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Abstract

What motivates people to form heterosexual relationships, and how can
the partner they will choose be predicted? Which factors are involved
in determining marital quality?

This thesis describes a number of experiments designed to address
these questions. In the introductory chapters (chapters 1-3) the
personal relationships literature is reviewed selectively, and two
frameworks for examining relationship formation and quality are
developed. The fundamental theme in these frameworks is that
fulfilment of interpersonal desires is a predictor of the type of
partner chosen for a relationship and the subsequent quality of that
relationship, and that these desires can be measured by ascertaining
an individual's preferences for a-partner type or his/her preferences
concerning a particular behaviour within a relationship. Various other
factors also interact with or depend upon this variable of 'preference
fulfilment': these include social skills and attitudes towards
relationships (thought to be important predictors of relationship
formation), and role fulfilment and relationship alternatives
(hypothesised to be crucial in determining relationship quality).
These two frameworks are examined in a series of seven empirical
studies. In part II of the thesis, two longitudinal studies on
University students/supermarket shoppers and on dating agency members
were conducted. Results indicate that preference fulfilment is a
moderate predictor of the relationship partner chosen, but that other
factors (e.g. self-esteem) may also be important. In part III, three
cross-sectional studies are conducted using (a) couples who met
through a dating agency (b) a random group of Kent couples and (c) a
sample of Uruguyian partnerships. The results indicated that
relationship alternatives and role interactions are important
determinants of relationship quality, but that preference fulfilment
plays only a small part in determining such quality.

The final chapter draws these results together and considers
alternative explanations before exploring the implications of the
findings.
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“Oh, 'tis love, 'tis love that makes the world go round!" [Carroll, L:
Alice In Wonderlandl].

"Love conquers all: and we succumb to love" [Voltaire, Ecologues X]

"Love is the wisdom of the fool and the folly of the wise" [Johnson,
S: Life of Boswelll

Definitional note

This thesis is about personal relationships (PR). This is the term
stressed by writers such as Duck (1986) in order to differentiate this
field of study from more traditional areas such as 'interpersonal
attraction' (which can be defined as merely the study of "attitudinal
positivity": Berscheid and Walster, 1978; Huston and Levinger, 1978).
The term PR is also adopted to distinguish the field from earlier
research on just attraction to strangers and early dating patterns
(see Duck and Perlman, 1985 and Perlman and Fehr, 1986 for a
discussion), and the term 'PR' serves to underline the manner in which
research has, in recent years, attempted to address a whole spectrum
of issues, from work on attraction to strangers (e.g. Byrne, 1971) and
pre-relationship expectancies (e.g. Sunnafrank and Miller, 1981;
Zimmer, 1986) to issues in re-marriage (e.g. Price-Bonham and
Balswick, 1980; Spanier and Furstenberg, 1982).
Here, 'PR' will be taken to include attraction throughout the spectrum
and age of both the individual and the relationship, and includes the
forces and motivations associated with both relationship development,
maintenance and breakdown. Thus PR can be operationally defined as
"the interaction between two individuals located within
the context of wider society forces, and the effect
on the feelings and cognitions of those individuals -

and those in their wider society - of that
interaction”.




1.1. A brief and selective historical review of the areas of personal

relationships

In order to understand the theoretical underpinnings of the notions to
be considered in the next chapter, it is necessary to place them
within a historical perspective. The topics chosen for consideration
here are selected to reflect prevailing historical trends in research,
and thus include comments upon the strengths and weaknesses of these
trends.

By encompassing such a broad definition of personal relationships -
one necessary to encompass the multifaceted nature of our
relationships - [ also naturally embrace a huge number of topics.
Therefore this review is a selective one, and follows the <(rather
lamentable) tradition of neglecting to discuss in any detail research
on homosexuality (e.g. Duberman, 1977) and friendship (Derlega and
Winstead, 1986) unless these areas bear on critical issues discussed
throughout this thesis (e.g. by reflecting a concern with partner
priorities: Laner, 1977). Similarly, work on extra-marital activity
and remarriage is also neglected for the sake of economy. This is not
to deny the importance of these concerns, but is merely an attempt to
reflect, reasonably parsimoniously, current research within the PR

area.

1.1.1. THE EARLY WORK Cup to c.1970)

Earllest Theories
The most notable aspect of many early philosophical writings 1is the
similarity between the implicit (or explicit) notions of PR in these

early works, and the conclusions reached by recent researchers.




Aristotle is cited as discussing the manner in which we come to like
those we have benefited, and is said to have attributed the reasons
behind this to an explanation very similar to that offered by far more
recent reinforcement accounts (Berscheid and Walster, 1978). He is
also claimed to have proposed an early version of the similarity-
attraction relationship. A similar relationship was also noted by
Spinoza (cited in Byrne, 1971)). Plato claimed that originally
humanity consisted of three kinds- men and women (each consisting of
two identical beings) and the androgeous (a combination of men and
women). Because of a conflict, he claims, the gods divided humanity
into two, and since then we have desired our 'other half' (with the
homosexual male-male attachment seen by Plato as the most desirable
(Walster and Walster, 1978). In the last century, 0.S. Fowler's notion
of complementary attraction has also been reflected in more recent
writings on attraction and self-esteem
"Wherein, and as far as you are what you ought

to be, marry one Iike yourself; but wherein

and as far as you have any marked excesses or

defects, marry those unlike yourself in these

objectionable particulars”

(Fowler, 1859: 259 in Murstein, 1880: 781).
Conan (1869 cited in Murstein 1986: 18) offers a similar notion of
complementarity, but stresses that there must also be simflarity in
terms of purpose, thought and living style. Weininger (1906) claimed
that men and women contained both masculine and feminine
characteristics, and partners were chosen to complement the degree to
which they possessed these characteristics.

Despite similarities between ancient and modern attraction theories,

there were significant differences in the conceptualisation of love
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between these early writers and modern commentators. Early conceptions
of love stressed conjugal rather than passionate aspects of love, so
that even by the nineteenth century " (P)assionate love still connoted
an unhealthy, maladaptive state in contrast to reason" (Murstein,

1986: 15) and Shakespearean plays, where love blossomed across class
and status, "represented a kind of wish fulfilment rather than actual
behaviour in Elizabethan times" (ibid). It was only during the
Victorian era that passionate love became acceptable, and even then it
was only sanctioned within the institution of marriage. Gradually,
however, the idea of love as the basis of marriage became predominant,
and with it a greater recognition of the classlessness of this
phenomenon (Murstein, 1986).

The observations made by these early writers were largely armchair
speculations / introspections (Woodworth and Schlosberg, 1954), and
there was little systematic attempt to introduce anyone but the
writer's own personal acquaintances into their analysis (which makes
it all the more interesting to note the similarity between many of
these past writers and modern conceptions of relationships). The
first, more systematic attempts to understand personal relationships
can be traced to the influence of two movements first prevalent at the
turn of this century. These were a) psychoanalysis and b) early

experimental psychology.

Psychoanalysis
For the psychoanalyst, "personal relationships" were obviously of
prime importance. But in many ways the founder of the psychoanalytic

movement, Sigmund Freud, wrote surprisingly little on what might
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nowadays term "interpersonal attraction", the development and
breakdown of the attraction relationship, or the maintenance of close
relationships. In his three essays "Contributions to the Psychology of
Love", Freud was concerned with the abnormal development of the
object-choice (1910), and later the tendency to debase the loved-
object (1912: arising from the unsuccessful combination of the
affectionate and sensual) and the origin (and consequences) of the
taboo of virginity (1917)°

Elsewhere, Freud posited two types of love, which reflect the general
theme that "maternal characteristics remain stamped on the love-
objects that are chosen later" (1910: 235). The first type,

'anaclitic' or 'attachment' love, is based on the early infantile
prototype. The second, 'narcissistic', represents the seeking out of
the individual's own ego in others, and seems to bear a close relation
to a number of "pathological" abnormalities, notably perversion and
homosexuality (1914, 1915: see also the work of Bergler, 1946 for a
similar argument). Whilst Freud offers a brief account of the
idealisation of love (1914)>, a more systematic and detailed
contribution is offered by Theodor Reik (see especially his book "Of
Love and Lust", 1941), a theory of particular note because of the
recent attempts to apply modern experimental techniques to a re-
examination of his hypotheses (Mathes and Moore, 1985). In this book,
Reik claimed that the powerful attraction of love is the result of an
increase in discontent, a discontent arising from an awareness that we

fall short of our ego-ideal. Thus
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"a man falls in love to avoid a deeper pit. Everything
is all right with the person who is in love, but all
ils not well with the person who is about to fall in
love" (1941: 32f):

Love is "a displaced attempt to fulfill the demands of our ideal ego"
(ibid. 86)>: the 'completion' provided by the loved-object is merely
the idealisation of a loved-object. Similar 'completion' ideas were
expressed by a number of other early psychoanalytic writers (e.g.
Benedek, 1946; Flugel, 1921; Gray, 1949)

Of the early psychotherapists, Fromm is perhaps the closest to the
modern social psychological view of love, with his idea that love-
partners are often interchangeable. In "The Art of Loving" (1956)
Fromm echoes the words of many of the equity theorists of later years

"Two persons fall in love when they feel they have
found the best object available on the market,
considering the limitations of their own exchange
values" (1956: 3)

Thus attraction can be considered to be based upon "a package of
qualities" (ibid: 2). But what Fromm may explain better than many
later social psychologists is that in erotic love the individual is
seeking the love of a continual stranger, and as a couple draw closer
together they also seek that new stranger in their relationship. This
emphasis on change is, as will be argued below, a theme generally
neglected by psychologists until very recent times.

It is probably fair to say, however, that the influence of the
psychoanalytic movement on modern social psychological accounts of
personal relationships has diminished markedly in recent years - and
equally, few mainstream psychoanalytic journals now report

explorations of the type generally of concern to the social

psychologist of relationships. Research adopting psychoanalytic
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principles has been criticised as imprecise, and psychological
variables have often been confounded with sociological factors (Duck,
1977; Murstein, 1986). One possible exception was an article by
Winarick (1985), who echoes an old theme: "a lover is chosen to solve
a particular conflict or personality problem" (or> "to meet much more
general needs ..." (384). Such an argument, based on an idea of the
fulfilment of personal needs, will be considered in more detail in the

next chapter.

Early research by experimental psychologlsts

Early experimental psychology did not see the task of analysing
personal relationships as a prime one, although a few early studies
compared established partners on different measures and are worthy of
mention for their relevance to more complex later theories (see, for
example, Pearson's comparison's of spouses anthropometrics, cited in
Tharp, 1964; and the work of Galton (1870: cited in Byrne, 1971))
Gradually, evidence amassed for what became known as a "theory of
homogamy" (Burgess and Wallin, 1953); like was seen as attracting like
(Newcomb, 1956), "birds of a feather flocked together" and early
research pointed strongly to marriage as an assortative variable (for
reviews see Murstein, 1986; Thiessen and Gregg, 1972; Vandenberg,
1980). Measures were taken of personality (Hoffeditz, 1934; Terman,
1938; Uhr, 1957), education (Garrison et al, 1968; Kerckhoff, 1964);
intelligence (Reed and Reed, 1965, Schooley, 1936); race (see
Kerckhoff, 1974, for a review); personality inadequacy (e.g.
schizophrenia - Bergler, 1948); age (reviewed in Murstein, 1986);

appearance (Harris, 1912; Pearson and Lee, 1903); prior marital state
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(Bowerman, 1953); socioeconomic class (Centers, 1949; Hollingshead,
1950); religion (Hollingshead, 1950; Kennedy, 1944); family background
(Burgess and Wallin, 1943); opinions and attitudes (Newcomb and
Suehla, 1937; Schiller, 1932; Schuster and Elderton, 1906)>; courtship
behaviour (Burgess and Wallin, 1943); and values (Richardson, 1939).
Most of this early data collection was quite atheoretical (Byrne,
1971), and variables were contounded in a confusing manner (Eckland,
1968). Indeed as late as 1963, Tharp's words provided a fair
reflection of the current concerns: "the organizing issue in all
mating research (is) the degree of similarity between husbands and
wives. That is, do "likes marry likes" (homogamy) or do "unlikes"

marry <(heterogamy)?" (97)

The work of Robert Winch and other 'complementarity' theories
Research immediately after the second World War saw the first major
attempt to integrate the insights of the psychoanalysts' with the
development of experimental social psychological techniques. The
concept of personal 'need' as a predictor of relationship formation
was a dominant one in the 1950s, and this in itself drew its origin
largely from Freudian theory (Winch, 1958)>. The next chapter offers a
fuller discussion of the historical concept of need and its
application to modern relationship theory - it is sufficient here to
say that the work of Winch which offered the possibility that
complementary needs lead to attraction in married couples (1954; 1955
a,b) produced a tlurry ot subsequent research which seemed to largely
disconfirm Winch's hypotheses (Banta and Hetherington, 1963; Bowerman

and Day, 1956; Schellenberg and Bee, 1960; Seyfried and Hendrick,
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1973). With a few exceptions (e.g. Campbell, 198Z; Meyer and FPepper,
1977; Wagner, 1975) the concept of needs was almost wholly abandoned
as a relationship predictor after about 1965. Winch's work remained
influential, however, in its definition of the "field of eligibles"
i.e. those whom an individual is likely to have an opportunity to
meet. This concept was to be adopted by a number of later writers in
delimiting the bases for partner selection. (e.g. Kerckhoff, 1964).
Alongside Winch's complementarity theory, another complementarity
theory of importance was that offered by Toman (e.g. Toman 1964),
which stressed the importance of an individual's sibling position in
his/her subsequent choice of mate. Toman's evidence has been widely
criticized (Birtchnell, 1878; Murstein 1980) and empirical exploration
of his claims using substantial samples (e.g. Birtchnell, 1978, used
2000 randomly-selected couples) have failed to replicate Toman's own
research.

Sullivan's work (1953), although primarily concerning friendships, is
similar to that of Winch in postulating the significance of needs. He
posits five basic social needs: tenderness, co-participation in
playful activity, acceptance by others, interpersonal intimacy, and
sexual contact. These needs emerge across the developmental span in a
cumulative manner, with such needs either motivating the formation of
certain 'key' relationships during particular developmental periods,
or simply being incorporated into existing relationships. It is within
this framework of relationships that interpersonal competencies
(similar to social skills) are learned (ibid). Buhrmester and Furman
(1986) summarise the available empirical evidence for Sullivan's

theory to suggest that (1) by early adolescence, friends are key
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sources of social provision and (2) there is reasonable data to
suggest that a link exists between interpersonal competency and
relationships (see Chapter 2).

One of the most notable features of Winch's research - and the one
which seemed to attract most the attention - was the misconception
that Winch was offering an 'opposites attract' re-interpretation of
initial attraction (see Nias, 1978). Thus Winch seemed to be
challenging all the previously amassed evidence on homogamy. This,
however, was a misconception - Winch's theory concerned the
reinforcing nature of the coupling of need-pairs: in some cases (his
'Type II' complementarity) this could mean that opposite need pairings
attracted (e.g. succourance and nurturance) but the 'opposites
attract' motto was not the foundation of his research. This
misconception was unfortunate, because it distorted a decade of
research on initial attraction (Duck, 1973) and posed Winch's theory
in contraposition to the important early research of Donn Byrne and

his co-workers.

Donn Byrne

Byrne's research was derived from a largely behaviourist orientation
prevalent in the 1950s psychological research (c.f. Skinner (1953)
"Love might be analysed as the mutual tendency of two individuals to
reinforce each other, where the reinforcment may or may not be
sexual": 310>, and Byrne's contribution is similar to Lott and Lott's
classical conditioning theory (1960: cited in Perlman and Fehr, 1986).

Byrne's law of attraction, a reinforcement statement, proposes that
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"Attraction toward X is a positive linear function of
the sum of the weighted positive reinforcement
associated with X, divided by the total number of
weighted positive and negative reinforcements
associated with X" (Byrne, 1971: 279).

The method used by Byrne to test this theory has become a paradigmatic
methodology for two decades of 'attraction to strangers' research. In
this method, a variant of a method devised by Smith (1957),
participants were told they were taking part in an 'interpersonal
Judgement study'. Participant's attitudes on certain toplics were
already known through the completion of an earlier attitude scale; now
they were given a similar questionnaire completed by a bogus stranger
and asked to form an opinion of a stranger whose attitudes were either
very similar or dissimilar to their own. This 'opinion' was recorded
on two 7-point attraction scales, asking 1) how much the participant
believed he/she would like/dislike the person and 2) whether or not
he/she would enjoy working with this person (Byrne, 1971; Chapter 3).
Byrne's results indicated that the proportion of similar attitudes
held by the imaginary other was directly proportional to the amount of
attraction reported, although this may depend on the subjective
valence of the similarity items (Byrne, 1961).

In their summary of the interpersonal attraction literature, Huston
and Levinger (1978) offer four reasons for this attraction-similarity
effect: a) another's similarity is reinforcing in itself (e.g. Byrne
1871; Byrne et al 1973; Clore, 1975) b) similar responses bolster
esteem or comfort (e.g. Gormly, 1974; Lombardo et al, 1972: we achieve
'consensual validation': Byrne, 1961) c) such responses indicate

future benevolence/compatability (e.g. Byrne and Blaylock, 1963;

Levinger and Breedlove, 1966; Sole et al, 1975; Stapleton et al, 1973)
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and likelihood of acceptance (Aronson and Worchel, 1966) d) such
similarity has no independent effect, but is confounded with the
affective value of the responses (the information processing approach:
Ajzen 1974; 1977). Berscheid and Walster add a further explanation: e)
"If we know a person's attitudes, we can usually guess how that person
is likely to behave" (Berscheid and Walster, 1978: 66)

However, there are many problems with both the methodology and the
theoretical assumptions made by Byrne, and these problems are now
generally widely cited in even the most basic of texts (e.g. Berscheid
and Walster, 1978; Duck, 1986)>. Perhaps the greatest problem is the
inherent circularity involved in any simple reinforcement model:
("reward changes behaviour and whatever changes behaviour is
rewarding": Perlman and Fehr, 1986: 30: see also Byrne's own
definition of reinforcers: "any stimulus is labelled as a reinforcer
if 1t increases or decreases the probability of the occurrence of
responses with which it is paired" (1971: 269)). Among the conceptual
problems listed by Duck (1386) is the important caveat that we like
those with attitudes similar to our own only as far as a) we like
ourselves and b) we presume the other is telling his/her true opinion.
Similarly, a further caveat is that the other person must be desirable
(Cooper and Jones, 1969; Novak and Lerner, 1968). Other critics of
Byrne's theory have questioned the subjective importance of the
relevance of the items in Byrne's judgement scales (e.g. Buunk and
Bosman, 1986, found in a recent study that a highly-salient issue with
married couples demonstrated little actual similarity), and others
have claimed that beyond a moderate degree of similarity, we are

actually motivated to seek uniqueness in a partner (Levinger, 1983;
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Snyder and Fromkin, 1980). In analyzing Byrne's methodology, Rosenbaum
(1986) has criticised Byrne's inadequate experimental control <(and
indeed claims that it is dissimilarity which leads to rejection rather
than similarity which encourages attraction!) and many others (e.g.
Duck (1986>) have noted how the 'attraction to stranger' paradigm is
'forced', so that participants can only judge others on their
attitudes (hardly 'true to life': indeed Sunnafrank and Miller (1981)
have demonstrated that once partners have had an opportunity to
interact, then attitude similarity no longer has the important role
assumed by Byrne's research). Huston and Levinger (1978) offer the
most appropriate conclusion: "liking leads to affiliation only insofar
as the potential affiliator anticipates a favorable response" (Huston
and Levinger 1978: 128: see also Wetzel et al, 1979). Given this, it
is perhaps unsurprising that several commentators (e.g. Seyfried,
1977) have concluded that similarity and complementarity can coexist
together.

Byrne's reinforcement has been considered in some detail because a
great number of studies conducted at about the same time that can be
grouped within a similar reinforcement approach. One reinforcing
factor in a relationship is propinquity (physical proximity of
residence: see Abrams, 1943; Clarke, 1952; Katz and Hill, 1958;
Kennedy, 1943; Kephart, 1961; Koller, 1948 for the importance of
this). Social approval is, according to Berscheid and Walster, "a
powerful "transituational reinforcer"" (1978: 39); and it is perhaps
unsurprising that reciprocity of liking was seen as another
relationship predictor on reinforcement grounds: we like those who

like us (see Backman and Secord, 13959; Jones and Wortman, 1973).
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Unfortunately, however, the situation was not always as
straightforward: individuals do not like those whom they see as
clearly attempting to be ingratiating in the hope of obtaining an
ulterior motive (Jones and Wortman, 1973) and the power of the
'reciprocity of liking' effect may depend on the sequence of
liking/disliking (Aronson and Linder, 1965). Much may also depend on
self-esteem which may affect the degree to which the evaluator is
perceived to be accurate in his/her judgement (evidence reviewed in

Berscheid and Walster, 1978).

Cognitive consistency theories

Three early theories of cognitive consistency are worthy of note for
their relevance to later work on the reconstruction of events in
relationships (c.f. Burnett et al, 1987). In Heider's model (1944) two
persons (referred to as P and O) may have an attitude towards an
object (X). If P and O both share a similar attitude towards this
object, then to balance the theoretical triangle postulated by Heider,
their attitude towards one another should also be positive. If,
however, they hold different attitudes towards this object, then
conflict should result. If an individual has no attitude towards a
particular object or person, then he/she will 'fill in' the triangle
with consistent (balanced) attitudes (Perlman and Fehr, 1986: note the
end result is once again likely to be that those similar in attitudes
attract). Congruency theory (Backman and Secord; 1962) offers an
essentially similar hypothesis: a person whom an individual likes will
be perceived as having more congruent perceptions of him/her than one

whom the individual dislikes. Newcomb‘s (1961) balance theory suggests
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that attitude construction is a more sophisticated process than Heider
proposes, with attitudes to people having a different role than
attitudes to objects. Thus if two people dislike each other, and
dislike an object, then neither balance or imbalance occur- instead
this is the special case of 'nonbalance'. He was also concerned with
Intensity of attitudes, rather than just the directionality of that
attitude. In his famous study of students at the University of
Michigan (1861), Newcomb made an important early methodological
refinement in addressing the issue of attitude-similarity causality in
a longitudinal setting and found that, with the more established
relationship, friendship was positively related to attitude similarity
- as predicted by 'balance' theory.

The drive behind these theories - that of consistency in cognitive
processes - has been heavily criticised from a number of viewpoints.
What, for example, is a consistent constellation of attitudes for any
one individual? Do we really live in a world where individuals are so
logical (or do we not quite happily tolerate double standards)>? (Duck,
1986). Are our thoughts all that important? Do we not sometimes seek a
stimulating diversity? (Perlman and Fehr, 1986). Do we also do (and
say) what we believe, or does much depend on self-concept and world
view? (Brown, 1965). One classic dilemna for these theories has been
the 'romantic triangle': if two people feel attracted towards a third,
then the competitive element involved may override the “balance’ of
similar attitudes (Duck, 1977). One final problem is that even if the
theoretical outlines are accepted, how in practice can "imbalance" be

reduced? (Newcomb, 1961, offers seven possible means of alleviation:
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it 1s often uncertain as to which is most likely to be successful in a

particular circumstance).

Research on love and marriage
Research on love was extremely rare in the early days of psychological
research (Berscheid and Walster, 1978) and, at least until the 1950s
"love was regarded as a mystery- provocative, exciting and sometimes
painful- and that was that" (Walster and Walster, 1978: 2). Berscheid
and Walster list three reasons for this 1) love and marriage were
regarded as sacrosanct, and unsuitable for scientific study 2) the
topic of romantic love was 'taboo' in general: respondents to
questionnaires simply would have refused to reply 3) there was
uncertainty about how to study love. To this a fourth reason can
perhaps be added: Finck (1902, in Berscheid and Walster, 1978) claimed
that love
"is such a tissue of paradoxes, and exists in such an
endless variety of forms and shades, that you may say
almost anything about it that you please, and it is
likely to be correct" (147):
love seemed to be so plied full of contradictions, it was very
difficult to study.
Maslow (1954) suggested two types of love: need-deficit ('D-love' or
deficiency love: largely about just gaining from a relationship to
bolster self-esteem etc: this is similar to Reik's notion, above) and
'B-love', 'being-love' (a relatively rare achievement, this concerns
both giving and taking, and is reached by only a few 'self-actualized’
individuals)®. If any particular aspect of personal relationships has

been weak theoretically, it is probably that on love, which, given
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love's often painful nature, offers perhaps the greatest problems for
any simple reinforcement approach (see Murstein, 1986; Winarick,

1985) .

Marital success

Research on marital success originated in a number of studies
conducted by sociologists in the years immediately prior to and
succeeding the second World War. (e.g Terman and Buttenweiser). Much
of this early work lacked any coherent themes, but one important
development was that of the notion of role theory (see Tharp, 1963).
Much of this developed from the work of Parsons and Bales (1955), who
saw roles as an organising motif for relatively enduring needs. As
roles are important components of the frameworks to be tested in this
thesis, the various problems and confusions associated with the early

work on roles will be discussed in some detail in chapter 2.

Comment on the early research in PR.

In many ways by 1960 there was enough material to allow for the
construction of quite sensitive theories of relationship development
and decline and the concurrent ideas, fed by insights from
psychoanalysis and framed within a burgeoning sociological analysis,
were, as Tharp concludes (1963: 115) "largely unverified
hypotheses.. (but) reasonably interrelated and made worthy of research
effort by an existing body of data...". What is so surprising is that
many of the promising aspects of this research was neglected in the

following decades.




24

1.1.2: PR RESEARCH IN THE 1970s

The Importance of the decade

Whilst the choice of any cut-off date is essentially arbitrary, the
year 1970 is of interest for two reasons. First it is the starting
point for a number of the most influential reviews written on PR,
which were often written around the end of this decade (e.g. Spanier
and Lewis, 1980; Murstein, 1980). Secondly, around the year 1970, a
number of the criticisms that had been levelled at earlier researchers
were slowly being addressed by newer work. First of all, a number of
researchers in the early 1970s began expressing concern about the lack
of relationship process and breakdown research (e.g. Duck, 1973), and,
as will be seen below, important new process theories emerged from the
research of Ryder et al (1971); Levinger and Snoek (1872), and Altman
and Taylor (1873), although the issue of relationship breakdown was
not to be fully addressed until the following decade. A second
criticism of older research concerned the social (or rather asocial)
nature of much of the prior work. A number of writers in the early
1970s began to introduce aspects of the individual's social network
into their theorising (e.g. Driscoll et al 1972 account for the effect
of parental interference on love, Davis' sociological thesis on
relationship appeared in 1973 and Ridley and Avery's overview of the
effects of social network structures was published a year later).
Thirdly, past research had been methodologically suspect on a number
of counts. Many of the questions were misleading (c.f. Ducks and
Sants, 1983; McCarthy, 1981; Wright, 1965) or open to various
experimenter biases (c.f. McCarthy, 1981). Statistical testing was

also often inappropriate (e.g. see Tharp (1963) on the work of Winch).
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Whilst it is undoubtedly the case that such flaws continued into the
1970s and beyond (see, for example, Murstein, 1980) it appears that a
greater methodological rigour accompanied the development and
utilization of more sophisticated and sensitive statistical techniques

(e.g. factor and cluster analysis).

Dating research

Throughout the decade, researchers were still very much concerned with
the individual physical and psychological variables which attracted
two individuals together. Now that concerns with 'needs' had been
largely forgotten, assortativeness ("any systematic departure from
random mating": Vandenberg, 1972: 128) was claimed to be strongly
evident, "with no variable having been shown to be completely
independent of it" (Murstein, 1980: 778). Unfortunately, the evidence
was not so clear. For example, the assortative effects of physical
attractiveness (which had rarely explained more than around 25% of the
variance: see Murstein 1972; Shepherd and Ellis, 1972) ran into
trouble when it was discovered that, in a free-choice situation,
individuals chose simply the most attractive person (regardless of
their own looks: Walster et al, 1966). Assortativeness on personality
was consistently found to be low (Duck 1973; Nias' average correlation
of .12 is fairly typical (1978)). To make matters worse,
assortativeness seemed to lose any effect it might have had when
courtship progress was examined (Levinger, 1972, found attitude
similarity unrelated to courtship progress, as did Stroebe et al

(1971) in their analysis of the omnipresent physical attractiveness

variable).?
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The concern with courtship progress was certainly one of the newer
concerns: at the end of the decade Braiker and Kelley (1979)
identified four dimensions couples use to describe their relationship
progress (love, conflict, ambivalence and maintenance) and Huston et
al (1981) identified four types of progress: accelerated arrested /
accelerated / interrupted and prolonged. Whilst Huston et al used
retrospective accounts the interesting feature of these
classifications was a recognition that progression from the dating
stage onwards was not necessarily a simple progression that
generalised across all relationship types: and indeed the path of true
love was rarely smooth (Stambul and Kelley 1978 found that conflict
originally increased from casual to serious dating and then levelled
off, and others (e.g. Blood and Blood, 1978) argued that conflict is
indeed necessary for a successful relationship).

[f a simple assortativeness theory could not explain why couples chose
one another, there was even less promise in identifying the features
which might focus attention on a particular individual's style of
behaviour. In examining whether or not the 'hard to get' type of
partner was more attractive than the less selective, Walster et al
(1973>, examining the phenomenon from a male perspective, concluded
that it was the "selectively hard to get" that was the most preferred
(i.e. women who are difficult for others to attract but relatively
easy for the male studied: see also Wright and Contrada, 1986)>. Such a
preference may, however, depend on the degree of frustation of the
males concerned (Forsyth and Clark, 1975). The Walster study was
interesting because it pointed to a style of communication (rather

than a set of individual attributes) which might be important in
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relationship development. Along similar lines dating success (or at
least lack of such success) was found to be related to social skills
(Curran, 1977; social skills are discussed in more detail in the next
Chapter). Courtship techniques were discussed in a number of books and
articles produced during this decade. Davis (1973) lists a number of
conversational pieces to perform in starting a relationship; these
involve 1) finding an appropriate opener topic 2) searching for a
suitable Integrating topic and finally 3) projecting a come-on self

making the individual appear to be someone who is worth knowing.

Exchange theories

Exchange theory reaches back into the 1950s (Homans, 1961; Thibaut and
Kelley, 1959), but really came of age within the interpersonal
relationship field in the 1970s, influencing theories of initial
attraction, relationship development and longer-term marriage (Huston
and Levinger, 1978). Exchange theories are types of reinforcement
theories, with a principal theme of hedonistic concern (e.g. Homan's
(1967) exchange theory claims that "actions are a function of their
payoffs": 31>, but they go further than simple reinforcement notions
by accounting for a greater number of relationship variables (e.g.
alternatives available) . Essentially, exchange theory offers the
proposition that a relationship will develop and continue if the
rewards offered by the partners are of similar magnitude. Probably one
of the best definitions of exchange theory as applied to relationships

was given by Goffman in an early piece:
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"A proposal of marriage in our society tends

to be a way in which a man sums up his social

attributes and suggests to a woman that hers

are not so much better as to preclude a merger

or a partnership in these matters”" (1952: 456).
Within exchange theory, 'rewards' came to mean a whole range of
attributes, both material (e.g. power and prestige; Berscheid et al,
1973; Kelvin, 1977); physical (e.g. Elder, 1969) and more directly
psychological (e.g. love: Foa and Foa, 1974). Exchange theory spamned
the 'matching' hypothesis: individuals aim to achieve desirable goals,
but this aim is moderated by their perceived likelihood of achievement
(Berscheid et al, 1971). Conceptually, this was an advance on a simple
and straightforward assortativeness theory: individuals can compensate
for a deficit in one area by excelling in another (Murstein 1976a;
Walster et al, 1979).
A problem with a simple exchange theory was that it seems to suggest
that people just look after themselves, without any thought of the
consequences for their partner (and society) of such a philosophy.
Thus equity theory was developed to account for such a problem by
stressing the importance of the exchange of equitable resources. Now
the emphasis was more on perceived gains and costs: in this theory the
perceived balance of rewards/costs in the relationship is known as the
equity of that relationship (Adams, 1965; Walster et al, 1978). Those
who discover they are in inequitable relationships either a) restore
actual equilibrium (Berscheid and Walster, 1967) b) restore
psychological equilibrium (Brock and Buss, 1962) or c) get out of the
relationship (Walster and Walster, 1978; Walster et al, 1978: the

choice of strategy depends on '"cost-benefit" analysis and an estimate

of available compensations and justification (Berscheid and Walster,
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1978)>. Notably, and contrary to simple reinforcement notions, equity
theory claims that overbenefiting is likely to lead to relationship
dissatisfaction (Schafer and Keith, 1980).

Another new exchange theory, interdependence theory (Kelley and
Thibaut, 1978), included the traditional exchange concern that rewards
must exceed costs for a relationship to form or continue. However,
critical to interdependence theory was the comparison level for
alternatives (see chapter 2 for more details) - if individuals fail to
get more from their relationship than their available alternatives,
they will leave that relationship. This could explain why people
remain in a relationship even when they are seemingly gaining little:
they are unwilling to confront the alternative of no relationship
whatsoever,

The PR field's new-found obsession with exchange theories (Berger,
1988) - and their conceptually pleasing relation to prevalent economic
models of psychology (Secord, 1982) - seemed often to blind
researchers to a number of the old criticisms which had been applied
to the theory's predecessors. The similarities with earlier cognitive
consistency theories are obvious, and the two theories share some of
the same problems. For example, a relationship in trouble can have
many different forms of resolution: guessing which option someone will
take is often very difficult. Similarly, making precise estimates of
equity is often difficult and tautologous: Walster et al (1978), in
summarising equity research, claim that the paradigmatic methodology
involves asking partners how their marriage "stacks up" on various
characteristics, and involves comparing this rating with marital

satisfaction., It seems likely, however, that marital satisfaction will
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interact with estimates of how a relationship "stacks up" (see
Alessio, 1978 and Byrne and Blaylock, 1963 for an argument stressing
the 'balancing up'/misperception that occurs in relationships).
Finally, as with cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957), the
empirical validation for exchange theories is weak, notably in the
area of predicting long-term satisfaction and stability (see Argyle
and Henderson, 1985: Hook and Cook, 1979; Lamb and Collett, 1984:
Lujanski and Mikula, 1983; Murstein, 1977)>, and many of the central
concepts are inconsistently applied and value-laden (Brown, 1965).
Some relationships seem to be special, and do not fit into the
'exchange/equity' formula, (Mills and Clark, 1982), and indeed,
Murstein and MacDonald (1983) claim that 'exchange orientation' is

negatively correlated with marital adjustment.

Developmental theories of marital choice and relationship interaction
Two types of developmental model emerged during the 1970s, and
together they produced approximately 10 models of romantic
relationship development (Altman and Taylor, 1973; Duck, 1977; Leik
and Leik, 1976; Huesmann and Levinger 1978; Levinger and Snoek, 1872;
Lewis, 1973; Murstein, 1971; Ryder et al, 1971; Scanzoni, 1978;
Stambul and Kelley, 1978 - note these first two were more about
friendship but have also been applied to romantic relationships).
These theories were heavily influenced by exchange / reinforcement
tenets (c.f. 'Incremental Exchange Theory: Huesmann and Levinger,
1978), but went further than previous exchange theories in stressing
the way in which relationships changed over time.

The first type of developmental model, the filter model, was about the
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choice of partner. These models stressed the hurdles a potential
partner had to cross in forming a relationship. An early filter theory
(Kerckhoff and Davis, 1962) had found that early courtship development
was related to value similarity, but later relationship progress was
related to need complementarity. Although Kerckhoff and Davis'
findings failed to replicate (Levinger et al, 1970), the significance
of similar filters is clearly evident in later theorising. Thus
Murstein (1971; 1976a; 1980; 1985) stresses that, out of the selection
of possible availables, individuals make their first choice on
'stimulus’ variables (e.g. physical attractiveness) they then, over
time, examine their partner's values (both Murstein, and Lewis, 1973,
stress that individuals seek similarity here) and finally long-term
relationships are determined by role attributes t(how the couple
function together).

The second type of model, the stage model, was about what happened in

a relationship once that relationship had been initiated. These models
were essentially similar to Reiss' earlier wheel of development
(1960>: initial and superficial contacts developed into greater self-
revelation and dependency over time, and disclosure moved from the
superficial to the 'core' personality (Altman and Taylor, 1973). At
the end of the decade, Levinger (1980) offered a model which also
included breakdown (the ABCDE model: acquaintance, buildup,
continuation, deterioration and ending).

Clearly the process of relationship development was seen to closely
echo the filtering process of partner choice, and the same criticisms
apply to both sets of theorising. There was overall disagreement about

the nature of the stages (Perlman and Fehr, 1986) and the sequencing
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of stages (ibid). The only agreement seemed to be that there was some
sort of exchange process at work during the early interaction, but, as
argued above, such a suggestion is too vague, and is of little value
in predicting relationship progress (Murstein, 13986). Longitudinal
research supporting the theories is generally lacking (Berg and
McQuinn, 1986; Duck, 1987), and much of the research that has been
carried out is methodologically suspect (Rubin and Levinger, 1874).
Indeed, the relative profusion of new models during the 1870s
underlines a problem characterizing much research during the decade.
This was the tendency to see each new model developed as a new,
unrelated contribution which was in some way unique. This -
essentially hedonistic — tendency on behalf of the theory's creators
meant that attempts at systematic theoretical unification were rare,
and empirical evidence was treated as providing support for just one
particular theory, rather than a way of thinking that was really
underlying most of this research.

One final theory of mate selection is of interest because it went
against this trend of longitudinal model development and reintroduced
the concept of ‘needs'. Center's Instrumental Theory (1975) is of
considerable relevance to the central concepts of this thesis, and
will therefore be considered in more detail below. It is sufficent
here to note that Centers 1) stresses certain needs as the most
important 2) claims that many of these have particular sex—type
relevance and 3) proposes an essentially hedonistic theory, where the
reinforcement model of 'attraction on principles of maximum
gratification' is made explicit. A more detailed critique of this

theory is offered in Chapter 2.
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Relationship dissolution

Although Davis (1973) had given a descriptive account of different
forms of relationship breakup, it was not until the end of the decade
that the process of relationship breakdown was examined in any detail.
Thus Hill et al (1976) examined 103 breakups, finding that differences
in interest and a desire to be independent were the main reasons for
break-up. Conflict research adopted communications theory (e.g.
Gottman et al, 1976, 1978; Raush et al, 1974) to examine the
differences in communication between 'distressed' and 'nondistressed'
couples, although the methodology underlying much of this work has
recently been criticised (Noller, 1987). A useful development was the
early applications of attribution theory to understanding a partner's
distress (e.g. Harvey et al, 1978; Stambul and Kelley, 1978). Overall,
however, the consequences of break-up were largely ignored, although
some writers provided largely descriptive accounts of the possible
results of relationship dissolution (Parkes, 1973; Tennov, 1973;
Weiss, 1975).

The fact that so many of these studies were primarily descriptive
makes for an interesting reflection on the decade as a whole. The
1970s can be seen as an era of suggestion rather than rigorous
testing, a time when new ideas (or old ideas dressed up as new ideas)
vied with each other more for the sense of intuitive rightness and a
feeling of explanatory power, rather than strict empirical validity.
Consequent with this was the introduction of 'new' variables into the
relationship equation - although these equations were still based very

much around principles of exchange.
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New Relationship variables
Whilst research into marital satisfaction has its origins at least as
far back as the 1930s (e.g. Burgess and Cottrell, 1939) three newer
emphases included the role of investment and relationship barriers in
predicting relationship satisfaction (the two are usually treated as
dependent variables) and the variable of relationship commitment
(treated either as a dependent variable - Hinde, 1979 - or as an
independent variable - Rusbult, 1983).
Rusbult (1980; 1983) offered a theory essentially similar to
Interdependence theory (Kelley and Thibaut, 1978: see above) but she
added the variable of investment (how much someone has put into a
relationship, usually the same as what will be lost if the
relationship dissolves). She views satisfaction as equal to the
equation

rewards minus costs minus comparison level,
and thus the theory is similar also to equity theory, but does not
include the partner's perceptions of the ratio of rewards to costs
(Murstein, 1986), There is some evidence to favour her model above a
simple equity theory (Michaels et al (1984).
'Commitment' was differentiated from simple attraction as early as
Thibaut and Kelley's seminal work "The social psychology of groups"
(1959)>. More recent work has emphasised the antecedents of commitment:
commitment is advanced by public vows and rituals, the support of
friends, legal bonds and irretrievable 'investments' (including time,
money and children) and 'psychological adjustments' (e.g. linking
partner membership to the self-concept) (Kelley et al, 1983).

Commitment is also strengthened by private pledges to the partner,
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feelings of shared identity and a positive costs/rewards ratio (Hinde,
1979). As a dependent variable, commitment has also been calculated

using the formula

commitment = satisfaction - alternative quality + investment size
(Rusbult, 1983)

or by using modified formulae to account for the variability of
commitment (Kelley, 1983). Levinger (1965) went partly outside the
couple to look at factors that may make break-up unlikely: these might
include religion and peer pressures.

These ‘new' variables were not necessarily great conceptual
breakthroughs. Both investment and commitment are open to similar
charges of circularity in a manner similar to the calculation of how a
relationship 'stacks up'. Levinger's "barriers to relationship break-
up" can be faulted for not being subjective enough, and his model is
somewhat unsubtle in describing the operation of these barriers.
Perhaps most significantly of all however, the exact mechanisms by

which macro-social forces make an impact were only poorly described by

these theorists.

Love

The 1970s saw the beginning of a new interest in taxonomy, and love
was taxonimised into passionate love ("a state of intense absorption
in another" Walster and Walster, 1978: 9) and companionate love (“a
lower-key emotion. It's friendly affection and deep attachment to

someone" ibid: 2). The two combined formed ‘romantic love' (Murstein,
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1986). Love was also trichotomized into 3 forms (desirability, love
permanence and commitment and sexuality: Forgas and Dubosz, 1980) and
6 “colours" (Lee, 1973, 1974: the primary "cclours" are eros, ludus
and storge: secondary colours are mania, agape and pragma). However,
it was found to be more difficult to differentiate between love and
'infatuation' (Kephart, 1967; Murstein, 1986). Walster and Walster
(1978) concluded that

“it may be possible to tell infatuation from romanti'c

love only in retrospect. If a relationship flowers, we

continue to believe we are experiencing true love: if

a relationship dies, we conclude that we are merely

infatuated" (Walster and Walster, 1878: 53).
Along with taxonomising love, researchers seemed eager to measure it
(Driscoll et al, 1972; Pam et al, 1975 cited in Murstein, 1980) and
especially eager to differentiate it from 'liking' (Rubin, 1970).
However, taxonomising and measuring love were one thing, successfully
explaining love quite another. Love fits uneasily into any simple
reinforcement theory (Murstein, 1986) and also fits uneasily into any
simple exchange format. Instead, both partners seem to gain through a
mutual sense of dependency (evidence summarised in Argyle and
Henderson, 1985) and the theme is one of joint profit (Hewstone et al,
1982). Indeed, it seemed that the correlates of love (e.g. sex
differences; Black and Angelis, 1974; Dion and Dion, 1973, 1975; Kanin
et al, 1970: network structures, Driscoll et al, 1872) were far more
readily explored and explained than the processes and motivations
behind love: the most often-cited theory of passionate love, based on
Schachter's mind-body theory of emotional labelling (Berscheid and

Walster, 1978) was drawn from very inconclusive evidence (c.f. Dutton

and Aron's famous 'wobbly bridge' experiment (1974), a study using




37

very small numbers of participants and open to a number of alternative
explanations (Kenrick and Cialdini, 1977)). Love as a more
companionate phenomenon (Hill et al, 1976) was more readily explored,
but the lack of emotion associated with this love-form made the
theorising sound more like explanations of just "good friendship".
Indeed, it is difficult not to conclude that there is still a great
deal which is uncertain- even mystical- about love. Winarick's
conclusion:

"It is as if the whole process of choosing a lover
involves bumping into the right person and
accidentally discovering the right chemistry"

(1985: 180>
seems intuitively correct, and there is still insufficient evidence to
dispute this contention. Perhaps something of my dissatisfaction with
the state of the art results from the contrast between the power and
exoticism conjured up by the poets (and even the clinicians) when
describing the 'passionate' aspects of love - and the rationalist and
controlled 'companionate' features of theories of interpersonal
relationships, which seem remarkably 'dry' and insufficient in
comparison. The synthesis of passionate feeling with scientific
explanation still seems uncertain and unconvincing.
Jealousy is almost as hard to define as love itself, although Walster
and Walster, 1978, claim that "most theorists agree that jealousy has
two basic components: (1) a feeling of battered pride, and (2) a
feeling that one's property rights have been violated" (87). Sex
differences have been found in acknowledging feelings of jealousy,

attributing blame for jealousy (Clanton and Smith, 1977) and coping

with jealousy (Bryson, 1977). Again, however, much of the research has
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been more about describing the reactions to antecedents of jealousy,

rather than analysing 'underlying' causes.

Relationships and social behaviour

A number of studies conducted in the 1970's pointed to how social
participants like those who act in a 'socially appropriate’ manner,
with the definition of 'appropriateness' interacting markedly with sex
of interactant (see Huston and Levinger, 1978 and Mehrabian, 1972 for
reviews),

Both non-verbal behaviour (e.g. Byrne et al, 1970; Mehrabian, 1972;
Rubin 1870) and verbal behaviour (especially self-disclosure e.g.
Ajzen 1977; Chaikin and Derlega, 1974; Davis, 1976) were studied
intensively during this decade. This research was interesting for a
number of reasons. First of all, it allowed for observational measures
of relationship progress which went beyond traditional self-report
analyses (observed behaviour could be seen as either a determinant of
attraction- Rubin, 1970- or as a measure of attraction - Byrne et al,
1870). The techniques of observation became rapidly more sophisticated
as time progressed, and relationship researchers were able to make use
of an increasingly wide range of conversation analysis techniques
derived from the work of ethnomethodologists of the decades before
(e.g. Sacks, 1967-1972) and were able to measure increasingly subtle
aspects of interaction (e.g. the videorecorder was instrumental in
providing sensitive data for the exploration of marital
communications: Noller, 1987). Secondly, the observation of behaviour
meant that relationships could be studied in settings which were far

more naturalistic than the unreal 'questionnaire' administration
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situation (as, for example, in the traditional paradigm used in
Byrne's work). Thirdly, the development of nonverbal and verbal coding
schemes meant that relationships could be treated and observed as
dyadic entities, with the interactions between partners being coded
far more readily than through the use of questionnaires or self-
reports.

Unfortunately, the natural advantages of these developments were not
always fully realised. Often the use of very unnatural settings (for
supposed 'naturalistic' observations) meant that the results obtained
were very much open to suspicion (see Beattie, 1982). The use of the
subtler aspects of conversational analysis was very time-consuming and
researchers took short cuts which led to two related problems: 1) the
degree of context-dependency was often ignored, which led to problems
in trying to understand the 'meaning' behind exchanges 2) concerns
over ritualisation (an important aspect of Conversational Analysis
research, for example) were largely forgotten. Finally, a general
philosophical question which has bugged psychology since its inception
persisted (and indeed, still persists). Observation requires the
imparting of meaning to an event. This meaning will be theory-
dependent (Popper, 1963). Given the above problems with many of the
theories prevalent during the decade, it is perhaps unsurprising that
the inception of video techniques, and other technological
breakthroughs, did not lead to the theoretical breakthroughs which

were perhaps first envisaged.
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1.1.3. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN PR: 1980 UNTIL THE PRESENT DAY

[n recent years, there has been something of a boom in the study of PR
(see, for example, the new journal 'Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, started in 1984 and the series of 'Personal
Relationship' books edited by Steve Duck and his colleagues). Any
review of recent developments is therefore by necessity selective.
Thus only four themes in research are mentioned here: the first
reflects the increase in interest in describing what goes on in
relationships (Kelley, 1981; Kelley et al, 1983 talk of the field
entering a descriptive stage), and here some of the work on
relationship rules is briefly mentioned. Secondly, the expansion of
the field beyond the study of interpersonal attraction has meant a
wider look at non-stereotypic relationships, as well as a rather more
pessimistic view of close relationships is described. Finally. PR
methodology, in its attempt to see PR as processes, has begun to
stress chains of communication within relationships, and this is

discussed in the final section below.

Relationship rules

Jile relatively recent approach has been the work at Oxford University
examining the 'rules' underlying relationships (e.g. Arygle and
Henderson, 1984; Argyle et al, 1986). By rules, Argyle claims he means
"behaviour that most people i.e. most members of a group,
neighbourhood, or sub-culture, think or believe should be performed,
or should not be performed"” (Argyle and Henderson, 1985: 37). These
rules can apply to both particular situations and particular

relationships, and are developed so that goals can be achieved- they
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are cross-cultural, generational and sexual and have a strong overlap
with social skills.

The Oxford teams' investigation into rules raises a number of
Interesting questions for cross-cultural research (see Chapter 10 and
Chapter 11 for a critique). In particular, the rules for intimate
relationships have been shown to differ quite markedly between Eastern
and Western-European cultures (Argyle, 1986). If, as Argyle and
Henderson (1985) have argued, rules are critical to understanding
relationships, then any cross-cultural generalization has to be viewed

with extreme caution.

Non-stereotypic relationships

More recent researchers deserve credit for analysing non-stereotypic
relationships, ones falling outside the 'boy meets girl, asks her for
a date, they get engaged and marry' scenario. In analysing
relationship beginnings, research by Kelley and Rolker-Dolinsky (1987)
examined female-dominated relationships, where women actually initiate
the relationship. In the longer-term relationship, an increase in
cohabitation has led to an increase in research into this phenomenon.
A number of researchers have compared cohabitating with the
noncohabitating (research summarised in Argyle and Henderson, 1985;
Murstein, 1986; Newcomb, 1986) although a problem has always been in
deciding whether it is the cohabitating style of life which has led to
the observed differences or the types of people who cohabit in the
first place. Perhaps most interesting is the finding that 'trial
marriage' cohabitors offers neither the guarantee of the commitment,

'permanence' nor 'the right marriage when we finally marry' that such
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trials might initially seem to promise (see Newcomb, 1986).

Research on homosexuality has been spurred on by the creation of a new
“Journal of Homosexuality". It is probably fair to say that much of
this work still concerns replications of traditional heterosexual
findings (e.g. on the role of physical attractiveness: Sergios and
Cody, 1985, who replicated the findings of Walster et al, 1966).
Extra-marital affairs have also come under some examination (e.g.
Reiss et al, 1980). This diversification of subjects is an important
step towards examining the full fabric of personal relationships,
although it is necessary to move beyond the replication of past and
established research (research based on more traditional and
stereotypic models of 'the relationship') and towards an
identification of the unique features of these relationship types and

activities.

An Increasingly pessimistic look

Recent research has extended the emerging trend of the 1970s to
examine the more negative aspects of PR. Whilst psychological research
in the psychology of groups can be criticised as overly negative in
tone (c.f. Reicher, 1984, on the psychology of crowds), it is probably
fair to conclude that the opposite has been the case in PR psychology.
Recent work on the potentially overwhelmingly negative effects of
relationship dissolution (Berscheid, 1983; Wegner et al, 1985; Weiss,
1976), and the (until recently) rapid increase in divorce rates
(evidence in Argyle and Henderson, 1985), has begun to redress this
imbalance. It is noteworthy how easily existing theoretical concepts

such as reinforcement theories and exchange considerations can be
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utilized in order to 'explain away' distressed and conflicting
relationships, although it is probably fair to conclude that equity
theory and interdependence theories, with their emphasis on
investment, interindividual perception (equity theory) and
relationship alternatives (interdependence theory) are the most
convincing explanations for many of the research findings on
relationship distress (Perlman and Fehr, 1986).

One interesting development has been the examination of modes of
response to relationship problems (Rusbult et al 1982; 1986a; 1986c¢;
1987). The exit-voice-loyalty-neglect-model is discussed more fully in
Chapter 9: it is sufficent to note here that such a taxonomy is
beneficial in stressing the range of responses available to a
relationship participant faced with a particular source of conflict.
This allows for a more detailed investigation into the critical
dynamics of relationship maintenance, and avoids the dangers of a
simplistic dissatisfaction = dissolution equation.

Alongside the self-report techniques used by such as Rusbult and her
co-workers, observational research has extended the communications
perspective to analysing relationship problems, and new techniques
(such as the continuous feedback method employed by Gottman and
Levenson, 1985) have avoided many of the problems of earlier research.
Thus the work of Noller (1985, 1986, 1987) has extended that of
Gottman (e.g. Gottman et al, 1976, Gottman, 1979), and, in examining
the cyclical nature of negative communication reciprocation (Sillars,
1985), adds a new emphasis on individual's perceptions of their own
communications (Noller and Venardos, 1986).

Another burgeoning concern involves the study of chronic loneliness.
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The last decade has been characterized by the development and
operationalization of a number of loneliness scales (e.g. Russell et
al, 1978). Whilst loneliness has been related to a number of other key
variables in the study of personal relationships (e.g. social skills,
sex-role orientation: Wittenberg and Reis, 1986) it is probably fair
to comment that loneliness is still inadequately integrated into
broader relationship theories.

In recent years, too, a number of writers have commented on the
nonbeneficial effects of a close and intimate relationship. New
journals such as the 'Journal of Interpersonal violence' have begun
systematic investigations of these phenomena. Even the recent flood of
research on child abuse (Porter, 1984; Moore, 1985) can be seen as
symptomatic of this trend to take PR away from the painless jollities
of the laboratory computer date and into the reality of a harsher and

less enticing world.

Relationships as chalns of communications

One of the most influential books in PR psychology in recent years has
been Kelley et al's "Close Relationships" (1983). In its investigation
of the three primary explanatory forces behind relationship behaviour
(the personal, e.g. traits; the relational - the result of combined
interpersonal interactions - and the environmental) this book stresses
the interactional meshing of interchange sequences as a goal-directed
activity, and sees the task of the researcher as the unpacking of
often dense chains of activity that characterise the relationship.
Alongside this has been an increasing recognition of relationships as

negotiated entities (e.g. Knudson, 1985).
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This interactionist perspective, whilst in essence a commendable
advance on monolithic theorising, remains problematic in reducing the
analysis of the motivational units underlying relationship formation
and maintenance to the level of a simple reinforcement cost/benefits
analysis. This motivational approach is central for an understanding

of many aspects of close relationships (see chapter 2).

1.2: Critical Comment

Despite the increase in volume (and usually quality) of the recent
research, the above review indicates that a number of the issues
remain clouded. The next chapter goes on to consider some of these
issues by asking some pertinent questions which have only been
inadequately tackled in the past research, but in concluding this
present review it is necessary to consider some of the reasons why
many of the problems described above may persist, so that we can be
aware of these problems in building new frameworks for relationship
examination.

One reason for the persisting problems could simply be a lack of
theory: a number of writers (e.g. Freemon, 1976; Huston and Levinger,
1978; Murstein, 1980) have drawn attention to this lack of theory, and
despite many 'tokenistic' attempts to integrate a minimum recognition
of societal influences (e.g. the work of Robert Milardo) the theories
and attendant variables that exist are too often isolated units of
study, and not components of integrated models. One reason for this
seems simply to be that the theoretical and philosophical assumptions
underlying research are not fully expounded in research publications.

A second reason for some of the problems that persist is a
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methodological reason. In their 1978 review, Huston and Levinger noted
how early interpersonal attraction studies were almost exclusively
field studies, whereas the tendency had been for a move into the
laboratory in the preceding decade. When there has been a major change
in data collection, there has also been confusion as to why different
results are sometimes attained (see Banikotes et al, 1972, cited in
Wagner, 1975), as every method represents a theoretical statement of
its own (Duck, 1877a). The clue to deciphering all this is to look
beyond the introspective perspective of the researcher and to take a
constructivist view of the meaning of the research to the participant
(Gergen, 1985): it then seems quite probable that the man or woman
with a videocamera is going to get very different responses from their
experimental participant than the man or woman who relatively
anonymously sends out his/her questionnaire; Thus it seems likely that
the most profitable approach is to combine both field and laboratory
research and to utilize a number of methods (Webb et al, 1966, in
Berscheid and Walster, 1978) in investigating any particular
phenomena.

A third and final reason for some of the confusion is also related to
the psychology of the PR researcher. Over the years, PR psychology has
probably exhibited some degree of paradigmatic shift in the sense
first developed by Kuhn (1962: e.g. the current trend towards
'process-related' research: c.f. Duck, 1988a). These shifts have not
been as obvious or as inevitable as in Kuhn's formulation, but they
have certainly obtained the protection of whole hosts of auxiliary
defences (Lakatos, 1974: here a classic case is exchange theory, with

its recent myriad of complicating variables and refinements). As a
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consequence of this, there has been a certain eagerness to reject past
observations- which may have had considerable heuristic value - simply
because the attendant theories were substandard. As a result, a great
deal of valuable data and insight, much of it derived from
psychoanalytically-inspired theories, has been wastefully discarded.
This thesis, in redressing a similarly discarded set of constructions
(that of personal needs) seeks to build an integrative theory of PR

that can prospectively predict relationship formation and quality.-

Footnotes for chapter 1

' See Bowlby (1973) for the adoption of some of Freud's early ideas in
the form of 'attachment' theory

# This distinction between types of love has been recently criticized
by Murstein (1986) as being too idealized, failing to recognize that
both types are likely to be in operation at different times.

® Although the evidence on this point is equivocal (see Thiessen and
Gregg, 1980).
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Salient issues in the construction of a theory of relationship

development and maintenance
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"Love, as it exists in society, is nothing but the exchange of two
fantasies and the contact of two skins" [Chamfort, N: Maximes et

Pensees]

In the concluding part of chapter 1, a number of problems were
identified within the personal relationships field, problems which
needed to be addressed if a new and satisfactory theory of
relationship development and quality was to be formulated. In the
conducting of this appraisal, tour questions became apparent which
were only poorly addressed in the existing literature: these were (1)
"What determines the choice of relationship partner?"; (2) "How does
dyadic interaction affect relationship satisfaction?" (3) "How might
others in wider society influence relationships?" and (4) "What other
psychological/societal barriers might act to restrict relationship
development?". These questions are 'prototypic', in that a
consideration of some of the issues they raise should help account for
a variety of more 'superficial' relationship effects (Hendrick, 1988).
Some cursory answers to these questions are placed within the
framework of the three levels of relationship processes identified by
Huston and Levinger (1978) and Raush (1977): namely the levels of the
individual, the dyadic and the societal’. In this way, I hoped to
produce a valid and balanced prospectus for the examination of

relationship development and quality.

2.1 Question 1: What determines the choice of relationship partner?

Psychology in general and the psychology of PR in particular, has been

both enlightened and confused by the concept of 'motivation' (McAdams,
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1984; Tajfel, 1972), and consequently, in recent years, the
motivational approach to close relationships has been neglected at the
expense of a greater behavioural emphasis (Shaver and Hazan, 1985). In
terms of this thesis, the central question of motivation is: why do
individuals form a relationship with any one particular other? One of
the most comprehensive yet contentious set of answers to this question
comes from a wide range of research that takes as it central tenet the
concept of 'need fulfilment'. Margulis et al (1984: 138) summarise
this viewpoint with the statement

"relationships can be described as a series of

exchanges that satisfy or frustrate the needs of
participants”

2.1.1, The concept of need
Defining 'needs' has been problematic almost since the inception of
psychology as an academic discipline (Caplan, 1964). Murray's renowned
definition of need (Murray, 1938) is probably the most widely used
(Seyfried, 1977): Murray defines a need as
"an organic potentiality or readiness to respond in a
certain way under given conditions"” (61)... "a
construct ... which stands for a force ... in the
brain region, a force which organizes perception,
apperception, intellection, conation and action in
such a way as to transform in a certain direction an
existing, unsatisfying situation" (Murray, 1938: 124:
my emphasis).
Murphy (1947:992) places a similar emphasis on the idea of deficiency:
a need is "(t)he Jack of something which if present would tend to give
satisfaction" (my emphasis), and Maslow defines needs in terms of the

deficiencies to which they are related: needs are "empty holes...which

must be filled up for health's sake" (1968: 22f). Woodworth and
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Schlosberg (1954) however, give a significantly different
interpretation: a need is "an organic state of deficiency or excess"
(657: my italics).

All the above authors also give a proviso stressing the specificity of
the situation, and claim that needs should be clearly viewed as
person-specific (Shaver and Hazan, 1985 and McAdams, 1988, in recent
reviews thus prefer the term 'personal needs'). However, all these
definitions are problematic in that they beg an important question:
'can an individual have a need for something (e.g. sex) resulting from
no obvious deficit?' Thus Schutz's definition of need is broader and
therefore probably more satisfactory, even if his concept may appear
even more difficult to measure: according to Schutz a need is "a
situation or condition of an individual the nonrealization of which
leads to undesirable consequences" (1958: 15). Winch provides us with
a similar definition, viewing a need as simply a "goal-oriented drive"
(Winch et al, 1954: 242).

Whilst it is clear that there are differences in the definition of
'need', the situation is made more complex by the fact that most
writers commenting on relationship-relevant needs simply neglect to
specify what they mean by 'need' at all (c.f. Coetsier and DeCorte,
1988; Margulis et al, 1984; McAdams, 1988). This has been particularly
evident in empirical investigations, where most researchers have been
content to adopt other's scales (usually measuring personality)
without considering the validity of this usage. Thus the Jackson
Personality Research Form (Jackson, 1967) is used by Meyer and Pepper
(1977) for 'relationship needs' research; the Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule (Edwards, 1959) is employed by others Becker,
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1964; Bermann and Miller, 1967; Blazer, 1963; Bowerman and Day, 1956;
Heiss and Gordon, 1964; Katz et al, 1960, 1963; Levinger, 1964;
Murstein, 1961, 1967; Reilly et al, 1960) for a similar purpose ...yet
none of these authors provide a clear rationale as to why this scale

was used.

A brief history and criticism of relevant needs research

Many psychoanalytically-orientated writers saw need fulfilment as the
central motif in trying to deal with the contentious issue of 'love'.
Both Reik (1941) and Ohmann (cited in Centers, 1975) viewed love as
relatively straight-forward need fulfilment based on the idealisation
of the other, and Winch et al (1955) provided perhaps the clearest
exposition of this position with their claim that

"love is defined as the experience of deriving
gratification for important psychic needs from a
peer-age person of the opposite sex, or the
expectation of deriving such gratification”

(1955: 508> =
Many recent psychoanalytic writings echo this theme:

"...one falls in love with another not by chance, but
because that person and the experience of falling in
love...meet strong unconscious needs and solve certain
immediate unconscious conflicts...The unconscious
fantasy is that the union of love will provide them
with everything they feel they are lacking" (Winarick,
1985: 382)

Continuing this line of argument, Karp (1970), Mathes and Moore
(1985), Murstein, 1967 and 1970 and Shaver and Hazan (1985) all found
that individuals were most attracted to those embodying their own
particular ideal characteristics.

Psycho-analytically orientated family therapists have also offered

similar accounts of attraction based on the premise of need-
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fulfilment. Lynch and Blinder consider need-change as a possible
contributor to relationship problems:

“"People enter romantic relationships primarily out of a
variety of needs...and out of more narrow and
idiosyncratic ones...These mutual reciprocal need
systems are set up ocutside of conscious awareness, but
when the needs of one partner change, the relationship
must shift in such a way as to accomodate them or the
relationship will die" (Lynch and Blinder, 1983: 91).

The problems with this psychoanalytic form of explanation are two-
fold. First of all, 'love' itself is rarely defined beyond the
‘experience in which needs are fulfilled' (obviously a rather
tautologous definition). Secondly, the writers concerned fail to
specify whether love depends on the actual realisation of need
fulfilment or just the idealisation of such fulfilment. This of course
greatly complicates any empirical trial of these ideas.

Experimental research. Early experimental research on needs suffered
from two types of problems which can be conceptually placed on two
different poles of a continuum. At one end of this continuum, the
concept of ‘need' has been frequently used as a summarizing / super-
ordinate concept, with only a very vague definition as to which
particular need or type of need is under examination. At the other end
of the extreme, needs are often divided into small subdivisional units
which are then treated in a very uneven manner. An example of this
latter trend in research is Murray's (1938) early work dividing needs
into viscerogenic needs (needs with a biological basis) and psycho-
genic needs (more socially driven needs), both forms of which could be
expressed in a latent manner (e.g. in dreaming) or in a more manifest

way. Murray also made similar divisions between diffuse needs (ones

which could be gratified in a number of situations) and focal needs
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(gratification was only within one situation) as well as proactive
needs (internally driven) and reactive needs (externally motivated).
However, attempts to use Murray's classifications have generally
rested on only certain dimensions within these classifications: needs
have usually been viewed as psychogenic, manifest (in the sense that
they could be readily derived from certain personality tests), diffuse
in gratification and reactive in motivational terms. The result has
been that Murray's promising attempts to deal with global motivational
impulses has become confused, whilst at the same time an overemphasis
on externally produced need stimuli has meant that ideas of 'self
growth' (actualization) within a relationship (Maslow 1968, and Rogers
(1961)) have been largely ignored®
These problems are underlined by considering in more detail a few of
the relevant studies in the area. In answer to the question 'why do
individuals choose a particular individual as a relationship partner?’
Winch (1958) proposed the existence of two types of possible need
fulfilment which underlie such a motivation. The first type of
fulfilment involves the same need being gratified in both partners
during a relationship but at different levels of intensity: the second
type involves the fulfilment of different needs. Winch proposed the
existence of 12 general needs (adopted from Murray's 1938 list of
needs), and three general traits, and claimed that
"In mate selection each individual seeks within his or
her field of eligibles for that person who gives the
greatest promise of providing him or her with maximum
need gratification" (Winch, 1952: 406).

Winch's definition and explanation of the motives behind these needs

appears strongly Freudian, but essentially rests on principles of both
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straight-forward direct gratification and vicarious fulfilment
(Centers, 1975).

Perhaps because of the confusion concerning its 'conceptual parents'’
(Freud or Watson?) Winch's theory has been shown to be unsatisfactory
on a number of counts. Probably the most damning indictment of Winch's
theory is its consistent failure to prove itself on empirical grounds,
despite trials of the theory in a number of different experimental
settings and with the use of a variety of methdological techniques
(e.g. Banta and Hetherington, 1963; Bowerman and Day, 1956; Heiss and
Gordon, 1964; Levinger et al, 1970; Murstein, 1961; Meyer and Pepper,
1977; Schellenberg and Bee, 1960). Winch's theory has also been
heavily criticised on conceptual grounds (see Campbell, 1982; Centers,
1975, Huston and Levinger, 1978; Murstein, 1976a; Rosow, 1957;
Seyfried and Hendrick, 1973; Seyfried, 1977 for reviews). Meyer (1975
in Meyer and Pepper, 1977) and Levinger (1964) question the validity
of Winch's choice of needs, and Rosow (1957) asks critical questions
about the different levels at which need complementarity may operate,
the centrality of certain needs, and the attendant problem of the
consciousness of needs. Levinger (1964) goes on to point to two
logical confusions between complementarity and similarity in Winch's
work: there is no explicit theoretical basis provided for which needs
are complementary# and the distinction between 'within marriage' and
'external sources' of satisfaction is ignored. Furthermore, Murstein
(1976a; 1986) has noted that the presence of a particular need does
not mean the same as behaviour in accordance with that need. Other
commentators have pointed to additional factors that if incorporated

into future complementarity research may explain findings that are
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incongruent with Winch's theorising (e.g. the degree of intimacy
between relationship participants, the degree of an individual's
sensitivity to their needs and the role relationship and social
context within which the analysis is conducted: Campbell, 1982;
Rychlak, 1965; Seyfried, 1977; Wagner, 1975: also see below for a
further discussion of these points),

Winch's work has also attracted heavy criticism on methodological and
statistical grounds. Tharp (1963) points to the possibility of a
strong experimenter bias in some of Winch's studies, and Murstein
(1976a) criticises the inappropriate usage of the TAT test and the
dubious nature of the subject sample employed. On statistical grounds,
Bolton (1961) and Tharp (1963) claim Winch misinterprets his own
results in his early work, and Rosow (1957) and Tharp (1963) question
Winch's choice of needs as independent categories (some may overlap
making Winch's statistical techniques inappropriate). Indeed, Tharp's
(1963) criticism/'observation' provides a fitting summary of much of
Winch's work:

"Almost any set of data, if sufficiently badgered, can
be exhausted into submission" (Tharp, 1963: 107).

It was important to consider these criticisms in depth because
combinations or variations of these have been applied to most other
workers investigating needs in PR. Winch's theory is renowned for its
emphasis on complementary need patterns amongst dyads (essentially
'filling in' what the other lacks). Moving beyond the interactions of
dyads, Schutz's compatability theory (1958) is a group-orientated
version of that offered by Winch (1958), and considers three types of

compatability between persons: originator compatability (about who
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starts the interaction), interchange compatability (about how much
interaction will occur) and reciprocal compatability (about the type
of behaviour someone likes to express and how much is desired by the
interactant). Schutz's contribution is often considered to be more
useful than Winch's as it links the interpersonal and intergroup
perspectives on attraction and provides different patterns of
complementarity for different roles. Schutz's theory also seems to
have a greater empirical validity when contrasted with Winch's
formulations (Centers, 1971).

The most recent, and perhaps simplest needs theory relevant to the
present discussion, 1s the theory offered by Richard Centers (13972;
1975>. In a relatively straight-forward reinforcement account, Centers
(1975) claims that individuals engage in association and interaction
with others to gratify certain definable long-term needs: "individuals
are dependent upon each other for specific gratifications of certain
motives, which for that reason are referred to as interpersonal needs"
(page 44). Whilst Centers is more subtle than most in recognizing that
needs arise from a complex interplay of biology and normative
environment, he relies heavily on rather simplistic exchange
principles (all interpersonal behavior is an exchange process where
individuals seek to maximise gratification of their respective needs).
As with Winch's theory, there are problems which are both empirical
and conceptual in nature. Empiricially, Centers fails to provide the
necessary evidence for the testing of his theory (Murstein, 1980). In
terms of the logical nature of the theory, Centers 1is open to three
main criticisms. First, the gratification of certain motives is

presumed to be the same as the fulfilling of 'interpersonal needs'
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although the two are not necessarily synonymous, and are nowhere shown
to be so. Second, certain 'needs' are claimed to be vital for all
individuals (e.g. the need for sex) but there is no obvious rationale
as to why these needs are by necessity significant for any one
particular individual. Finally, little attention is given to how and
why a relationship changes and the effects these changes may have on

the developing or established relationship.

Further problems with needs research

Matters have hardly been helped by a number of minor disagreements
which litter the 'needs' area. Some writers (e.g. Maslow, 1938;
Murray, 1954) have argued that it is better to conceive of needs as a

hierarchical concept, with certain needs taking precedence over

others. Other conceptualizations seem to either be unsure or ignore
such specification (e.g. Cattell and Nesselroade, 1967). Referring
back to Murray's category of 'reactive' needs, some have argued that
needs arise, at least partly, from particular situations (Argyle,

1988, personal communication), whilst others treat the relevant
unfulfilled need as a more patient proclivity, just waiting, as it
were, to pounce on the first available and suitable fulfiller (see
Tennov's 'limerants' (1979), individuals entangled in an idealised
state of love bordering on infatuation). Yet another division arises
over the question of the consciousness of needs. Cattell and
Nesselroade (1967) talk of a whole cluster of needs as being important
in the "completion principle", some of these conscious and others
unconscious (see also Ktsanes and Ktsanes, 1968, and Strauss, 1946 for

a similar perspective). Centers (1975: 197) seems to doubt the very
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existence of conscious needs, arguing that
"people ... don't really know what they want"..
hav{ing) only much of the time vague unlabeled
feelings born of them. These vague feelings,
nevertheless ...serve to direct or guide their
interactions and associations with others in such a
fashion as to maximize their gratifications and
minimize their punifications".
Of course such a specification provides real problems for empirical
verification.®
Furthermore, despite the research mentioned above, little is known
about how need attributes combine to influence behaviours, and
consequently theorists have emphasised the role of intrapsychic
activities in close relationships often with very little justification
for doing so (Huston and Levinger, 1978; Rubin, 1976). As a result,
wider dyadic and social processes have been almost totally ignored by
needs theorists, who have provided only the flimsiest rationales for
their selection of 'important' and 'vital' needs, and the role of
these needs in predicting relationship attributes. Consequently, the
assertions of 'need' propagators have become authoritarian acts, with
little hard evidence in favour of accepting the preferred
delimitations. 'Need' has been equated with so many other possibly

quite separate concepts (e.g. attitude) that the strict empirical

examination such an idea requires has become well-nigh impossible.

2.1.2. Partner preferences

The concept of partner preference
If need theories at present are insufficient to deal with the
motivation underpinning relationship choice, how else can the

selection of a partner be explained?
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One possible solution is to take a step away from the vagaries of
unconscious need processes and to concentrate instead on an
individual's conscious preferences for a partner, here defined as:
"those characteristics sought in a partner by an individual seeking or
already involved in a relationship". These preferences may come from a
number of sources (e.g. values, attitudes) but the sheer weight of the
commentaries on relationship motivation does suggest that need is
probably a significant contributor.® This emphasis on preferences also
falls in line with the symbolic interactionist perspective on the
family: individuals have inclinations, wishes and situational needs,
claims Burr et al (1979: 94)

"and people are probably attracted to others partly on
the basis of how they respond to them. These phenomena
are not, however, conceptualized with the label 'need’
as defined by Murray and used by Winch"

In many cases, formulations which rested on the use of the word 'need'
can now be rewritten using the term 'preference' or even 'desire'. To
take just one example, loneliness becomes the absence of the preferred
partner type (after Shaver and Hazan, 1985), this other is missed
because they provide

"a sense of complementarity in which the other is seen
as having capabilities missing in the self...so that
assocliation with the other in some way completes the
self" (Weiss, 1975: 39).

Adopting the concept of 'preference’ still makes use of a sense of
fulfilment, but also provides a more readily identifiable entity, one
which is operating at the more measurable (conscious) level. Previous
research which assumed a link between needs (leading to) preferences

(leading to) predicted relationship is now simplified, as the

specification of often unknowable needs no longer poses a problem,
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Evidence for the Importance of partner preferences

Surprisingly, there is practically no research using the idea of
preferences which directly attempts to explore why certain partner
choices are made, or the influence of such preferences on the
established relationship. Probably the most pertinent link for the
present purposes is made in Graziano and Musser's (1982) article,
where they put forward a number of (as yet untested) propositions
concerning needs, among them the suggestion that, in attraction,

"(a) when needs are activated, the perception of the
size of the open field will be reduced; (b) perceptual
and cognitive processes will be focussed on a small
subset of persons...who are expected to be able to
satisfy the need (c) attributes of persons relevant to
the need will be emphasised relative to the need-
irrelevant attributes”" <(page 85).

Graziano and Musser (1982) then collate together a number of studies
to indicate that the partner is then likely to react in accordance
with the need-projections of the other.

Shaver and Hazan make a similar point:

"needs and desires (along with associated fantasies)
impel interpersonal behaviour, and feelings or
emotions inform the behaving person about whether the
needs are being met" (1985: 167: see also Margulis et
al, 1984, for a similar argument)

Alongside this, a fairly large body of work has examined general
trends in partner preferences, and this material is reviewed in
Chapter 4. Other research, comparing the attitudes or values or needs
of ongoing partnerships, has not stopped to inquire on the impact of
preferences for a partner on specific relationship choices (see
Chapter 1).

Of the 'partner preference' investigations, three studies do provide

some further insight into the significance of partner preferences, and
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these studies will receive further comment in later chapters. In an
early study, Strauss (1946) asked established couples to name the
attributes they desired in a partner and then compared this with the
characteristics they attributed to their present partner. 40 years
later, Buss and Barnes (1986) and, in a similar study Howard et al
€19873, correlated desired partner characteristics with the
personality of obtained partners. In all three studies the rasults
tndicated that partners indsed obtained 'what they wanted', in the
sense that the partner chosen for a relationship was similar to the
type of individual the experimental participants said they
"preferred'. It should be noted, however, that these studies used
already established couples: partners may change when they interact
(Ktsanes and Ktsanes, 1968) so that the initial personality
characteristics which so attracted them to each other are no longer
present. As such, the issue of 'what determines the choice of a

relationship partner?' remains open to investigation.

Question 1: What motivates the choice of relationship partner?
Summary and prospectus for research. For many commentators, need
fulfilment seemed to be the key to explaining choice of relationship
partner and the very motivation for forming a relationship. However,
as was demonstrated above, the very concept of need-fulfilment is as
yet too vague and illdefined to be used in an experimental examination
of close relationships. One useful and more easily applied concept is
that of partner preferences, and an assortment of evidence suggests
that these may play an important part in close relationships. It is

these preferences that it is the aim of this thesis to explore.
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2.2. Question 2. How does dyadic interaction affect relationship

quality?

One consistent criticism of much of the early research in PR was that
it was too concerned with the qualities that an individual brought
into a relationship and thus ignored the possible transformations in
thinking and behaviour that affected individuals once they became
involved in an established relationship (Bolton, 1961). In Chapter 1,
it was suggested that research into PR in the last decade has begun to
make some amends for this deficiency, and has moved away from an
individual perspective to one concentrating upon the interactions a
couple may take part in during their relationship.

In order to complement an emphasis on individual preferences it is
therefore necessary to extend the analysis to look at the manner in
which a couple behave and think about their relationship as a joint
venture, and thus to engage in an enterprise that Scanzoni calls the
study of the 'microsociology of the family' (1978). According to
Thompson and Walker (1982, cited in Mirowsky and Ross, 1987: 531) a
successful dyadic level analysis includes the following
characteristics:

(1> the research problem is at the level of the relationship

(2) one or both members report on self, other, and/or the relationship
(3> the analysis provides information on the pattern between members
of the dyad or between dyadic relationships, and

(4> interpretations refer to the relationship between two people.

The study of role relationships is ideal for meeting these criteria.
The research summary here relies largely on the work of sociological

investigators, who have tended to treat roles both as a valuable




63

summating variable, as well as one which captures jointly the dyadic
communications specific to a particular couple (Alessio, 1978; Burr et

al, 1979; Ort, 1950; Tharp, 1963b).

The definition of roles

In many ways, the use of the term 'roles' has been as confusing as
that of the 'needs' (Athay and Darley, 1982; Burr et al, 1979; Hinde,
1981; Nye and Gegas, 1976; Peplau, 1983). Probably the most
frequently-used definition would reflect a structuralist tradition
(c.f. Nye and Gegas, 1976) and read something like "a role 1is the
behaviour associated with or expected from the individual's occupation
of a particular social position" (Argyle, 1988, personal
communication: see also Linton, 1945 and Parsons and Bales, 1955 for
similar definitions). However, this category of definition has tended
to be both sex and status-typed (c.f. Delora, 1963), and is culturally
defined and limited (see Murstein, 1977, for a critique). Such a
definition also tends to ignore aspects of role change (Secord, 1982)
and is inherently circular: behavioural patterns are observed within a
specific situation and are then ascribed to role constraints,
behavioural deviations from the expected pattern are ascribed to
different role explanations. In the words of one critic, the overtly
structuralist definition is unacceptable as "people are not pawns all
stamped in the same mould, and they are active in shaping and changing
their physical and social environments" (Secord, 1982: 33).

More recently, some researchers have begun to accept a looser, less
'objective', and more 'subjective'/interactionist definition of roles

(Dyer, 1968; Murstein, 1977; Peplau, 1983; Turner, 1970). In this
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thesis roles will be broadly defined in the terms used by Peplau
(1983: 222): a role is

“"a consistent pattern of individual activity within a

relationship, and one which involves a degree of

influence between two or more people"
However, this definition, in stressing the subjective elements of role
formation, at the same time includes within the operationalisation of
the role concept the recognition that "roles by definition always
consist of some socially shared expectations" (Burr et al, 1979: 54),
and the measures used for the analysis of roles in this dissertation
will involve the examination of some of these more 'socially shared’
expectations (see also Athay and Darley, 1982; Balswick and Anderson,
1969; Stuckert, 1963 and Tharp 1963, 1963b for the significance of
role expectations). Thus structuralist and interactionist positions
are combined in the study of a unit (the couple) whose interactions
combine both the formal and informal (see also Athay and Darley, 1982;

Nye and Gecas, 1976; Secord, 1982; Staines and Libby, 1986 for similar

attempts to combine the structuralist and interactionist traditions).

Roles as subjective entities
Given the above, it is important to recognise that roles are likely to
be negotiated entities, rather than mere behavioural reflections or
societal artifacts (Scanzoni, 1978; Schlenker, 1980; Spencer, 1987),
and role-behaviour is not limited to sex—-typed role assumptions, but
is located on a more subjective and individual plane. Adopting this
phenomenological perspective it is clear that
"a role relation follows from each individual's
understanding of it (Kelly, 1955), the behavioural

process occurring between two people represents as
many different relationships as there are viewers
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of it" (Neimeyer and Neimeyer, 1985: 339)
Thus whilst the variables brought to any hypothetical role
'negotiating table' may be - at least in part - wider social
derivatives, the importance of any distinct role is directly related
to the significance attached by the relationship participants. As will
be seen below (chapter 8) this has important implications for the

measurement of role relations.

Roles and needs/preferences

A number of researchers have developed a theoretical link between
concepts of roles and the familiar notion of 'needs', often claiming
attraction to be a function of both needs and roles (Barton and Dreger
1986; Centers, 1975; Murstein, 1976a; Rychlak, 1965; Schutz 1958;
Seyfried, 1977; Wagner, 1975; Winch 1963, 1967, 1971). One slightly
more sophisticated version of this (needs and roles) interactive
approach is to view need gratification as a force determining initial
attraction, and role fulfilment as a second-stage variable,
significant in predicting marital satisfaction. This argument was
first espoused by Parson and Bales in 1955 who claimed that need
achievement may be important in the early stages of date selection and
courtship, but that it has a lesser effect on marriage roles. This
contention is stronger than a monolithic needs or roles dominated
model in that it allows for the influence of both the interpersonal
and intrapersonal processes operating in the attraction process.

To bring this in line with the commentary provided for Question 1 (on
needs theories) the word 'preferences' can be substituted for the word

'need’'. This two-stage approach can then be used as a predictor of
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relationship development and change-7. In many ways this is

illustrated by the familiar scenario- "you may love me, but we can't
live together, we just wouldn't get on". Here it is the expectations
about (largely behavioural?) interactions that serve to frustate the

relationship.

Roles and relationship quality

If roles are to be defined with a subjective definition, then it is
perceived role consensus rather than objective consensus that is most
clearly related to marital satisfaction (Chassin et al, 1985; Levinger
and Moles, 1976). Indeed, this is the major conclusion of much of the
most important empirical work on roles (work which originated in the
early 1950s (e.g. Ort, 1950)), as well as the consensus of a number of
influencial reviews which have stressed the positive and largély
linear relationship between role satisfaction and various measures of
relationship quality (c.f. Bahr et al, 1983; Burr et al, 1979; Hicks
and Platt, 1970; Nye and McLaughlin, 1976). However, one consistently
reported proviso has been that the exact nature of this role
satisfaction-relationship quality correlation is likely to be affected
by sex differences in role expectations (Langhorne and Secord, 1955;

Nye, 1976; Staines and Libby, 1986; Tharp, 1963).
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Question 2: How does dyadic interaction affect relationship quality?
Summary

The concept of roles has been used in a number of differing ways.
However, roles (when considered as subjective entities) seem to be
important elements in close relationships once initial desires have
been met within that relationship.

2.3: Question 3. How might others in wider society influence relations
hips?

The first question posed in this Chapter asked 'what determines the
choice of relationship partner?, and it was suggested that it was
better to consider the question in terms of preference attainment.
Such an area as personal preferences is best seen as conceptually
framed within notions of the individual as the significant unit of
analysis for relationship processes. A second question went beyond
this individual level and drew attention to the unique dyadic
interactions which develop within a partnership. It is now necessary

to complete the triangle of relationship influences (Huston and

Levinger, 1978; Raush, 1977) and consider how others in wider society
might influence our relationships. In the words of Milardo (1986: 63)
"Individuals and their relationships...are embedded
within a social system, a system that profoundly
influences people, their availability to one another,
the choices they make with regard to one another, and
the character of their relationship" (see also
Andreyeva and Gozman, 1981; LaGaipa, 1981 Parks et al,
1983 and Ridley and Avery, 1981, for similar
arguments).

Social support and relationship alternatives are widely recognized

relationship variables which fall within such a 'wider' brief.®

Defining social support
Defining social support has proven to be no easier than defining

'needs' or 'roles'. Whilst some have been content with the broadest of
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definitions (de Jong-Gierveld (1989: 211) claims the term social
support has been used frequently simply to refer to "all the positive
aspects of relationships") one of two themes can be found in most of
the definitions. One set of definitions read rather like 'operational’
definitions, stressing the components of support. Thus social support
i1s seen by Hobfoll and Stokes (1988: 499) as a mixture of tangible
assistance and esteem maintenance, and represents
"those interactions or relationships that provide
individuals with actual assistance or with a feeling
of attachment to a person or group that is perceived
as caring or loving"
This type of definition is echoed in the idea that social support is
about providing resources:
"the term social support refers to the various
resources provided by one's interpersonal ties"
(Cohen and Hoberman, 1983: 100)
The second kind of definition embraces the idea of deficiency, and in
particular sees social support as a form of need fulfilment. Thus
Syrotuik and D'Arcy (1982: 230) define social support as "the
satisfaction of a variety of social needs" and in a very similar
conceptualisation, Jacobson (1986: 252) claims support is simply the
presence of "resources that meet needs". A similar emphasis can be
found in LaGaipa's concept of personal goals - social support is:
"any action or behaviour that functions to assist the
person in meeting his personal goals or in dealing
with the demands of any particular situation" (1981:
page 81)
Any distinction between these types of definition may appear pedantic,
but in fact given the uncertainty in operationalising the measurement

of support (see below) these differences are very important. One

problem with concentrating on either the provision of aid/resources or
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the fulfilment of deficiencies is that the exact link between the two

is often unclear.

A brief history and taxonomy of social support.

Work on social support grew out of the community health movement
(Heller et al, 1986; Hobfoll, 1988). A number of different types of
support have been examined from a variety of perspectives (Jacobson,
1986), and thus a large number of divisions can be made between
different trends in the literature. A taxonomy summarising some of
these divisions is outlined in figure 2.1,

The most frequent division that exists in the literature is between
quantitative and qualitative aspects of support (Antonucci and
Akiyama, 1987; Bruhn and Philips, 1984; Cobb and Jones, 1984; Fleming
and Baum, 1986; Kelley, 1983; LaGaipa, 1982; Reis, 1984; Rook, 1987;
Vinokur et al, 1987) and few studies have attempted to combine these
approaches (see Bruhn and Philips, 1984; Cobb and JTones, 1984 and
Vinokur et al, 1987 for the consequences of this). Early research took
an 'objective' stance, examining support within a quantitative
framework and stressing how number of contacts (etc) was related to
psychological (and physical) well-being (e.g. Henderson and Byrne,
1977>. Quantitative support, however, seemed to be a relatively poor
predictor of some of these outcome measures of well-being, and more
recent investigators have tended to concentrate on social support as a
perceived quality: i.e. as it exists in the eye of the beholder (e.g.
Cohen and Hoberman, 1983; de-Jong Gierveld, 1986; Fleming and Baum,
1986; Jones et al, 1985; O'Connor and Brown, 1981; Sarason et al,

1987; Shaver et al, 1985; Wetherington and Kessler, 1986) Upholders of
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the 'qualitative' viewpoint have been quick to demonstrate how
perceived support may correlate relatively weakly with supports
actually available (see Hobfoll and Stokes, 1988; LaGaipa, 1981;

Sarason et al, 1985).




Figure 2.1: A taxohomv outlining some of the divisions typical in the

social support literature

TYPES OF SUPPORT

EMOTIONAL

COGNITIVE

MATERIAL
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Perceived social support has generally been seen as "A Good Thing",
and has been positively related to physical and psychological health
(Antonucci and Akivana, 1987; Brown and Harris, 1978; Burda et al,
1984; de Jong-Gierveld, 1986; Dunkel-Schetter et al, 1987; Fleming and
Baum, 1986; Norbeck et al, 1981; Reis, 1984; Syrotuik and D'Arcy,

1982; Wetherington and Kessler, 1986), although the percentage of
variance actually explained by either quantitative or qualititive
social support is still usually quite small (Rook and Darley, 1985).
The front-facing perspective of the taxonomy reflects the three most
commonly cited types of support that others may provide (Antonucci and
Akiyama, 1987; Baum, 1986; Fleming and Baum, 1986; Jacobson, 1986;
Kelley, 1983; Rook, 1987; Solano, 1986). In terms of 'beneficial’
effects, 'material' resources (e.g. the provision of money) have
generally been found to have the least influence in bolstering
individuals against depressing life events (Cohen et al, 1986; Cohen
and Hoberman, 1983) with the provision of intimacy/emotional support
being probably the most potent form of support in dealing with life

problems and promoting mental health (Hobfoll and Stokes, 1988).

Some problems 1n assessing soclal support

If social support is to be successfully assessed, then it is important
to recognize some of the limitations of the existing means of
measuring such support. Unfortunately, the social support area is
beset by both methodological and conceptual problems. In terms of
measuring support, researchers have been restricted by their very
definitions of the phenomenon, as defining support in terms of

differing 'resources’' or 'deficits' has produced an attendant range of
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methodologies which have been significantly different for each
investigation (see Cutrona and Russell, 1987; Sarason et al, 1987b;
van Tilburg, 1986 for critical accounts of the methods used in the
field). Probably as a result of these different methodologies, the
support literature has produced a series of diverse and often
confusing findings (Starker, 1986). Symptomatic of the problems is the
rival argument which exists concerning whether of not social support
benefits everyone regardiess of their mental state, or just those
under stress (the 'buffering hypothesis': cf. Cohen and Hoberman,
1983). Unfortunately, the evidence is sufficiently inconsistent to
suggest support for either of these arguments (Rook and Darley, 1985).

On conceptual grounds, the lack of a unifying theoretical framework

has meant that researchers are presented with a rag-bag of social
support antecedents (e.g. various personality factors: cf. Vinokur et
al, 1987; age effects cf. Bruhn and Philips, 1985) - but at the same
time are left with little idea as to the directionality of many of the
most important and 'significant' correlations (e.g. the stress-support
equation: does stress lead to support seeking or does lack of support
lead to stress? see Mitchell and Moos, 1984; Rook and Darley, 1985;
Syrotuik and D'Arcy, 1982: a similar case can be made for the
loneliness-support equation: Hobfoll and Stokes, 1988). Other critical
questions also remain unanswered: how is support provided? (Bruhn and
Philips, 1985; Hobfall and Stokes, 1988); who does the helping? (Burda
et al, 1984; Lieberman, 1986); how do wider social/cultural
determinants influence support? (Gottlieb, 1985; Jacobson, 1986) and -
most significantly of all - how does the support mechanism work?

(Gottlieb, 1985; Heller et al, 1986; Hobfoll and Stokes, 1988;
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Jacobson, 1986; Kelley, 1983; Reis, 1984; Sarason et al, 1987b;
Wetherington and Kessler, 1986).

There are problems, too, with the suggestion that social support is by
necessity 'A Good Thing': close relationships can be very stressful
(Heller et al, 1986; Lieberman, 1986) and most types of relationship
produce their own form of stress (Hobfoll and Stokes, 1988; Margulis
et al, 1984; Moston, 1989; Rook and Darley, 1985; Rook and
Pietromonaco, 1987; Solano, 1986; Starker, 1986). The very provision
of support may threaten self-esteem (Dunkel-Schetter et al, 1987) and
thus the effectiveness of any support is likely to be contingent on a
variety of contextual/timing factors (Jacobson, 1986; Rook, 1987) and

personal characteristics (Lieberman, 1986).

Social support and Personal Relationships
Until recently few have applied the morass of research on social
support to the study of close relationships (Gottlieb, 1983, 1985;
Morgan, 1886) - despite the call by a number of observers to match the
study of personal needs with the investigation of environmental
conditions (c.f. Cobb and Jones, 1984 and more recently Hobfoll,
1988).
The link between desires or preferences for a partner and social
support has been most clearly made by Gottlieb (1985). Gottlieb (1985)
argued that
"information about the potential for establishing a
supportive relationship will be particularly salient
and influential in determining levels of initial
attraction when one or both partners have recently

experienced interpersonal events that signal or
engender supportive deficiencies" (353).%
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Such interpersonal events are "likely to potentiate increased needs
for support” (ibid) (see also Caplan, 1964; Graziano and Musser, 1982
and LaGaipa, 1981 for a similar argument). Cobb and Jones, 1984,
suggest a similar hypothesis:

"social support should contribute to an enduring

relationship and should aid in the solution of

problems in troubled relationships" (page 57)

although these authors admit that there are no studies empirically
investigating the relationship between quality and quantity of social
support to individuals in a relationship and the duration and quality
of that relationship.
Drawing from the insights of these authors, however, a new framework
for the influence of social support can be offered (see below). Once
again substituting the word 'preferences’ for the problematic notion
of 'need' helps clarify the interrelationship between the variables

discussed.

2.3.2. Social support and the mechanism of psychological compensation

The approach adopted here forms an extension to the argument proposed
as an answer to the first question (section 2.1), and following on
from this makes the assumption that individuals 'prefer' a particular
characteristic (or characteristics) in a relationship partner, and
that they seek a relationship with an individual who demonstrates that
characteristic(s). This now leads on to two further suggestions.

The first suggestion is that for any new relationship, a person's
preferences for a partner are likely to be influenced by those things
that individual misses from his/her life at the time of the first

meeting with a potential partner. This can be represented
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diagramatically as in (figure 2.2). In this scenario, an individual's
social support is just one part of the 'total environment' in which
they live (Bott, 1957: 97 uses the term 'total social environment' to
make a similar point). For example, if an individual desires
affection, and affection is lacking within that individual's present
world of contacts, then that person will be likely to seek a partner
who can provide that affection. If the individual's environment
already provides this affection, then that individual is less likely
to search for this in a new partner. Thus preferences are satisfied in
the social context (cf, Caplan, 1964). Whether the original desire for
affection springs from within that individual, or is in fact
precipitated by a lack in the present support network, is not a
question of concern here, and is not one that will be tested within
the confines of this thesis. A large discrepancy between 'what you
want' and 'what you get' is likely to produce loneliness (de Jong-

Gierveld, 1989; Margulis et al, 1984; Weiss, 1973).
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The second suggestion is that, when examining the established
relationship, the success of that relationship is likely to depend at
least partly on the ability of efther the relationship partner, or
others in the immediate environment, to offer the individual those
things he/she most desires. As the relationship is already formed, the
established partner might be seen as one ‘force' in the environment,
but this force exists alongside a second, the concurrent social
support from outside the relationship. In the words of Hinde:

"in real life there are considerable opportunities for
the partner to accommodate to each other's needs, or
to satisfy some of their needs outside the
relationship" (Hinde, 1981: 12. My emphasis).

The two forces of partner and social network (and their potential for
providing fulfilment) can be treated addftively in examining the
likelihood of dealing with any problem or lack: they thus operate in a
compensatory manner. Further support for this argument can be gleaned
from the work of Syrotuik and D'Arcy, 1982, who also talk of
'compensatory social support' but unfortunately fail to provide any
details about the mechanisms of this compensation, and the (as yet
untested) 'model of conservation' (Hobfoll and Stokes, 1988: 500)
which states that

"when individuals are confronted with a potential lack
of resources they invest other resources to offset
this loss"'®

Some indirect evidence for this second proposition can also be gleaned
from the 'buffering' hypothesis - a mass of research which suggests
that social support has positive mitigating effects in dealing with

life-event crises 1.e. support is a psycho-social asset (e.g. Cohen et

al, 1986; Cohen and Hoberman, 1983; Fleming and Baum, 1986). The
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buffering hypothesis can be interpreted as suggesting a filter
mechanism, through which individuals low on support from one source
(e.g. the spouse) turn to a second source (the wider social
environment). Figure 2.3. illustrates this operation of compensatory
support. Here a particular desire felt by an individual within an
existing relationship can either be met by that individual's partner
or by that individual's wider social network.

Figure 2.4. serves to diffentiate the role played by social support at
beginning of a relationship from the role played by such support in
the established relationship. In the left-hand side of the diagram
(i1lustrating relationship initiation) an individual is seen to have a
desire which is at that time unmet by his/her social network. This
leads this individual to prefer someone who promises to fulfil that
desire. Thus in the case of relationship initiation the properties and
functions of the individuals 'total environment' can be treated as
separate from those of the preferred partner.

Turning to the established relationship (the right-hand side of the
diagram) the individual's 'total environment' now consists of both the
partner and his/her wider social network. These serve to 'compensate’
one another so that a lack in one will, in the successful
relationship, be compensated for by the presence of a desired

quality/attribute in the other.




Figure 2.3: The operation of compensatory social support
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2.3.3. The concept of relationship alternatives

In his account of social roles, Secord (1982) claims that

"(T)he concept of alternatives is crucial: human
satisfactions are always relative" (page 39)

This recognition of "the power of alternatives" stems from the seminal
work of Thibaut and Kelley (1959), who claim that an individual's
evaluation of his/her own relationship (and hence his/her perception
of the success of that relationship) is heavily influenced by what
they call the 'comparison level for alternatives', defined as

"the lowest level of outcomes a member" [of a

relationshipl "will accept in the light of alternative

opportunities” (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959: 21)
If an individual feels that he/she can obtain more satisfaction from
leaving the present relationship (either to form a new partnership or
to remain single) then he/she will in fact do so, provided that the
interpersonal costs involved in leaving the old relationship (and
perhaps initiating a new one) are not prohibitive, and that the
perceived future relationship outcomes are sufficiently attractive
(Nye, 1979).'" These 'prohibitive costs' and 'expectations of outcome'
can be seen as part of the relationship barriers - relationship bonds
equation (Levinger, 1965). Other, rather more mundane factors besides
these primarily psychological estimates are also likely to increase an
individual's attention towards the possibility of relationship
alternatives, and thus play an important part in the 'relationship
bonds' equation. These factors include religious pressures, kin

pressures, and the opportunities for independent income (ibid).
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Relationship alternatives and relationship satisfactlion and stability
According to some commentators, one important implication of the
theory of alternatives is that the presence or absence of alternatives
will influence marital satisfaction and marital stability in different
ways. Thus Nye (1979), employing Thibaut and Kelley's concept of the
‘comparison level' ("a standard by which the person evaluates the
rewards and costs of a given relationship in terms of what he feels he
deserves": Thibaut and Kelley, 1959: 21) envisages a four-fold

classification of marriage which is reproduced below

Figure 2.5: The prediction of marital happiness and stability from
relationship alternatives (derived from Nye, 1979: 25f)

Key predictor is outcome level

HAPPY marriage UNHAPPY marriage
STABLE | Marriage at or above the There are no better
comparison level: alternatives: stuck
good outcomes from in a marriage with
key the marriage poor outcomes
predictor
is Promise of a better There are better
alternative| relationship elsewhere: alternatives than the
level but still good outcomes present marriage
from the present marriage (which has poor
UNSTABLE outcomes)

A number of other writers have also made similar distinctions between
marital satisfaction and stability using the concept of relationship
alternatives. Lenthall (1977) saw relationship satisfaction as the
result of expectations minus outcomes, and stability as the result of
the equation (outcomes minus relationship alternatives). Lewis and
Spanier (1979) conceptualised satisfaction as the result of

intradyadic forces (attractions minus tensions), and stability as the
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result of extradyadic forces (external pressures keeping the couple
together minus alternative attractions). Recently Rusbult (e.g.
Rusbult et al, 1986) has argued that availability of alternatives is
negatively correlated with the degree of commitment to a relationship,
and the presence of good alternatives may even affect responses to
relationship disagreements (those with good relationship alternatives
are the most likely to actively 'walk out' ('exit') rather than remain
in the partnership (show 'loyalty')>). Similarly, Kelley and Thibaut
(1978) claim that the strength of an individual's relationship
alternatives should be positively correlated with his/her bargaining

power within that relationship.

Reconceptualising relationship aiternatives

This thesis takes a slightly more complex view than that of the above
investigators by considering relationship outcomes and alternatives as
operating at two different levels, with relationship outcomes <(here
defined as 'preference fulfilment') operating as a first filter. Here
it is proposed that (a) differential preference fulfilment is likely
to lead to differential relationship commitment and satisfaction (see
above), and that (b) relationship alternatives are likely to be of
importance only when commitment and satisfaction with a relationship
is poor (see Graziano and Musser, 1982; Johnson, 1985; Levinger, 1983;
Margulis et al, 1984 for hints of such a filter effect). Therefore
relationship alternatives are only of significance when preference

fulfilment is minimal.




Question 3: How might others in our wider society influence our

relationships?

Summary and prospectus for research

'Social support' is generally considered to be 'A Good Thing', but the
exact manner in which such support operates to influence PR is at
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