences exist in the influence of support and interference 

(e.g., Milardo, 1987), the resuhs of this study are limited in scope. 

Another potential weakness is the self-definition of a best fiiend. The instmctions 

explained that the best fiiend had to be a real person other than the romantic partner with 

whom the respondent had a strong relationship and regular contact. Although all 

respondents were carefiilly instmcted to select a non-romantic best fiiend, it is possible 

that some participants completed both parts of the questionnaire in reference to the same 

person. Indeed, the investigators noted that during the administration of the questionnaire 

several people (approximately 3% of the sample) claimed that their partner was their best 

fiiend. An examination of the correlations among best fiiend and romantic relationship 

quality variables (Table 6) revealed only one significant associafion [ahematives to the 

best fiiend-romantic love], suggesting that respondents completed the best fiiend 

information separately. Still, it is possible that the respondents used myriad criteria for the 

selection of a best fiiend and these relationships may vary considerably in this sample. 
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A third weakness was the reliance on self-report data. Although a self-report 

questionnaire was most appropriate for the present study, there are some risks associated 

with this method of data collection (e.g., misinterpretation, memory distortion). In 

response to these possibilities, specific instmctions were given for each section of the 

questionnaire, and an investigator or assistant was available during all data collection times 

to answer any questions. A related shortcoming in the present study is that only one 

member of the social network (the respondent member of the romantic couple) reported 

their perceptions of fiiendship, parent-adult child, and romantic relationships. An 

argument could be made that the perceptual risks inherent in self-report data are multiplied 

when reporting on several relationships. This limitation, however, is tempered by findings 

from past research which reveal perceived social support is "the most consistent and 

strongest predictor of personal adjustment" (Pierce et al, 1996, p. 5), and the 

respondents' perceptions of these relationships may be the most salient issue in network 

research. 

Another network consideration is that support and interference assessment was 

limited to that received from only one parent and one best fiiend. As romantic 

relationships exist in a complex web of relationships, h is likely that respondents received 

support and interference regarding their romantic relationship from network members 

other than best fiiend and a parent. Still, the fact that past studies have found that 

assessing additional members' inputs does not significantly add to explained variance 

(Abbey et al., 1985; Ruehlman & Wolchik, 1988; Wills, 1991) adds veracity to the resuhs 

of the current study. 
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Another weakness is the restricted measurement of social exchange factors. For 

instance, comparison level (CL) was not assessed because of the likelihood of a response 

bias, as the participants would have repeatedly completed the measures [in regards to 

actual and ideal relationships]. Past researchers have experienced similar problems, noting 

that CL is critical to understanding satisfaction in personal relationships yet CL is 

inextricably connected to rewards and costs and therefore cannot be measured separately 

(e.g., Rusbuh, 1980a, 1980b). Also, comparison level for ahematives (Clait) was assessed 

for fiiends only, as it may have been difficuh for participants to grasp the idea of 

altematives to parents. It is possible, however, that other altemative network members 

moderate the impact of support and interference on relationship quality. Another 

limitation was the assessment of rewards (as support) and costs (as interference) for the 

romantic relationship. Although the present study utilized more specific measures of 

rewards and costs than past research, it is possible that other factors (e.g., comparison 

level) that were not assessed would enhance an examination of the utility of social 

exchange theory to understanding romantic relationships. 

A final limitation is that the distribution of satisfaction scores was negatively 

skewed and it is possible that the present study failed to tap into network factor-romantic 

satisfaction linkages that may exist in the larger population. It is feasible that there was a 

self-selection bias in the sample: if only individuals that were highly satisfied chose to 

participate in the study, then it makes sense that there would be a ceiling effect on this 

measure. Such bias is not supported by the fact that everyone who did not wish to 

participate in the study was given the opportunity to leave, but no one did so. 
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On the other hand, some advantages of the measure may have contributed to the 

present problem. For example, the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMSS) has high 

face validity, which may have contributed to a socially desirable response bias (inflating 

satisfaction responses). In addhion, the KMSS consists of three items assessing a single 

dimension of satisfaction. It is possible that another measure, such as the Marital 

Satisfaction Inventory (MSI; Snyder, 1983), which measures eleven dimensions of 

satisfaction, might have provided a more complete picture of relationship quality. Clearly 

fiirther analysis of relationship satisfaction is warranted, and the resuhs of this study 

should be considered whh all of the limhations in mind. 

Interpretation of the Findings 

The first hypothesis stated that profit from the parent relationship would be 

positively related to romantic relationship satisfaction. This hypothesis was not supported. 

The second hypothesis stated that profit from the best friend relationship would be 

positively related to romantic relationship satisfaction, but this hypothesis was not 

supported. An examination of the satisfaction scale indicated that the distribution of 

scores was highly skewed for the present sample and analytic efforts to correct for 

skewness did not make any appreciable difference. It is possible that satisfaction is 

associated with parent or fiiend profit in the larger population, but such a relationship 

could not detected with the current sample. These hypotheses seemed reasonable, given 

that past research indicated that parental and fiiend support and interference affected 

relationship ftmctioning (e.g., Leslie et al., 1986; Unger et al., 1996). 
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The third hypothesis stated that best fiiend ahematives would moderate the 

relationship between fiiendship profit and satisfaction. Resuhs indicated that nehher the 

main effects nor the interaction term (profit x ahematives) accounted for a significant 

proportion of partner satisfaction variance. 

These findings were contradictory to the expected associations. One possible 

explanation is that this sample had both a constricted range of ahematives and a 

constricted range of romantic satisfaction scores, so this study did not capture associations 

that might be extant in the larger population. The respondents reported a mean fiiendship 

length of 8.24 years, which may indicate that these are long-term relationships in which 

they are deeply invested. Under these conditions, it may have been somewhat difficult for 

the respondents to consider many altematives to a best fiiend. On the other hand, some 

respondents may have considered both best fiiend and romantic partner options when 

estimating alternatives, which may have confounded the findings on the best friend profit-

romantic satisfaction linkages. Clearly, fiirther research on the best fiiend-romantic 

partner linkages is warranted. 

To fijrther explore the premise that profit affects romantic quality, supplementary 

analyses were conducted which assessed the association between fiiend/parent factors and 

other dimensions of romantic relationship quality (commitment, love, and liking). The 

resuhs indicated that nehher best fiiend profit nor hs components (support and 

interference) were related to any romantic outcome factor. In fact, only altematives was 

negatively associated with romantic love. No other variable associated with the best 

friend relationship (i.e., length of fiiendship, days of contact, fiiendship equity) was related 
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to any dimension of relationship quality. Together, these resuhs suggested that best 

friends have Ihtle impact on women's romantic relationships. 

These resuhs are somewhat puzzling, given that past research has indicated that 

support from fiiends influences relafionship quality (Unger et al., 1996), but the current 

findings are consistent with comparative research that examined both family and fiiend 

contributions. For example, Lewis (1973) reported that family support was more 

important than fiiend support in dyadic formation. Similariy, Burger and Milardo (1995) 

reported that marital interdependence was unaffected by size of the fiiendship sector of the 

social network, but was affected by the size of the family sector. Thus, it is possible that 

fiiendships have Ihtle or no association whh relational dynamics when considered in the 

context of familial support. 

Altematively, it is possible that fiiends do make contributions to relational 

fijnctioning, but these effects were not assessed in the present study. For example, past 

research (e.g., Wellman & Wortley, 1989) has indicated that fiiends were more likely to 

provide companionship and family was more likely to provide emotional, informational, 

and tangible support. The present study failed to specifically assess companionship, so the 

role of this fiiend factor in romantic quality could not be tested. Yet, this study did 

examine rates of contact and the resuhs indicated that the respondents had more contact 

with fiiends than family in a typical month, suggesting that there may have been more 

fiiend opportunities to provide companionship to the female respondents. 

Similarly, past research has indicated that fiiend support was more strongly related 

to individual adjustment, while parental contributions were more strongly related to 
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relationship quality (Brock et al., 1996). Therefore, h is possible that fiiends make 

contributions to individual outcomes, but not romantic outcomes. As the current study 

focused exclusively on romantic outcomes, these fiiend influences would not be detected. 

Another factor of potential import is the relafionship status of the best fiiend. For 

example, single best friends may have less involvement in the social activhies of the 

respondent and his/her romantic partner, as their social life may be 'couple-oriented'. In 

contrast best fiiends who are also romantically involved may be more integrated into the 

respondents' lives and thus have more influence on the romantic relationship. Just as Stein 

et al. (1992) argued that family ties may promote couple identity, coupled fiiends may also 

play an important role in romantic couple development. Under these condhions, it is 

feasible that single fiiends provide more interference and coupled fiiends provide more 

support to the romantic relationship. This would be consistent with Johnson and 

Milardo's research (1984) on social regression, as single fiiends may experience decreased 

contact and respond in aversive (or costly) ways to the romantic relationship. This 

premise could not be tested in the present study; however, fijture research that examines 

such factors may detect extant fiiend contributions that are not currently apparent. 

Supplementary analyses were also conducted to examine the associations between 

parent profit and romantic relationship quality. The results indicated that parent profit was 

poshively related to romantic relationship love, hking, and commhment. Consistent with 

past research, support from the parent was also poshively associated with romantic 

relationship quality, but interference was negatively related to commitment, love, and 

liking. Profit and support were associated with romantic quality in parallel ways while 
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interference was inversely associated with these same dimensions. Given that support and 

interference should represent contrasting means of inputs from network members, the 

resuhs of the present study reflect expected pattems of association. Further, since the 

present sample had fairly profitable relationships (mean = 21.12) with parents, h is not 

surprising that profit and support were related to romanfic quality in similar ways. Thus, 

the resuhs of this study indicated that absolute rewards (support), absolute costs 

(interference) and relative profit (support - interference) were related to romantic quality 

in ways that are consistent with social exchange theory. 

Further analyses showed that these associations could not be attributed to other 

parent variables (i.e., demographic characteristics, equity and satisfaction whh the 

parenting relationship) or subsamples of the participants (younger respondents, steady 

dating relationships). Together, these resuhs suggest that there is a direct relationship 

between parent inputs and women's romantic relationship quality. This is consistent whh 

past research that showed that parents provide high levels of support (e.g., Wellman & 

Wortley, 1989). 

The parent profit-love linkage is more complex when considered in the context of 

the fiiend relationship, as additional analyses indicated that best fiiend factors moderated 

the association between parent profit and love. More specifically, the parent profit-

romantic love relationship is stronger for respondents whh more best fiiend ahematives. 

These resuhs are consistent with the principles of social exchange theory. When a 

person perceives that fiiend altematives are greater than his/her profit in the present 

fiiendship, then the best fiiend is likely to have less relevance to the respondent's romantic 
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relationship. As the best fiiend becomes more peripheral, it makes sense that the 

respondent would look to other members of her social network for support for the 

romantic relationship. Thus parental profit becomes more prominent in the respondent's 

perception of her romantic relationship. Further, since the respondent may perceive that 

there is no altemative to the parent, the parent's reactions to the romantic relationship may 

attain greater weight. Thus, tho; e who perceive more altematives to their present 

fiiendship put less importance on reactions from the fiiend, and possibly more importance 

on the inputs from the parent. In contrast, those who have few altematives are less likely 

to be influenced by parental profit in their feelings of romanfic love. 

The findings of this study are consistent whh past research on women's 

relationships. When compared to men, women's social networks tend to contain more 

family members and these networks are related to more poshive affect (e.g., Veiel et al., 

1991, Barrera & Baca, 1990). Eggebeen and Hogan (1990) also reported that women 

were considerably more likely to receive support and have frequent contact with their 

parents. In this context, it appears that parents are a particularly salient portion of the 

social network and h makes sense that women in romantic relationships would be affected 

by parent profit. 

Parental influence may be fiirther enhanced by the lifecycle stage of the current 

sample. Less than 12% of the sample was older than 23 years of age, and the analyses on 

the subsample of younger respondents (18 to 23 years old) revealed that the inclusion of 

older respondents had no significant effects. Given that the sample was so young, the 

respondents are likely to be highly dependent on a patchwork of parental support 
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(e.g., financial, recreational, informational, emotional) at this point in their lives. In tum, 

parents are more likely to give support when their adult children are young and 

establishing a couple lifestyle (Goetting, 1990). Thus, the respondents are engaged in a 

nonvoluntary dependent relationship (e.g., Rusbuh & Buunk, 1993) in which there are few 

altematives to the source of support and the support recipient perceives that they cannot 

lerive the relationship. According to Ridley and Avery (1979), the more resources the 

social network holds over the couple, the more dependent the couple will be and the more 

influence the network will have on the dyadic relationship. Thus, h is possible that the 

current study tapped into a window of opportunity in which parent profit has a unique 

influence on young women's relationships (an influence which may dissipate as women 

become more independent). This also explains why the respondents were less strongly 

influenced by fiiends, on whom they would be less dependent. 

Overall, the resuhs suggested that both the parent and best fiiend relationships 

have an influence on romantic relationship quality, but the influence works in different 

ways. Specifically, parent profit is related to romantic relationship quality when certain 

conditions exist in the relationship whh the best fiiend (i.e., low or high ahematives); the 

friendship alone does not have a direct impact on romantic relationship quality. 

Directions for Future Research 

This study examined the association between profit and romantic relationship 

satisfaction from the perspective of social exchange theory. Given the strengths and 

weaknesses of the present study, researchers may find the foUowing suggestions useful in 
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the fiirther study of these factors. First, while social exchange theory was a usefijl tool for 

conceptualizing relations among factors, h is likely that other theoretical models would 

inform this line of research. For example, symbolic interaction provides a different 

perspective of human interaction. According to symbolic interaction theory, "behavior is 

influenced by the meaning of the ideas in the mind and not by . . . a buih-in profit motive" 

(Burr, Leigh, Day, & Constantine, 1979, p. 47). In other words, people place value en 

events and interactions, as opposed to the interactions being inherently rewarding or 

costly. 

This perspective is consistent whh past research in social support showing 

perceived support is more influential than actual support (Pierce et al., 1996). According 

to Burr et al. (1979), the greater value a symbol has, the greater hs effect on social 

processes. Further, they argued that symbohc interaction could guide the study of social 

networks and that "one way to do this would be to focus on the processes through which 

social networks influence family phenomena such as mate selection . . . since these 

processes involve the sharing of symbols and definhions of what is done" (Burr et al., 

1979, p. 88). For example, to extend the present research h would be usefijl to examine 

whether the respondent places a different value on fiiendship profit based on the best 

fiiend relational status. Similarly, it may be usefiil to assess the ways in which family 

members promote identity as a couple (e.g.. Stein et al., 1992). 

Second, a more diverse sample might provide informafion about the relationships 

among network profit and relationship quality. For example, past research has found 

gender differences in the provision and receipt of social support and social interference 
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(e.g., Mickelson et al, 1995). Such differences could not be examined in the present 

study due to the lack of male respondents, but fiiture research should examine how these 

factors are associated in both men's and women's relationships. Racial/ethnic diversity 

would also increase the heterogeneity of the sample. This is highlighted by Samter, 

Whaley, Mortenson, and Burieson's (1997) finding of differences in support behaviors 

from same-sex fiiends in Asian-American, Afiican-Airerican, and Euro-American samples. 

Thus it is possible that the relationship between fiiend inputs and romantic quality play out 

differently across racial/ethnic groups. Further study should examine how well social 

exchange theory explains the impact of social support and social interference on romantic 

relationship quality in diverse cultures. 

Age is another characteristic of the sample that deserves greater attention in 

regards to network influence. More specifically, the present sample was composed of 

young college undergraduates and h is possible that college-age aduhs are most 

susceptible to the influence of their parents. In contrast, it is feasible that older aduhs may 

place more value on social support from fiiends. It is reasonable to expect that the 

influence of these factors changes over the course of the romantic relationship as well. 

Therefore, fijrther studies should examine the relative contributions of family and fiiends 

to the romantic relationships of adults at varied life and relational stages. 

Third, data collection should be expanded to include responses from the network 

members (partner, parent, best fiiend) in order to more completely assess the exchange 

(provision and receipt) of support and interference. As Pierce et al (1996) noted that an 

individual supplies and obtains support and interference in each of her/his relationships, it 
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might be informative to examine the network member's perceptions of these exchanges. 

For example, the rate of support for the romantic relationship may be affected by the best 

friend's perception of interference in the fiiendship by the respondent's romantic partner. 

This would be consistent with Johnson and Milardo's (1984) research on social 

regression, which indicated that as romantic partners become closer (e.g., move from 

casual to steady dating), they withdraw from their network. They proposed that this 

withdrawal compels network members to increase their interference in romantic 

relationships in an attempt to pull the retreating person back into the network. 

Addhionally, inclusion of network member data would allow examination of the 

discrepancy between perceived and actual support, which may also help explain the quality 

of network relationships. 

It would also be informative to examine a broader range of social exchange and 

network variables. More specifically, research could explore whether less obvious 

rewards and costs affect the romantic relationship. For example, Nye (1979) argued that 

status is one type of relationship reward; therefore, parental status in the community may 

offer rewarding opportunities to the romantic couple (e.g., access to leisure or career 

options) which may contribute to romantic quality. Altematively, parent or fiiend 

disapproval may be expressed in the threat of relationship cut-offs, which may limh access 

to opportunities/events that are pleasing to one or both romantic partners. 

In addhion to inclusion of indirect rewards/costs, other social exchange/social 

support factors should be measured. Comparison level (CL) should be assessed because it 

has been argued that this factor is an integral part of satisfaction with a relationship (Nye, 
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1979). And network factors (e.g., density, overiap) should be assessed, as they may 

influence romantic quality. For example, if the respondent's best fiiend is also a member 

of the partner's network (i.e., overiap), the best fiiend may be more likely to support the 

romantic relationship. By the same token, a best fiiend may be more likely to interfere 

with the romantic relationship because s/he may feel that the connection to both partners 

affords her/him the right to openly express negative views. Furthermore, fiiture research 

needs to examine the influence of different types of support (i.e., emotional, informational, 

material, companionship) from network members on romantic relationship quality. For 

instance, h could be that parent financial support aids romantic relationship quality by 

reducing the stress of high expenses and low income typical of the student experience. 

Addhional research is needed to explore these possibilhies. 

Multimethod studies should also be conducted to develop a broader and perhaps 

more detailed perspective on profit in relationships. For example, daily diaries of 

interactions with important network members would help control memory distortion 

(Milardo, 1983) and provide addhional information about network influences. Diaries 

would provide details about the amount and type of social support and social interference 

exchanged, as well as the length, rate, and intensity of interactions whh important network 

members. Another way to expand knowledge is to conduct interviews with both partners 

and the network members. Such interviews would elich a more detailed understanding of 

(a) the network members' perception of the romantic relationship and its impact on their 

relationships, (b) the intentions for support and interference provision, and (c) the 

perceived reactions of romantic partners to such provisions. This type of data would be 
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difficuh to capture in a questionnaire and may be most appropriately tapped via 

interviews. Finally, fiiture research should employ longhudinal methods to investigate 

relative changes in the impact of support and interference on relationship quality. For 

example, it is possible that profit has a larger impact on newly developed relationships, 

whereas more established dyads are impervious to outside influence and the process by 

which this change occurs would be most appropriately assessed through rej eated 

measurement over time. 

In sum, this study has made a contribution to the understanding of romantic 

relationships. It has demonstrated links between profit from the network members and 

love for the romantic partner. More specifically, this study suggested that parent profit is 

associated with love, and that alternatives to the best fiiend relationship moderate this 

relation. Further use of theoretical models will likely expand understanding of the 

associations between network contributions and romantic relationship quality. 
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APPENDIX A 

RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE 

Consent Form for Participation 

The Influence of Individual, Interpersonal, and 
Network Factors on Romantic Relationships 

You are invhed to participate in a study of romantic relationships. The goal of this study 
is to leam more about the personal characteristics and pattems of interactions that 
influence how partners feel about each other and their relationship. The resuhs of this 
study will benefit the social sciences by contributing knowledge about factors which 
significantly affect relationship quality. You were selected as a possible participant 
because you are or have been in a romantic relationship. 

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire which includes 
questions about you, your (former) partner, and people in your network; this questionnaire 
should take about 25 minutes to complete. Your responses to the questionnaires will be 
kept anonymous and confidential The only individuals whh access to this data will be the 
co-investigators or their academic advisor. All forms wiU be kept secure for the duration 
of the study. 

This study is designed to measure existing characteristics of you, your (former) partner, 
and your relationship. Therefore, no risks of harm to you are anticipated. However, if 
you should decide not to participate, you are free to whhdraw from the study at any time 
without penalty. Should you have any questions, you can contact the Texas Tech 
University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by writing 
them in care of the Office of Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 
79409 or by calling 806-742-3884. 

Laura Bryan, Co-Investigator 

Shauna Frisbie, Co-Investigator 

Jacki Fitzpatrick, Ph.D., Academic Advisor 
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Subject: 

We would like you to answer the following questions about yourself Your answers are 
anonymous so no one will know how you responded. There are no right or wrong 
answers, so please be as honest and accurate as possible. If a question is confiising or you 
are not sure of your answer, please answer the best you can or ask the investigator for 
more information. Please place the number that corresponds to your answer in the space 
provided to the left of each question or fill in the blank. Thank you. 

1. How old are you? 

2. Are you a male or a female? 
1 - Male 2 - Female 

3. What is your racial/ethnic background? 
1 - White/Caucasian 
2 - Asian-American 
3 - Hispanic/Mexican-American 
4 - Black/Afiican-American 

5 - American Indian/NativeAmerican 
6 - Multiracial 
7 - Other (Specify ) 

4. What is your educational level? 
1 - Freshman 
2 - Sophomore 
3 - Junior 

4 - Senior 
5 - Graduate student 
6 - Other (Specify _ 

5. Where do you live? 
1 - With parents 
2 - In dorms on campus 

3 - Off campus (not with parents) 
4 - Live whh romantic partner 
5 - Other (Specify ) 

6. Are you currently in a romantic relationship? 
1 - Yes 2 - No 

If Yes, please go to page 2 and answer Questions 7-12. 
If No, please go to page 3 and answer Questions 13-19. 
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IF YOU ARE IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP please answer the following 
questions about your current romantic relationship partner. 

. 7. How long have you been in your current romantic relationship? 
years ^months 

. 8. What is your relationship status with your current romantic relationship partner? 
1 - Casually dating (not exclusive) 4 - Cohabhing 
2 - Steady dating (exclusive) 5 - Married 
3 - Engaged 6 - Other (Specify ) 

. 9. How old is your current romantic relationship partner? 

10. Is your partner a male or a female? 
1 - Male 2 - Female 

11. What is your partner's raciaVethnic background? 
1 - White/Caucasian 5 - American Indian/NativeAmerican 
2 - Asian-American 6 - Multiracial 
3 - Hispanic/Mexican-American 7 - Other (Specify ) 
4 - Black/African-American 

12. What is your partner's educafional level? 
1 - Freshman 4 - Senior 
2 - Sophomore 5 - Graduate student 
3 - Junior 6 - Other (Specify 

Please skip to page 4. 
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IF YOU ARE NOT IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP please answer these questions 
about your most recent relationship. 

.13. How long did the relationship last? years 

.14. How many months ago did your relationship end? 

months 

15. What was your relationship status whh your romantic relationship partner when 
your relationship ended? 

1 - Casually dating (not exclusive) 
2 - Steady dating (exclusive) 
3 - Engaged 

4 - Cohabiting 
5 - Married 
6 - Other (Specify ) 

9. How old was your romantic relationship partner when your relationship ended? 

10. Is your past partner a male or a female? 
1 - Male 2 - Female 

11. What is your past partner's racial/ethnic background? 
1 - White/Caucasian 5 - American Indian/NativeAmerican 
2 - Asian-American 6 - Muhiracial 
3 - Hispanic/Mexican-American 7 - Other (Specify ) 
4 - Black/African-American 

12. What was your partner's educational level at the time your relationship ended? 
1 - Freshman 4 - Senior 
2 - Sophomore 5 - Graduate student 
3 - Junior 6 - Other (Specify ) 

Please go to page 4. 
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We would like you to answer the following questions about YOURSELF. Please indicate 
the extent to which you agree with each statement. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. I am not a worrier. 
2.1 like to have a lot of people around me. 
3.1 don't like to waste my time daydreaming. 
4. I try to be courteous to everyone I meet. 
5.1 keep my belongings clean and neat. 
6.1 often feel inferior to others. 
7 I laugh easily. 
8. Once I find the right way to do something, I stick to h. 
9.1 often get into arguments whh my family and coworkers. 
10- I'm pretty good about pacing myself so as to get things done on time. 
11 When I'm under a great deal of stress, sometimes I feel like I'm going to pieces. 
12.1 don't consider myself especially "lighthearted". 
13. I am intrigued by the pattems I find in art and nature. 
14. Some people think I am selfish and egotistical. 
15. I am not a very methodical person. 
16.1 rarely feel lonely or blue. 
17. I really enjoy talking to people. 
18.1 believe letting students hear controversial speakers can only confuse and 
mislead them. 

19. I would rather cooperate with others than compete whh them. 
20. I try to perform all the tasks assigned to me conscientiously. 
21.1 often feel tense and jittery. 
22. I like to be where the action is. 
23. Poetry has little or no effect on me. 
24.1 tend to be cynical and skeptical of others' intentions. 
25.1 have a clear set of goals and work toward them in an orderly fashion. 
26. Sometimes I feel completely worthless. 
27.1 usually prefer to do things alone. 
28. I often try new and foreign foods. 
29.1 beheve that most people will take advantage of you if you let them. 
30.1 waste a lot of time before settling down to work. 
31.1 rarely feel fearful or anxious. 
32. I often feel as if I'm bursting with energy. 
33. I seldom notice the moods or feelings that different environments produce. 
34. Most people I know like me. 
35.1 work hard to accomplish my goals. 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

36.1 often get angry at the way people treat me. 
37.1 am a cheerful, high-spirited person. 
38.1 believe we should look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral 

issues. 
39. Some people think of me as cold and calculating. 
40. When I make a commitment, I can always be counted on to follow through. 
41. Too often, when things go wrong, I get discouraged and feel like giving up. 
42.1 am not a cheerful optimist. 
43. Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, I feel a chill or 
wave of excitement. 

44. I'm hard-headed and tough-minded in my attitudes. 
45. Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliable as I should be. 
46.1 am seldom sad or depressed. 
47. My life is fast-paced. 
48. I have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe or the human 

condition. 
49.1 generally try to be thoughtful and considerate. 
50. I am a productive person who always gets the job done. 
51.1 often feel helpless and want someone else to solve my problems. 
52. I am a very active person. 
53.1 have a lot of intellectual curiosity. 
54. If I don't like people, I let them know h. 
55. I never seem to be able to get organized. 
56. At times I have been so ashamed I just wanted to hide. 
57.1 would rather go my own way than be a leader of others. 
58.1 often enjoy playing whh theories or abstract ideas. 
59. If necessary, I am willing to manipulate people to get what I want. 
60.1 strive for exceUence in everything I do. 
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IF YOU ARE CURRENTLY IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP, answer all of the 
following questions in reference to this relationship. 

IF YOU A I ^ NOT CURRENTLY IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP, answer all of 
the foUowing questions in reference to your most recent romantic relationship. 

Please answer the following questions about your romantic relationship. Please indicate 
the extent to which you agree with each statement. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. If your partner expresses disagreement with your ideas, s/he probably does not 
think highly of you. 
2. Damages done early in a relationship probably cannot be reversed. 
3.1 cannot accept it when my partner disagrees whh me. 
4. My partner does not seem capable of behaving other than s/he does now. 
5.1 take it as a personal insult when my partner disagrees with an important idea of 
mine. 
6. A partner can leam to become more responsive to his/her partner's needs. 
7.1 like it when my partner presents views different from mine. 
8. Just because my partner has acted in ways that upset me does not mean that s/he 
will do so in the future. 
9.1 get very upset when my partner and I cannot see things the same way. 
10. A partner who hurts you badly once probably wiU hurt you again. 
11. I cannot tolerate h when my partner argues whh me. 
12. If my partner wants to change, I believe that s/he can do it. 
13. When my partner and I disagree, I feel like our relationship is falling apart. 
14. If you don't like the way a relationship is going, you can make h better. 
15.1 do not doubt my partner's feelings for me when we argue. 
16.1 do not expect my partner to be able to change. 
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Below are descriptions of behaviors that are typical of romantic relationships. Please 
indicate how well you handle these situations in your romantic relationship. 

I AM POOR I AM EXTREMELY 
AT THIS GOOD AT THIS 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 Telhng your partner you don't like a certain was s/he has been treating me. 
2. Revealing something intimate about yourself while talking whh your partner. 
3. Being able to admit that you might be wrong when a disagreement with your 
partner begins to build into a serious fight. 

4. Helping your partner work through their thoughts and feeling about a major life 
decision, for example, a career choice. 
5. Saying "no" when your partner asks you to do something you do not want to 
do. 
6. Confiding in your partner and letting him/her see your softer, more senshive side. 
7. Being able to put begmdging (resentfiil) feelings aside when having a fight with 
your partner. 
8. Being able to pafiently and senshively listen to your partner "let off steam" about 
outside problems s/he is going through. 
9. Turning down a request by your partner that is unreasonable. 
10. Telling your partner things about yourself that you're ashamed of 
11. WTien having a conflict with your partner, really listening to his/her complaints 
and trying not to "read" his/her mind. 

12. Helping your partner get to the heart of a problem s/he is experiencing. 
13. Standing up for your rights when your partner is neglecting you or being 
inconsiderate. 

14. Letting your partner know the "real" you. 
15. Being able to take your partner's perspective in a fight and really understand 
his/her point. 

16. Helping your partner cope whh family or roommate problems. 
17. Telling your partner that s/he is doing something that embarrasses you. 
18. Letting down your protective "outer shell" and tmsting your partner. 
19. Refraining from saying things that might cause a disagreement whh your partner 
to tum into a big fight. 
2̂0. Being a good and senshive listener when your partner is upset. 
2̂1. Confronting your partner when s/he has broken a promise. 

22. Telling your partner about the things that secretly make you anxious or afraid. 
23. Being able to work through a specific problem whh your partner without 

resorting to global accusations ("You always do that"). 
24 Being able to say and do things to support your partner when s/he is feeling 

down. 
25. Telling your partner that s/he has done something to hurt your feelings. 
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I AM POOR J AM EXTREMELY 
^ ^ ' ^ ^ S GOOD AT THIS 

1 2 3 4 5 

26. Telling your partner how much you appreciate and care for him/her. 
_27. When angry with your partner, being able to accept that s/he has a valid point of 

view even if you don't agree whh that view. 
_28. Being able to show genuine empathetic concem when your partner needs to talk 

about a problem (which may or may not interest you). 
_29. Telling your partner s/he has done something that made you angry. 
_30. Knowing how to move a conversation whh your partner beyond superficial talk 

in order to really get to know each other. 
31. Not exploding at your partner (even when h is justified) in order to avoid a 

damaging fight. 
32. When your partner needs help and support, being able to give advice in ways 
that are received well. 

Please answer the following questions about your relationship by indicating the extent to 
which you agree with each statement. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1.1 am satisfied with my relationship. 
2. I am satisfied whh my partner in her/his role as my partner. 
3. I am satisfied whh my relationship with my partner. 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement about your relationship 
partner. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. If s/he were feeling badly, my first duty would be to cheer him/her up. 
2. I feel that I can confide in him/her about virtually everything. 
3.1 find h easy to ignore his/her fauhs. 
4.1 would do almost anything for him/her. 
5.1 feel very possessive toward him/her. 
6. If I could never be whh him/her, I would feel miserable. 
7. If I were lonely, my first thought would be to seek him/her out. 
8. One of my primary concems is his/her welfare. 
9. I would forgive him/her for practically anything. 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

10-1 feel responsible for his/her well-being. 
11 When I am whh him/her, I spend a good deal of time just looking at him/her. 
12.1 would greatly enjoy being confided in by him/her. 
13. It would be hard for me to get along whhout him/her. 
14. When I am whh him/her, we are almost always in the same mood. 
15.1 think that s/he is unusually well adjusted. 
16.1 would highly recommend him/her for a responsible job. 
17. In my opinion, s/he is an excepfionally mature person. 
18.1 have great confidence in his/her good judgment. 
19. Most people would react very favorably to him/her after a brief acquaintance. 
20. I think that s/he and I are quite similar to each other. 
21.1 would vote for him/her is a class or group elecfion. 
22. I think that s/he is one of those people who quickly wins respect. 
23.1 feel that s/he is an extremely intelligent person. 
24. S/he is one of the most likable people I know. 
25. S/he is the sort of person whom I myself would like to be. 
26. It seems to me that it is very easy for him/her to gain admiration. 

Please answer the following questions about your relationship by indicating to the extent 
to which you agree with each statement. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. It is likely that my current relationship will be permanent. 
2.1 am attracted to other potential partners or a single hfestyle. 
3. It is likely that my partner and I will be together six months from now. 
4. Ending my relationship would be troubling to me personally. 
5. A potential partner would have to be extremely attractive for me to pursue a new 
relationship. 
6.1 am likely to pursue another relationship or single life in the future. 
7.1 feel obhgated to continue this relationship. 
8. In my opinion, my partner is committed to this relationship. 
9. In my opinion, my partner is likely to continue this relationship. 
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Next, we are interested in how PARENTS impact your romanfic relationship. Please 
begin by thinking about the PARENT who currently has the most impact on your romantic 
relationship (good or bad). Please provide the following information about this PARENT: 

What is this parent's relationship to you? 
1-Father 3-Stepfather 
2- Mother 4- Stepmother 

5- Other (Specify) 

How old is this parent? 

How many days in a typical month do you have contact whh this PARENT? (0 to 
31 days) 

Think about this PARENT as you respond to the following statements about how s/he 
influences your romantic relationship. Rate how frequently your PARENT engages in 
these behaviors in reference to your romantic relationship. 

NEVER ALWAYS 
1 2 3 4 5 

1. Seems pleased with the development of the relationship. 
2. Prevents or discourages other people from helping me in this relationship. 
3. Shows that s/he thinks I am doing a good job in the relationship. 
4. S/he uses resources (e.g., money or materials) that I need for my relationship. 
5. Helps me to think about different ways to achieve my goal in the relationship. 
6. Gives misleading advice or information. 
7. Shows that s/he thinks I will fail in the relationship. 
8. Shares my enthusiasm about the relationship. 
9. Tries to help me with my relationship and makes mistakes. 
10. Shows that s/he hopes I will succeed with the relationship. 
11. Helps me to evaluate the effort I've already put into the relationship. 
12. Makes me feel worse when I feel discouraged about the relationship. 
13. Understands my feelings about the relationship. 
14. Shows that s/he thinks the relafionship isn't important. 
15. Comforts me when I feel bad about the relationship. 
16. Makes so many demands on me that I have less time or energy to devote to my 
relationship. 
17 Criticizes my efforts in the relationship. 
18. Makes fewer demands on me so I can concentrate on my relationship. 
19. Wastes time when s/he helps me with my relationship. 
20. Shows faith that the relationship will succeed. 
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Please answer the following questions about your relationship with your PARENT. 

EXTREMELY EXTREMELY 
NEGATIVE POSITIVE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 All things considered, how would you describe your contributions to your 
relationship with your PARENT? 
2. All things considered, how would you describe your PARENT'S contributions 
to your relationship? 
3. All things considered, how would you describe your outcomes from your 
relationship with your PARENT? 
4. All things considered, how would you describe your PARENT'S outcomes from 
your relationship? 

Please answer the following questions about your relationship with your PARENT by 
indicating the extent to which you agree with each statement. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. I am satisfied with my relationship. 
2. I am satisfied whh this person in her/his role as my PARENT. 
3. I am satisfied whh my relationship whh my PARENT. 

Next, we are interested in how your BEST FRIEND impacts your romantic relationship. 
Choose the BEST FRIEND that has the most influence on your romantic relationship 
(good or bad) To quahfy as a BEST FRIEND for this study, this person cannot be your 
romantic partner, but s/he must be a person with whom you have a strong relationship and 
regular contact. Please provide the following information about this BEST FRIEND: 

How long have you known this BEST FRIEND? years months 

Is this BEST FRIEND a male or a female? 
1-Male 2-Female 

How old is this BEST FRIEND? 

How many days in a typical month do you have contact with this BEST FRIEND? 
(0to31 days) 
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Think about this BEST FRIEND as you respond to the foHowing statements about how 
s/he influences your romantic relationship. Rate how frequently your BEST FRIEND 
engages in these behaviors in reference to your romantic relationship. 

NEVER ALWAYS 
1 2 3 4 5 

1- Seems pleased whh the development of the relationship. 
2. Prevents or discourages other people from helping me in this relationship. 
3. Shows that s/he thinks I am doing a good job in the relationship. 
4. S/he uses resources (e.g., money or materials) that I need for my relationship. 
5. Helps me to think about different ways to achieve my goal in the relafionship. 
6. Gives misleading advice or informafion. 
7. Shows that s/he thinks I will fail in the relationship. 
8. Shares my enthusiasm about the relationship. 
9. Tries to help me with my relationship and makes mistakes. 
10. Shows that s/he hopes I wiU succeed with the relationship. 
11 Helps me to evaluate the effort I've already put into the relafionship. 
12. Makes me feel worse when I feel discouraged about the relationship. 
13. Understands my feelings about the relationship. 
14. Shows that s/he thinks the relationship isn't important. 
15. Comforts me when I feel bad about the relationship. 
16. Makes so many demands on me that I have less time or energy to devote to my 
relationship. 
17. Criticizes my efforts in the relationship. 
18. Makes fewer demands on me so I can concentrate on my relationship. 
19. Wastes time when s/he helps me with my relationship. 
20. Shows faith that the relationship will succeed. 

Please answer the following questions about your relationship with your BEST FRIEND. 

EXTREMELY EXTREMELY 
NEGATIVE POSITIVE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. All things considered, how would you describe your contributions to your 
relationship whh your BEST FRIEND? 
2. All thmgs considered, how would you describe your BEST FRIEND'S 
contributions to your relationship? 
3. All things considered, how would you describe your outcomes from your 
relationship with your BEST FRIEND? 
4. All things considered, how would you describe your BEST FRIEND'S 
outcomes from your relationship? 
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Please answer the following questions about your relationship with your BEST FRIEND 
by indicating the extent to which you agree with each statement. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. I am satisfied with my relationship. 
2. I am satisfied with this person in her/his role as my BEST FRIEND. 
3. I am satisfied with my relationship with my BEST FRIEND. 

Sometimes people other than your BEST FRIEND can affect your romanfic relationship. 
When responding to the following questions, think about others who impact your 
romantic relationship. 

NONE MANY 
1 2 3 4 5 

1. Compared to your relationship whh your BEST FRIEND, how many other 
people in your life can offer a similar kind of relationship? 

2. Compared to your relationship with your BEST FRIEND, how many others 
could provide a similar amount of support? 

3. Compared to your relationship whh your BEST FRIEND, how many others 
could provide a similar amount of hassles? 

NOT AT ALL EXTREMELY 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Compared to your relationship with your BEST FRIEND, how appealing are 
your ahemative relationships? 
5. Compared to your relationship with your BEST FRIEND, how difficuh would h 
be to replace him/her with someone? 
6. How hnportant is it that you receive support for your romantic relationship from 

someone? 
7. How happy are you when you do not receive support for your romantic 
relationship from someone? 
8. In general, how appeahng are your ahematives to your BEST FRIEND (another 
person or being alone)? 
9. If you had to, how difficuh would h be to replace your BEST FRIEND? 
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BEST FRIEND ALTERNATIVES 
MUCH BETTER MUCH BETTER 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. All things considered, how do your ahematives compare to your current 
relationship with your BEST FRIEND? 

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this quesfionnaire. Please take a minute and 
review your answers to be sure that they are accurate and complete. 
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APPENDIX B 

MEASURES WITH DELETED ITEMS 

* indicates deleted hem 

LUND COMMITMENT SCALE 

Please answer the following questions about your relationship by indicating to the extent 
to which you agree with each statement. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. It is likely that my current relationship will be permanent. 
2.1 am attracted to other potential partners or a single lifestyle. 
3. It is likely that my partner and I will be together six months from now. 
4. Endmg my relationship would be troublmg to me personally. 

* 5. A potential partner would have to be extremely attractive for me to pursue a new 
relationship. 
6.1 am likely to pursue another relationship or single life in the future. 

* 7.1 feel obligated to continue this relationship. 
8. In my opinion, my partner is committed to this relationship. 
9. In my opinion, my partner is likely to continue this relationship. 

SOCIAL SUPPORT AND HINDRANCE INVENTORY 

Think about this BEST FRIEND as you respond to the following statements about how 
s/he influences your romantic relationship. Rate how frequently your BEST FRIEND 
engages in these behaviors in reference to your romantic relationship. 

NEVER ALWAYS 
1 2 3 4 5 

1. Seems pleased whh the development of the relationship. 
* 2. Prevents or discourages other people from helping me in this relationship. 

3. Shows that s/he thinks I am doing a good job in the relationship. 
* 4. S/he uses resources (e.g., money or materials) that I need for my relationship. 

5. Helps me to think about different ways to achieve my goal in the relationship. 
6. Gives misleading advice or information. 
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7. Shows that s/he thinks I will fail in the relationship. 
8. Shares my enthusiasm about the relationship. 
9. Tries to help me with my relafionship and makes mistakes. 
10. Shows that s/he hopes I will succeed with the relafionship. 
11. Helps me to evaluate the effort I've already put into the relationship. 
12. Makes me feel worse when I feel discouraged about the relafionship. 
13. Understands my feelings about the relationship. 
14. Shows that s/he thinks the relafionship isn't important. 
15. Comforts me when I feel bad about the relationship. 
16. Makes so many demands on me that I have less time or energy to devote to my 
relationship. 
17. Crificizes my efforts in the relafionship. 
18. Makes fewer demands on me so I can concentrate on my relationship. 
19. Wastes time when s/he helps me vdth my relationship. 
20. Shows faith that the relationship will succeed. 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE BEST FRIEND 

Sometimes people other than your BEST FRIEND can affect your romantic relationship. 
WTien responding to the following questions, think about others who impact your 
romantic relationship. 

NONE MANY 
1 2 3 4 5 

1. Compared to your relafionship whh your BEST FRIEND, how many other 
people in your life can offer a similar kind of relationship? 

2. Compared to your relationship whh your BEST FRIEND, how many others 
could provide a similar amount of support? 

* 3. Compared to your relafionship with your BEST FRIEND, how many others 
could provide a similar amount of hassles? 

NOT AT ALL EXTREMELY 
I 2 3 4 5 

4. Compared to your relationship whh your BEST FRIEND, how appealing are 
your altemative relationships? 
5. Compared to your relationship whh your BEST FRIEND, how difficuh would it 
be to replace him/her with someone? 

* 6. How important is it that you receive support for your romantic relationship from 
someone? 
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7. How happy are you when you do not receive support for your romantic 
relationship from someone? 
8. In general, how appealing are your altematives to your BEST FRIEND (another 
person or being alone)? 
9. If you had to, how difficuh would h be to replace your BEST FRIEND? 

BEST FRIEND ALTERNATIVES 
MUCH BETTER MUCH BETTER 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. All things considered, how do your altematives compare to your current 
relationship whh your BEST FRIEND? 
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