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The purpose of the present investigation is twofold: 1) to develop a 

measurement scale of intimacy; and 2) to compare self-reports of intimacy across 

four types of relationships using the same conceptualization and measurement. 

Intimacy is conceptualized in this study as a component of the internal working 

model of relationships. This model is assumed to include components of self, 

relationship, other, and social world in general. The instrument used in this study 

was designed to measure qualities of the first three components. Two hundred 

fifty-one late adolescents completed the measure three times, once describing each 

of the following relationships: 1) mother; 2) father; 3) same gender peer; and 4) 

opposite gender friend, dating partner, or spouse. Repeated measures ANOVAS 

and post hoc Tukey analyses revealed two trends: 1) adolescents reported less 

intimate relationships with their mothers than with other relationship partners; 

and 2) males reported more intimate relationships than females, especially with 

their fathers. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

"...it's easy for you 
you've got friends all over the world, 
you had the whole world waiting 
for your birth, 
but now I ain't got nobody 
I don't know what my life's worth..." 

-Indigo Girls 

In many ways, the value of one's life is measured by the strength and 

quality of connections with other humans. Intimate relationships are essential to 

the well-being throughout the lifespan, as evidenced by research on depression, 

divorce, delinquency, and even physical health. The relationship between social 

connections and well-being may be characterized as a reciprocal one, wherein the 

quality of relationships influence mental and physical health, which in turn impact 

relationships. Developmental theories (e.g., Sullivan, 1953; Erikson, 1950) have 

identified adolescence and early adulthood as critical to the development of close 

relationships; indeed, one need look no further than pop music lyrics to find a rich 

description of the concerns and developmental tasks of adolescents. Cognitive, 

physical, social, and personality development interact in a reciprocal and holistic 

way to reflect adolescent concerns of intimacy, idealism, and identity. Change and 

development characterize both the adolescent and the social context. 

Development of formal operations (Piaget & Inhelder, 1969) allows adolescents to 

contemplate ideals, such as a world free of problems, and an ideal self. Reflexive 
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thinking, pubertal development, and peer interactions in adolescence provide the 

context for the development of identity. Social and pubertal development 

contribute to a growing interest in heterosexual relationships. Intimate peer 

relationships provide an important context for the development of identity. 

Identity has been defined and conceptualized in meaningful ways (e.g., Marcia, 

1966). Intimacy, however, is often used inconsistently, sometimes to refer to 

closeness in a relationship, sometimes to indicate familiarity or understanding, 

sometimes to refer to sexuality. For this research, intimacy is hypothesized to be a 

multidimentional schema or model of a close relationship, including affect, 

cognition, and behavior with respect to the self, relationship, and other. In other 

words, intimate relationships are mentally represented as characteristics of self, 

relationship, and other. Specifically what those characteristics may be will 

discussed in the following chapter. 

Intimate relationships also have been identified as a crucible for the 

development of personality and the maintenance of mental health. Qualities of 

peer relationships in high school have been identified as good predictors of 

adjustment, generally and specifically, of psychopathology, arrest, and dropping out 

of school (for a comprehensive review, see Parker & Asher, 1987). Intimate 

relationships have been alternatively conceptualized as "necessities" or "luxuries." 

The "necessities" position maintains that friendships somehow cause good mental 

health, while the "luxuries" position maintains that poor peer relations are simply 



an indicator of underlying disorder (Parker & Asher, 1987). Regardless of which' 

position is taken, it is clear that a relationship exists between the availability of 

intimate relationships and mental health, physical health, and even longevity 

(Schaie & Geiwitz, 1982). There is some evidence that separation and loss are 

related to immunological complications (Laudenslager & Reite, 1984). 

Interestingly, there is little empirical data describing the nature of intimate 

relationships as they are experienced by the individual. 

Harlow (1958) identified an important limitation in our understanding of 

intimacy: "So far as love or affection is concerned, psychologists have failed in 

their mission. The little we know about love does not transcend simple 

observation, and the little we write about it has been written better by poets and 

novelists." Thanks in large part to Harlow's pioneering work (e.g., Harlow, 1962), 

our understanding of close relationships has advanced beyond that of 1958. 

Attachment theory has been elaborated to describe relationships between parent 

and child (e.g., Ainsworth, 1969, 1973; Bowlby, 1969, 1979), between adolescents 

and parents (e.g., Kobak & Sceery, 1988), and between romantic partners (e.g., 

Collins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Simpson, 1991). An explosion of 

research on romantic relationships has provided a rich descriptive literature (e.g., 

Rubin, 1970; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). However, research on close relationships 

has been limited in a number of ways: 1) research on intimacy has, for the most 

part, lacked a developmental perspective; 2) little continuity exists between 
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conceptualization and measurement of intimacy in different relationship types 

(e.g., parent-child, friendships, dating partners); 3) measurement of intimacy has 

placed relatively more emphasis on behavioral indicators than affective or 

cognitive criteria; and 4) research has been primarily atheoretical and descriptive. 

It is difficult to compare and integrate the study of relationships thus far when 

different dimensions or constructs have been explored for different relationship 

types, such as "romantic love" between heterosexual adults or "attachment" 

between children and parents. Lack of a common framework including all 

relationship types makes it impossible to examine the experience of intimacy in 

different relationships. Late adolescence is an important time to investigate the 

experience of intimacy in different relationships both because development of 

intimacy is considered an important developmental task of late adolescence and 

early adulthood, and because of changes in the social context and ontogyny of the 

adolescent. The proposed research has been designed to address some of the 

limitations described above. First, a developmental frame of reference will be 

taken with respect to the development of intimacy in relationships, which is a 

salient developmental task of late adolescence (#1 above). A second purpose of 

this study is to develop a measurement model of intimacy that is applicable to 

different types of close relationships (#2 above). Third, affect, behavior, and 

cognition will be considered multiple indicators of intimacy (#3 above). Finally, 



the framework presented will draw upon both theory and descriptive research 

intimate relationships to be reviewed in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER II 

Literature Review 

The following review of the literature will be divided into three sections, 

addressing each of the four issues identified above. First, the rationale for 

examining intimacy in adolescent relationships generally, and late adolescence 

specifically, will be explicated. Next, existing conceptualizations and efforts to 

empirically assess intimacy will be reviewed with a special effort to delineate 

different constructs examined for different relationships. A final section 

integrating material from the conceptualization and measurement of intimacy with 

the developmental perspective and defining research goals will complete the 

review. A primary goal of the present research is to develop an assessment 

procedure to examine multiple dimensions of different relationships 

simultaneously. A late adolescent sample will be tested, for reasons that will be 

described below. Items are assumed to tap relationship qualities for younger 

adolescents and adults as well. 

Developmental Perspective 

A developmental perspective is especially important in the examination of 

intimacy, since the most salient dimensions of relationships may differ across the 

lifespan and between different types of relationships (i.e., friend, lover, sibling). 

For example, during infancy attachment develops through regular and frequent 

interactions of infant and caregiver behavioral systems, manifested, for example, 



by proximity seeking (Ainsworth, 1973; Sroufe & Fleeson, 1986). Security in 

adolescence and adulthood are behaviorally manifested in different modes of 

proximity seeking (e.g., calling home, writing letters to friends). The period of late 

adolescence is interesting because development of intimacy is an important 

developmental task and because many relationships are in transition during this 

period due to developmental changes within the adolescent and within the social 

world of the adolescent. 

Any developmental model of relationships during late adolescence must 

consider both the changes within the adolescent and the changes in the social 

environment of the adolescent, which reciprocally influence each other. Ontogyny 

of the adolescent stimulates important structural and cognitive changes. 

Physically, the adolescent looks more like an adult, and that physical appearance 

acts as a "stimulus" to others (Brooks-Gunn & Warren, 1988; Steinberg, 1987). In 

turn, others may begin to respond to the adolescent differently; generally, 

adolescents may be treated more like adults. Within the family, a "realignment of 

relationships" may evolve in which the adolescent wields more influence than 

before (e.g., Jacob, 1974). In response to this changing social environment, the 

adolescent further refines and develops primary modes of interaction with the 

social world. 

Cognitive development and experience with peers and parents allow 

adolescents to "deidealize" their parents (Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986), or begin 
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to think of them as people outside of the parental role. It is possible for the 

adolescent to recognize, to a greater degree than during childhood, that parents 

have thoughts and feelings of their own. Earlier notions of parental omniscience, 

omnipotence, and infallibility may be replaced by more realistic perceptions of 

parents. Parents, observing the physical develoment of their adolescent children, 

may begin to think of them as more adultlike, thereby treating them with the 

responsibility and respect of an adult. Parents also may replace earlier ideas of 

the child as extensions of themselves with a clearer conceptualization of their 

adolescent as a separate person, with thoughts, feelings, and aspirations that may 

or may not match those of the parent. The task for both adolescents and parents 

is to let go of cognitive schemas of the other that no longer fit, develop new 

schemas that are more appropriate, and accept each other for the persons they 

are becoming. 

Changes in the social world of the adolescent influence relationships, 

including transitions in the family as well as the peer group. The normative 

transitions in relationships during adolescence have been described from various 

perspectives. Sullivan (1953) proposed that the development of an intimate 

relationship, or chumship, during preadolescence is necessary for subsequent 

identity development; this correspondes to the social psychological frame of 

reference wherin the self is a social phenomena. Erikson (1950) conceptualized 

identity development as the major task of the adolescent period, and a necessary 
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precursor to the development of intimacy during early adulthood. Psychoanalysts 

(e.g., A. Freud, 1958; Muus, 1988) have explained transitions in adolescent 

relationships as a recapitulation of the Oedipal conflict, in which the adolescent 

rejects infantile love objects and replaces them with mature love objects outside 

the family. More recently, Steinberg has described an ABC model of transition in 

the parent-adolescent relationship, in which the way adolescents and their parents 

think, feel, and act towards each other changes in important ways (Steinberg, 

1985). 

The model provides a framework for describing how adolescents and 

parents change the way they feel (Affect) about each other, act (Behave) toward 

each other, and think (Cognition) about each other. The changes of adolescence 

have been described as a "temporary perturbation," during which realignment of 

parent-adolescent relationships takes place. These changes are assumed to be 

stimulated both by development within the adolescent and the parent, and by 

changes in the social context. Adolescents experience significant cognitive, 

physical, and psychosocial changes; parents typically reevaluate some areas of their 

lives during the middle years. The social context changes as the adolescent relies 

more on the peer group for security and intimacy, and spends less time at home 

(Larson & Richards, 1991). 

Although the peer group gains importance during adolescence, the family 

remains important, and relationships with parents continue to be intimate 
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(Steinberg, 1985). Affect during adolescence has been examined from the 

perspective of both intimacy and conflict. While overt conflict between parents 

and adolescents is not universal, it characterizes "all of the families some of the 

time, and some of the families all of the time" (Montemayor, 1983). Several 

researchers have observed that conflict tends to peak in early adolescence, and 

then decrease (e.g., Hill, 1985; Hill & Holmbeck, 1985). While conflict between 

parents and adolescents appears to center on mostly mundane, everyday matters 

such as chores, curfew, and grades (e.g., Montemayor, 1983; Cooper, 1988), there 

is some evidence that these conflicts may represent conflicts between domains in 

social judgements (Smetana, 1988). For example, Smetana (1988) found that 

during mid-adolescence adolescents are better able to take their parents' 

conventional perspectives in conflict situations, whereas children and early 

adolescents were more likely to judge issues such as cleaning one's room as under 

their personal jurisdiction. Interestingly, it appears that at the same time 

adolescents question the authority of their parents, that questioning is often 

resolved by legitimizing parents' conventional jurisdiction. Indeed, Smetana 

observed a trend toward greater conventionalism in her study of social-cognitive 

development during adolescence. 

Behavioral realignment during adolescence usually takes the form of 

greater self-regulation and decision-making on the part of the adolescent, and less 

time spent with parents (e.g., Steinberg, 1981; Steinberg & Hill, 1978). 
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Additionally, some researchers have observed a temporary "distancing" between 

adolescents and their parents (Steinberg, 1987; Hill & Holmbeck, 1987). 

Cognitive development of the adolescent makes it possible to consider a 

relationship as an additional level of abstraction; that is, qualities of a relationship 

beyond the personalities of two interacting individuals. The "we-ness" of a 

relationship, the emergent qualities that cannot be reduced to monadic elements 

of individuals, necessitates a more sophisticated understanding of the social world 

than a concrete operational child may have (Piaget, 1983). Attainment of formal 

operational thought may facilitate the recognition of relationship qualities. 

The context of relationships changes during late adolescence as well. Late 

adolescence is often the first time that adolescents must maintain relationships 

that transcend time and space; in other words, as adolescents leave home to 

attend college, gain employment, or join the military, for example, they are forced 

to modify their predominant modes of interaction which were appropriate for 

more proximal relationships. It is no longer possible to behaviorally maintain 

relationships in the same fashion when the partners of those relationships may be 

hundreds of miles away. Even regular phone calls may be impractical, depending 

upon the adolescent's budget. How can a relationship be nurtured, or even 

maintained, when actual interaction becomes infrequent? This is the dilemma 

faced by many college students; it is emphasized by the poor prognosis for the 
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continuation of the "home town sweetheart" beyond, say, Thanksgiving of the 

freshman year. 

For young children, regular and frequent contact is essential to the 

continuation of a relationship. Adults, on the other hand, are more capable of 

maintaining relationships with people whom they feel quite close to, but seldom 

see. The demands of work and family in adulthood leave much less time for 

socializing outside the family than that available during childhood and 

adolescence. Behavioral indicators of intimacy are inadequate for describing the 

experience of close relationships in adulthood. The role of affect and cognition 

become increasingly important to the development and maintanance of 

relationships during adolescence and adulthood. 

Relationships with parents continue to change after the adolescent leaves 

home. Distance may facilitate a more detached perspective than is possible while 

living with parents and filling the role of child in the family. Seeing parents as 

people, or "deidealization," (e.g., Steinberg & Silverberg, 1985) is an important 

step to developing an adult relationship with parents. Developing a new 

understanding of parents may be inhibited while living with the restrictions of 

adolescence at home. It is much easier for an adolescent to realize that "they had 

those rules because they love me," for example, after leaving home; "they are 

trying to make me miserable!" may be the conclusion while living with parents. 
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Late adolescence is also the first time that individuals begin to develop 

relationships as adults. New acquaintances have not experienced their 

development from childhood through adolescence, as their classmates and 

neighborhood friends did. They are meeting for the first time, as adults. Past 

reputation and social status during childhood and adolescence is not known to new 

relationship partners. Furthermore, if the adolescent leaves home, several such 

relationships may begin simultaneously from scratch, so to speak. Late 

adolescents may begin to consider some of their relationships as potentially 

permanent (i.e., marriage). 

In sum, the contributions of developmentalists and psychoanalysts 

emphasize the importance of intimate relationships as a context of development, 

as well as the importance of the developmental task of forming intimate 

relationships. Although opinions differ as to when this task is most salient, all 

agree that relationships undergo significant transformations during the adolescent 

period due to developmental changes in the adolescent and in the social context. 

Patterns of interaction which are appropriate for parents and children must be 

replaced by new patterns of interaction for parents and adolescents. Adolescents 

increasingly form new intimate relationships outside the family with others of the 

same sex and opposite sex. Finally, adolescents must adapt to a changing social 

context, in which it is necessary to form new relationships, maintain old ones, and 

become more autonomous. 
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Qose Relationships 

Relationships during late adolescence are interesting because of ontogyny 

and because of significant changes across different relationships. No theoretical 

perspective or empirical inquiry has sufficiently described how intimacy develops 

and is manifested in these different relationships; at best, two types of 

relationships have been compared (e.g., a liking vs. a loving relationship; Rubin, 

1970; romantic relationships and relationships with parents, Hazan and Shaver, 

1987). Recently, researchers have begun to integrate attachment theory with 

frameworks for assessing romantic relationships, resulting in a promising theory-

driven program of research on adolescents' relationships with their parents and 

with romantic partners (e.g., Collins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; 

Skolnick, 1986; Simpson, 1990). The remaining review will include summaries of 

the research in the areas of 1) close relationships, including close relationships in 

general, romantic relationships, and attachment relationships, followed by 2) a 

review of recent research integrating the two. Finally, the framework presented 

will be elaborated and extended to include multiple relationships during late 

adolescence, with special attention to: 1) lack of developmental perspective; 2) 

discontinuity in conceptualization and measurement of intimacy across relationship 

types; 3) emphasis on behavioral criteria; and 4) lack of a theoretical perspective. 

Review and critique of the literature will focus on these limitations, with 

suggestions for addressing each. Since a primary goal of this research is to 
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develop an assessment procedure that will allow investigators to examine multiple 

dimensions of different relationships simultaneously, special attention will be given 

to measurement issues. Specifically, 1) consistencies and inconsistencies in 

conceptualization and measurement will be compared, with the goal of discovering 

common themes; and 2) conceptualizations which appear to hold promise in the 

measurement of intimacy will be highlighted. To aid in the illustration of this 

comparison, Table 1 provides a summary of the work to be reviewed. Each entry 

includes a description of the conceptualization of intimacy, the theoretical 

background from which it comes, whether or not it takes a developmental 

perspective, and method of measurement employed. We will return to a 

discussion of Table 1 following the review of literature on conceptualization and 

measurement of intimacy. 

Conceptualization and Measurement of Intimacy 

The words "love" and "intimacy" have often been used interchangeably in 

the study of close relationships. In order to begin disentangling the usage of the 

term "intimacy," theoretical conceptualizations of intimacy and research specifically 

designed to measure and define intimacy will be reviewed first, followed by review 

of research on romantic love and "close" relationships. 

Dahms (1972) has defined intimacy as a "closeness to another human being 

on a variety of levels." Dahms identified a hierarchy of interrelated levels of 

relatedness: 1) emotional intimacy, including mutual accessibility, naturalness, non-
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possessiveness, and process; 2) physical intimacy, such as touching, proximity 

seeking, hugging, and caressing; and 3) intellectual intimacy, including ideas, 

words, roles, games, and defense. Dahms believes that humans are born with the 

capacity to develop all three types of intimacy, but often lose the ability to fully 

experience all three types, partially due to socialization. Dahms also considers 

intimacy a "survival requirement," from the conjugal to the international level. 

Not only do intimate relationships facilitate physical and mental health, on the 

larger scale Dahms construes intimacy as the antithesis to conflict and alienation, 

which threaten, literally, to annihilate our world today. This conceptualization of 

intimacy does take a developmental perspective, although how development of 

intimacy occurs is not described. Dahms extends this definition of intimacy to all 

types of human relationships, and includes affective, behavioral, and cognitive 

components of intimacy. Dahms' conceptualization of intimacy provides some 

promising ideas for the measurement of intimacy. 

Clinebell and Clinebell (1970) describe ten facets of intimacy in marriage: 

1) sexual intimacy; 2) emotional intimacy; 3) intellectual intimacy; 4) aesthetic 

intimacy; 5) creative intimacy; 6) recreational intimacy; 7) work intimacy; 8) crisis 

intimacy; 9) commitment intimacy; and 10) spiritual intimacy. Clinebell and 

Clinebell noted that for newlyweds, sexual intimacy and recreational intimacy may 

be synonymous; however, recreational intimacy refers to forms of "play" that 

couples develop. Emotional intimacy refers to depth of awareness, and sharing of 
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feelings, while intellectual intimacy refers to sharing ideas. Aesthetic intimacy 

describes sharing experiences of beauty, and creative intimacy is sharing creativity, 

including conceiving and parenting children. Work intimacy is derived from a 

partnership in which household tasks, employment, and raising children are 

shared. Crisis intimacy develops through coping with internal and external threats 

together. Commitment intimacy develops out of shared dedication to goals or 

ideals, and spiritual intimacy devlops through sharing the meanings of life. 

Clinebell and Clinebell also described facets of the development of intimacy. One 

facet is "mutual enhancement of identity through meeting each others needs,"; in 

other words, to help each other develop to their fullest capacity as persons. Other 

ways intimacy develops is through mutual nurturance and through "sensitivity and 

responsiveness to each other's needs and wants." Mutual satisfaction of basic 

needs such as self-esteem, security, recognition, understanding and acceptance, 

love, and a sense of belonging is also described as a fundamental mechanism for 

the development of intimacy. 

Clinebell and Clinebell also point to an interesting aspect of developing 

intimacy in marriage; they propose that it is necessary to mature emotionally by 

cutting ties to past relationships and living in the present relationship. Failure to 

do so results in living a so-called "ghost marriage," in which patterns of interaction 

with past heterosexual partners or parents interferes with the growth and intimacy 

of the present relationship. 
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Clinebell and Clinebell make an important contribution to our 

understanding of intimacy by suggesting components of intimacy and mechanisms 

of development. These authors also take a developmetal perspective in the sense 

that they describe how intimacy in marriage may vary throughout adulthood, and 

in their recognition of the importance of coming to terms with past relationships. 

However, this developmental perspective is not extended to the pre-adult period 

of the lifespan, or to other intimate relationships. Cognitive and affective 

components of intimacy are discussed, as well as behavioral components. 

Clinebell and Clinebell's description draws upon the work of others but is not tied 

to a specific theoretical framework. 

Shaver and Buhrmester (1983) hypothesized that intimacy is a 

multidimensional phenomena consisting of: affection and warmth; unconditional 

positive regard; opportunity for self-disclosure and emotional expression; lack of 

defensiveness and concern for social presentation; giving and receiving nurturance; 

and security and emotional support. This description of intimacy provides 

direction for the measurement of intimacy, although it is not part of a theoretical 

framework. Behavioral indices are not emphasized to the exclusion of affective 

and cognitive indices of intimacy. 

Many similarities emerge upon reviewing the conceptualizations of intimacy 

above. All describe multifaceted descriptions of intimacy, which implies that there 

are several paths to closeness in relationships. All include affect, or emotional 
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intimacy, as well as intellectual and physical intimacy. Naturalness and lack of 

defensiveness are similar to components of intimacy identified by Dahms (1972) 

and by Shaver and Buhrmester (1983) as components of intimacy. Knowing the 

other and being known through self-disclosure, emotional expression, or through 

naturalness identified above also emerges as a common theme of intimacy. Giving 

and receiving nurturance is also identified as important (Clinebell & Clinebell, 

1970; Shaver & Buhrmester, 1983). Crisis intimacy (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970) 

suggests that sharing a history of coping with adversity is one possible path to 

intimacy. Based upon these conceptualizations, research on intimacy in late 

adolescence should be multifaceted, including components of emotional and 

cognitive (intellectual) intimacy, as well as nurturance, physical intimacy, 

unconditional positive regard, naturalness and absense of impression management, 

shared relationship history, and familiarity of knowing another and being known. 

Review of literature on intimacy will now turn to empirical research on close 

relationships. 

Measurement of Intimacy 

Three noteworthy attempts have been made to empirically define intimacy: 

the Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships Inventory (PAIR) (Schaefer 

and Olson, 1981); the Miller Social Intimacy Scale (MSIS) (Miller & Lefcourt, 

1982); and the Waring Intimacy Questionnaire (WIQ) Waring & Reddon, 1983). 



Pair. Schaefer and Olson (1981) defined intimacy as a "...process that 

occurs over time and is never completed or fully accomplished." Schaefer and 

Olson distinguish intimate relationships, in which a dyad share intimate 

experiences in several areas, from intimate experiences, or a closeness or sharing 

with another in one or more of the following seven areas: 1) emotional intimacy; 

2) social intimacy; 3) intellectual intimacy; 4) sexual intimacy; 5) recreational 

intimacy; 6) spiritual intimacy; and 7) aesthetic intimacy. These seven areas of 

intimacy have been derived from Clinebell and Clinebell's (1970) 

conceptualization of intimacy described above. The PAIR is comprised of seven 

subscales, one representing each area. All of the subscales obtained empirical 

validity except the spirituality and aesthetic. The remaining scales have 

demonstrated adequate validity and reliability. However, the PAIR is limited 

conceptually and in its ability to describe different types of relationships. 

Conceptually, the items refer to thoughts, feelings, or behaviors of each partner, 

but do not assess perceptions of the relationship per se; in other words, monadic 

items are used to assess a dyadic phenomena. The relationship represents a 

different level of abstraction, and cannot adequately be described in monadic 

terms. The relationship, as a system, is greater than the sum of its parts 

(Steinglass, 1979). As such, the relationship cannot be described in terms of 

characteristics of "me" and "you"; characteristics of "us" may be qualitatively 

different than characteristics of either individual taken alone. The authors relied 
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upon previous conceptualizations of intimacy, but did not tie their research to a 

specific overarching theory. The seven areas of intimacy seem to imply that the 

more two people do together, the more intimate they are. Finally, the PAIR may 

not be sensitive to developmental trends in relationships. 

With respect to applications, the PAIR is designed only for dyadic 

heterosexual relationships, specifically for use as a clinical tool which identifies the 

discrepancy between the realized and expected experiences of intimacy of the two 

partners. Information about the discrepancy in experiences of the seven types of 

intimacy is valuable for practitioners of marital and family therapy. Although the 

PAIR is not appropriate for exploring continuities and discontinuities in the 

experience of intimacy across different relationship types, it does make a useful 

contribution to the description and understanding of intimacy in dyadic 

heterosexual relationships. Descriptive research is important to the development 

of theory, and the dimensions examined by Schaefer and Olson suggest some 

interesting directions for research to be described later. 

Miller Social Intimacy Scale. The Miller Social Intimacy Scale (MSIS) 

(Miller & Lefcourt, 1982) is similarly limited in its lack of theoretical 

underpinning. The items were generated in an exploratory fashion via interviews 

with students, which is a good inductive approach. As with the PAIR (Schaefer & 

Olson, 1981), the MSIS is primarily descriptive. Similar to the PAIR, the items of 

the MSIS refer to the reporter's behavior, affect, and cognition, but do not assess 
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perceptions of the relationship per se. The MSIS has demonstrated reliability and 

validity, but empirically and concptually appears to evaluate either 1) a single 

underlying construct, or 2) multiple dimensions caused by a higher order factor. 

The MSIS is applicable only to heterosexual dating or married couples, and to 

friendships. The MSIS does not take a developmental perspective. 

Waring Intimacy Questionnaire. The Waring Intimacy Questionnaire 

(WIQ) (Waring and Reddon, 1983) is limited to measuring marital intimacy. The 

WIQ is theory driven, based on Berman and Liefs (1975) hypothesis that dyadic 

relationships are characterized by three independent dimensions: boundary, power, 

and intimacy. Eight independent content scales measuring intimacy include: 

conflict resolution, affection, cohesion, sexuality, identity, compatibility, autonomy, 

and expressiveness. Cohesion, compatibility, and conflict resolution are good 

examples of relationship characteristics, or system properties referred to above. It 

is impossible to be compatible or cohesive by oneself; these are emergent 

properties of the relationship. The authors did not report their factor loadings, 

eigenvalues, or fit indices for the confirmatory maximum likelihood factor analysis 

performed, but did report that the fit, evaluated by examining all first order 

derivatives associated with each loading, was "quite excellent." The WIQ utilizes a 

true/false format, which allows insufficient variance for some statistical analyses. 

The WIQ is specifically designed to measure intimacy in marital relationships, and 

has potential as a clinical tool. Although the WIQ is not applicable to a range of 
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relationship types and lacks a developmental perspective, if the WIQ is empirically 

reliable and valid, it may be a good tool from which to gain information about 

dimensions of intimacy in adult heterosexual dyadic relationships. 

To summarize, investigations specifically designed to measure intimacy have 

been limited in the following ways: 1) application is limited, with the exception of 

the MSIS, to adult heterosexual dyadic relationships; 2) research has been mostly 

atheoretical and descriptive; 3) a developmental perspective is virtually absent. 

Despite these limitations, these descriptive efforts provide some empirical 

evidence that intimacy is a multidimensional construct, and an indication of what 

some of those dimensions might be. Emotional and cognitive components, 

expressiveness and sharing of thoughts and feelings, cohesion, and doing things 

together (recreational intimacy) all have been identified as components of 

intimacy. These investigations just described were specifically designed to 

measure intimacy; some authors have used the term "intimacy" as synonymous 

with romantic love, and a review of these studies follows. 

Conceptualization of Romantic Love 

Sternberg (1986, 1987, 1988) has developed a triangular theory of love, in 

which all types of love are comprised of three constructs: 1) intimacy (closeness, 

connectedness, emotional investment); 2) passion (physical and psychological 

arousal); and 3) committment (decision to stay together). The triangle is used as 

a model or metaphor, and it is not assumed that geometric theory may be used to 
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quantify relationship qualities. For descriptive purposes, it may be useful to 

examine the relative shape and area of potential combinations of constructs. 

Combinations of the three constructs yield eight classes of love: nonlove, liking, 

infatuated love, empty love, romantic love, companionate love, fatuous love, and 

consummate love. 

"The intimacy component refers to feelings of closeness, connectedness, and 

bondedness in loving relationships" (Sternberg, 1986, p.119). Ten indicators of 

intimacy in close relationships have been identified by Sternberg and Grajek 

(1984): 1) desiring to promote the welfare of the loved one; 2) experiencing 

happiness with the loved one; 3) having high regard for the loved one; 4) being 

able to count on the loved one in times of need; 5) mutual understanding with the 

loved one; 6) sharing one's self and one's posessions with the loved one; 7) 

receiving emotional support from the loved one; 8) giving emotional support to 

the loved one; 9) having intimate communication with the loved one; and 10) 

valuing the loved one in one's life. This is a rich description of what Schaefer and 

Olson (1981) would refer to as "intimate experiences," out of which intimacy 

develops. The model proposed by Sternberg is grounded in his "triangular theory," 

and may be somewhat applicable to different types of close relationships. As it is 

presently described, the passion component appears to be only applicable to 

dating relationships. The intimacy and committment components, however, may 
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be useful for describing other close relationships. In its present form, the model is 

not designed to examine developmental changes. 

Measurement of Romantic Love 

Love Scale. The conceptualization and measurement of intimacy has also 

been the domain of research on romantic love relationships. Several parallel, yet 

complementary programs of research have pursued the ambitious goal of 

describing and defining dimensions of romantic love, and most of those include a 

component of intimacy. Rubin's (1970) construction of the "Love Scale," 

designed to discriminate between liking and loving, was the first noteworthy 

attempt to empirically examine romantic love. The Love Scale included three 

dimensions: "affiliative and dependent need"; "predisposition to help"; and 

"exclusiveness and absorption." The Love Scale demonstrated discriminant validity 

with the liking scale, and predictive validity in its ability to discriminate "high-love" 

and "low-love" couples on the criterion of gazing behavior (Rubin, 1970). This 

may be considered one significant attempt to define important dimensions of 

intimacy in close relationships; however, this effort was primarily exploratory and 

atheoretical. The Love Scale is also limited in its application (discrimination 

between liking and loving; between loving a little and loving a lot) and in its ability 

to identify other major dimensions of close relationships. The Love Scale is not 

appropriate for evaluating several different relationship types (e.g., friend, dating 

partner, parent, sibling) and does not take a developmental perspective. Rubin 
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notes, however, that "there may well be important common elements among 

different varieties of love" (Rubin, 1970, p. 266). This suggests that love in 

different types of relationships (e.g., friend, sibling, parent) may share some 

common characteristics with romantic love, as well as some unique characteristics. 

Relationship Rating Form. A second instrument designed to assess 

dimensions of romantic love is the Relationship Rating Form (Davis & Latty-

Mann, 1987; Davis & Todd, 1982, 1985). Davis et al. drew upon empirical 

research to design a model of characteristics to represent romantic love 

relationships and friendships. The word intimacy appears in two of those 

subscales: 1) viability (trust, respect, acceptance/tolerance); 2) intimacy 

(understanding, confiding); 3) passion (fascination, exclusiveness, sexual intimacy: 

4) care (aiding, supporting); 5) satisfaction (happiness, feelings of success, 

reciprocity); 6) conflict (conflict/ambivalence). The subscale of intimacy seems to 

refer to the sense of knowing and being known by another; this conceptualization 

will later be contrasted with others. Use of the word intimacy with sexual in the 

passion subscale is conceptually unclear. Sexual behavior does not necessarily 

imply intimacy, although the Hebrew word "to know" is synonymous with sexual 

intercourse (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970). Sexuality with intimacy is probably a 

goal of heterosexual dyadic love relationships; whether the two occur together in 

adolescence, or even late adolescence, remains an empirical question. 



Passionate Love Scale. Hatfield (Hatfield & Walster, 1978; Hatfield & 

Sprecher, 1986) has conceptualized and examined two types of love: passionate 

love, characterized by intense positive and negative emotion, altruism, jealousy; 

and companionate love, characterized by intimate affection. Hatfield has 

proposed a developmental course in which passionate love gives way to 

companionate love in adult heterosexual dyadic relationships. This hypothesis 

awaits empirical evidence. Intimacy is used by these authors as synonymous with 

both types of love. The Passionate Love Scale (PLS) (Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986) 

was designed to assess the universality of passionate love across age groups and 

across cultures, as well as among men and women. Hatfield & Sprecher (1986) 

found no definitive gender differences in passionate love; their study indicated that 

men tended to fall in love faster than women, but that difference disappeared 

over time. 

The PLS has demonstrated adequate discriminant and convergent validity 

with other measures of romantic love; however, because convergent validity was 

established with existing measures of romantic love, it suffers the same limitation 

Shaver, Hazan and Bradshaw (1988) have observed in their review of love 

research: "love is whatever measures of love measure" (Shaver et. al, 1988, p.68). 

Further, two potential biases in the development of the PLS may have attenuated 

reliability and validity. First, undergraduate college students completed the 

measure describing a current love relationship or, if they were not currently in 
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love, a past love relationship "at its peak." Although anyone who has been "in 

love" can probably adequately describe their thoughts, feelings, and actions at the 

time, the possibility of actively reconstructing, over time, events, feelings, and 

attributions about a love relationship could bias results; 22% of the original 

sample was not currently "in love." Second, Hatfield and Sprecher retained items 

using a criteria of having a "high mean," since they assumed that items which were 

endorsed more highly reflected more passionate relationships. This method could 

potentially be problematic, since, for example, passionate love could take multiple 

forms, with passionate lovers endorsing some more highly than others; further, this 

contributes to the aforementioned bias of romantic love measuring whatever 

romantic love scales measure. Hatfield and Sprecher (1986) included affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral items, although fewer behavioral items were included. 

Love Attitudes Scale. The Love Attitudes Scale (C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986, 1988; S.S. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987; Hendrick & S.S. Hendrick, 1989) is 

based on Lee's (1973) typology of love styles, comprised of three primary and 

three secondary love styles: (primary) 1) eros (romantic, passionate); 2) ludus 

(game-playing); 3) storge (friendship love); (secondary) 4) mania (possessive, 

dependent love); 5) pragma (logical love); and 6) agape (all-giving, selfless love). 

This typology recognizes that love relationships may have many manifestations, all 

of which are valid. The styles appear to be somewhat applicable to a range of 

relationship types. Factor analysis revealed six love scales, which had low 
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intercorrelations with each other (Hendrick and Hendrick, 1986). The only 

reference Hendrick & Hendrick make specifically to intimacy does not clarify its 

meaning: "We believe that although it is appropriate to develop love research with 

a college-age group, full theory testing and expansion must necessarily involve 

different, types of intimate love relationships, across the life span" (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1989, p.793). It is not clear whether all love relationships are 

considered intimate, whether one may exist without the other, or if intimacy is 

simply considered a synonym for love. 

A developmental perspective is evident in Hendrick & Hendrick's 

suggestion that intimate relationships may take different forms across the lifespan; 

otherwise, there would be little concern about the generalizeability of studying 19 

year olds. Hendrick & Hendrick (1989) provide evidence that love relationships 

may take many different forms, and that love is potentially multidimensional. 

Some of those dimensions may provide insight to the experience of intimacy in 

heterosexual love relationships, as well as other close relationships (e.g., passion, 

friendship, selflessness). 

Conceptualization and Measurement of Close Relationships 

Relationship Closeness Inventory. Berscheid, Snyder, and Omoto (1989) 

have developed a Relationship Closeness Inventory (RCI), designed to assess 

closeness as conceptualized by Kelley, et al., (1983). Berscheid, et al. (1989) use 

the term "intimacy" as a synonym for "close." Closeness, and thus intimacy, are 
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therefore operationalized by Kelley, et al., (1983) as interdependence, which is 

comprised of: 1) frequency; 2) diversity; 3) strength; and 4) duration. 

Interdependence is hypothesized to be a property of causally interconnected 

chains of events for two hypothetical persons, P and O. These chains of events 

are temporally sequenced, and include cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

components as "events." Events may be causally connected within each person's 

chain or between the two persons' chains. The two chains of events are assumed 

to be influenced by relatively stable causal conditions, which may be characteristics 

of either person or of the environment, or characteristics of the relation between 

physical environments and persons, or characteristics of the relationship between 

the persons. Although causal conditions are most often referred to as influencing 

the P and O chains of events, events may in turn influence causal conditions. 

The RCI is designed to measure the first three components of 

interdependence (frequency, diversity, and strength); because of pragmatic 

difficulties with assessing the duration of a close relationship, the duration 

component was not included. The RCI has demonstrated discriminant validity in 

identifying "close" vs. "not close" relationships and obtained a high test-retest 

reliability over a 3-5 week period. The scales are moderately intercorrelated, but 

not redundant. The RCI is designed to apply to all relationship types and across 

gender. 
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Berscheid, et al. (1989), gathered data from two samples of college students 

to assess the psychometric properties of the RCI; 47% of participants identified a 

romantic relationship as their closest, 36% nominated friendships, and 14% 

identified a family relationship as their closest. Results indicated that the total 

degree of closeness as assessed by the RCI by relationship type was greatest for 

romantic relationships than for friendships or family relationships, which were 

equally close. Interestingly, by followup nine months later, 49% of romantic 

relationships described as "closest" by participants had dissolved. This finding 

highlights both the instability and salience of romantic relationships in late 

adolescence as well as the developmental transitions of late adolescence in which 

new relationships develop, at times very quickly, and old relationships are 

transformed in accordance with the adolescents' development. This finding also 

underscores the importance of frequency, diversity, and strength of interactions in 

late adolescence; it would be interesting to study relationships that endure over 

long periods of time, to observe the relative importance of each component. It is 

possible that married couples actually become less diverse in their interactions 

over time, but would still identify their marital relationship as one of their closest. 

The RCI appears to be measuring something different than subjective 

closeness, as well. A two item measure of subjective closeness was only 

moderately correlated with the RCI (r=.20, p<.05), and indicated that romantic 

relationships and friendships were equally close, and both were closer than family 
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relationships; results of the RCI indicated that romantic relationships were the 

closest, and family and friend relationships were equally close. Despite the greater 

interdependence as measured by the RCI, participants rated their friendships 

equally as close on the subjective index. Frequency, diversity, and strength may 

play a different role in the formation and maintenance of romantic relationships 

vs. friendships. 

An Emotional Tone Index measured yet another separate dimension of 

close relationships, and, interestingly, Berscheid et al., found no gender differences 

and no differences by relationship type on the emotional tone index. One might 

predict from the results of the RCI and SCI that romantic relationships would 

again be identified as closest. Berscheid, et al. (1989) performed a multiple 

regression analysis predicting longevity of relationship for romantic relationships at 

nine month followup from the RCI, SCI, and ETI; the RCI was the only 

significant predictor of longevity. Frequency was a nonsignificant predictor, but 

relationships with greater diversity and strength lasted longer. Frequency may 

have been nonsignificant because of limitations in measurement; specifically, only 

time spent alone together was measured, assuming that the greatest impact would 

occur at those times, and because of the difficulty of estimating the impact of the 

presence of others. If adolescents spend a great deal of time in group situations, 

and if interactions in the context of those situations do exert significant influence 

on relationship partners, this assumption may be problematic. Berscheid, et al. 
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(1989), hypothesized that people who do not see each other often, even for good 

reasons (i.e., geographic distance) cannot possibly be as close, all other things 

being equal, as individuals who see each other often. This assumption is also 

problematic, since it may be possible for close relationships to be maintained 

across time and distance. Despite these limitations, interdependence as assessed 

by the RCI appears to measure an important aspect of intimacy in close 

relationships. The RCI shows promise as a rationally derived measure of 

dimensions of intimacy. 

To summarize, several research efforts have described love relationships 

and friendships, using the term intimacy in both consistent and inconsistent ways. 

It may be useful to compare the uses of the word intimacy, to discover if 

significant and meaningful consensus emerges (see Table 1). A number of 

common themes become evident upon examination of the various 

conceptualizations of intimacy. The words "close" and "love" are used as 

synonyms with intimacy by several researchers. Communication, understanding, 

and disclosure also emerge repeatedly, implying that familiarity with another is a 

significant dimension of intimacy. Some definitions emphasize the importance of 

intersecting with another in diverse areas (Schaefer & Olson, 1981; Bersceid, 

Snyder, & Omoto, 1989; Dahms, 1972). The operationalization of diversity by 

Bersceid, et al., (1989) perhaps best represents closeness at a variety of levels 

suggested by Dahms (1972) and Schaefer and Olson (1981). Some definitions 
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include affect, cognition, and behavior (e.g., Rubin, 1970) while others emphasize 

or exclude one of those dimensions. Sexual intimacy is identified repeatedly, 

although most of those authors do acknowledge that sexual intimacy is not a 

sufficient indicator of intimacy as it is discussed here. Dimensions which 

conceptually and empirically hold the most promise in examining intimacy include: 

1) interdependence, or influence and intersection in multiple areas; 2) familiarity, 

including some communication and comfort with another, as well as lack of 

impression management (e.g., Dahms, 1972; Shaver & Buhrmester, 1983); 3) 

identity and autonomy (Waring and Reddon, 1983); 4) emotional investment 

(Sternberg, 1986, 1987, 1988); 5) committment to the other and to the relationship 

(Gilbert, 1976); 6) mutuality (Kelley. 1983) and mutual accessibility (Dahms, 

1972); shared history (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970); and 7) non-possessiveness 

(Dahms, 1972), which suggests that the intimate partner is regarded as a subject. 

with thoughts, feelings, and needs, as opposed to an object, which exists solely for 

the satisfaction of the self. 

Up to this point, this review of literature on intimacy has focused on 

conceptualization and measurement of adult close relationships. We will now turn 

to the only lifespan theory of close relationships and examine its potential for 

informing our understanding of intimacy. 
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Attachment Theory and Love Relationships 

Attachment theory is distinct from the conceptualizations described above 

for two reasons: 1) it is the only conceptualization of close relationships which 

meets the criteria of being a true theory; and 2) it is the only lifespan 

conceptualization of close relationships. Skolnick (1986) has asserted that "...no 

alternative theory of social development has been articulated as comprehensively 

as attachment theory" (Skolnick, 1986, p. 180). Since a primary goal of this 

research is to develop an assessment procedure, special attention will be given to 

methods of measurement of attachment. 

Attachment theory has recently been used as a framework for examining 

adult heterosexual love relationships (e.g., Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Simpson, 1990; 

Collins & Read, 1990). Although most attachment research has focused on 

infancy and early childhood, attachment theory was designed to describe all 

important love relationships "from the cradle to the grave" (Bowlby, 1977). 

Bowlby (1981) hypothesized that continuity in relationship style is a function of 

"mental models" of self and social life. Continuity refers to preservation of 

individual differences in a changing attribute (Skolnick, 1986). "Internal working 

models" of relationships include "conscious and/or unconscious rules for the 

organization of information relevant to attachment and for obtaining or limiting 

access to that information—regarding attachment related experiences, feelings, and 

ideations" (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1987, pp. 66-67). 
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Security, physical and psychological availability, reliability and trust have 

been identified as important aspects of an infant's attachment with its primary 

caregiver. Various methods have been employed in the study of these qualities of 

the attachment relationship, including Ainsworth's Strange Situation paradigm 

(e.g., Ainsworth, 1973), observations of children's reactions to photographs of the 

caretaker during an extended separation (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985), 

interviews (Kobak & Sceery, 1988), and self-report questionnaires (e.g., Collins & 

Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Simpson, 1990). Qualities of the attachment 

relationship (identified above) during infancy have been assessed primarily with 

observational methods, inferring the contents of the infant's internal model of the 

relationship with the caregiver. Specific behavioral criteria for classification will 

be discussed below. Physiological measures have also been used to infer affect in 

conjunction with the Strange Situation. One study of attachment qualities during 

childhood assessed children's responses to a photograph of the caretaker during 

an extended separation (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). This method relied on 

behavioral criteria to infer the contents of the child's representational model as 

well. During adolescence and adulthood, interviews about attachments have been 

used to infer the qualities of the internal model of relationships (e.g., Kobak & 

Sceery, 1988). Self-report questionnaires specifically focusing on thoughts and 

feelings about attachment relationships have also been used with adolescents and 

adults, with results bearing remarkable similarity to interviews (e.g., Hazan & 
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Shaver, 1987). Each method described has limitations, but when taken together 

provide descriptive information about qualities of attachment and internal models. 

The study of attachment in infancy has focused on variation in attachment 

quality, resulting in the identification of four main attachment categories: A) "A" 

babies, classified anxious-avoidant, do not use the caregiver as a secure base, 

appear to be aloof and unaware that the caregiver leaves the room or returns; B) 

"B" babies, classified securely attached, use the caregiver as a secure base 

(checking in periodically while actively exploring, making eye contact across the 

room, vocalizing, seeking proximity), become distressed when the caregiver leaves 

the room, seek proximity when the caregiver returns, are easily soothed and return 

to exploration soon after the caregiver returns; C) "C" babies, classified anxious 

resistant, cling to the caregiver before separation, become very distressed when 

the caregiver leaves, and display conflicting/ambivalent behavior upon the 

caregiver's return, alternating clinging/approach behaviors with angry attempts to 

push away from the caregiver, even hitting the caregiver; and d) "D" babies, 

classified insecure-disorganized/disoriented, characterized by " "dazed" behavior on 

reunion with the parent, stoppage of movement in postures suggestive of 

depression, confusion, or apprehension, disordering of expected temporal 

sequences (e.g., strong avoidance followed by strong proximity seeking), 

simultaneous display of contradictory behavior patterns (approaching with head 
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averted, gazing strongly away while in contact), incompleted movements, and 

undirected expressions of affect" (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985, p.79). 

It is hypothesized that attachment behavior of the infant is influenced both 

by interactions with the caretaker, and by "internal working models," or self-

constructed representations of the self, other, and social world in general (Main, 

Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). Cognitive and affective representations of relationships 

include expectations about the behavior of others (i.e., availability, trust), as well 

as evaluations of the self in the relationship (i.e., as loveable, efficacious). 

Attachment theorists believe that internal representations of relationships are 

actively constructed by the child out of an amalgam of important early caretaking 

relationships. Internal representations then serve as a prototype, operating for the 

most part, outside of consciousness, yet guiding behavior in other relationships 

(Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). Behavior in the Strange Situation is considered 

to be a function of the infant's working model of its relationship with the 

caregiver: anxious avoidant infants expect that the caregiver is unavailable for 

comfort and security in new situations, both psychologically and physically; secure 

infants expect that the caregiver is available, responsive to the infant's needs, and 

dependable, so it is free to explore as well as seek the comfort of the caregiver; 

anxious resistant infants expect that the caregiver will be available, but in an 

unpredicatable fashion; and insecure-disoriented/disorganized infants appear to be 
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unsure of what to expect from the caretaker, who may alternately be a source of 

security and a source of threat. 

Research examining physiological correlates of behavior in the Strange 

Situation validate both the procedure and the inferred emotions, and thus 

expectations, experienced by infants (Spangler & Knopp, 1991). Adrenocortical 

activity (salivary Cortisol) assessed before and 15 and 30 minutes after the strange 

situation revealed significantly elevated levels of Cortisol in insecure babies as 

compared to secure babies. Likewise, patterns of heart rate (HR) elevation varied 

by attachment category. All babies showed an increase in HR until the second 

separation; however, while B babies exhibited lower HR during object orientation 

and higher HR while looking at their mothers, A babies showed the opposite 

pattern, indicating "low quality play marked by inattentiveness and low 

involvement" and visual contact with mother when arousal was not high. To 

summarize, in infancy working models of relationships have been assessed using 

behavioral and physiological indicators of internal working models, with sufficient 

reliability and validity. 

Internal models are assumed to be the mechanism of continuity in 

relationships throughout development. Early attachment relationships are also 

considered by attachment theorists to be the crucible of personality development. 

Research examining the relationship between early attachment classifications and 

later development have found correlations with social competence in preschool 



47 

and elementary school (Main et al., 1985) as well as preadolescence (Elicker, 

1991) and adolescence (Cavell & Constantin, 1991). Infants classified as secure in 

the Strange Situation tend to smile and affectively share more with their peers 

(Waters, Wippman, & Sroufe, 1979) and show less negative affect and have more 

friends (Sroufe, 1983). 

Recently, investigators have examined working models in adolescence (e.g. 

Kobak & Sceery, 1988). Classifications similar to those used with infants have 

been developed on the basis of the Adolescent Attachment Interview (George, 

Kaplan, & Main, 1985): Dismissing of attachment (anxious avoidant) preoccupied 

(anxious resistant) and secure (secure) (Kobak & Sceeiy, 1988). Kobak & Sceery 

(1988) found that Secure first year college students (as assessed by the Adult 

Attachment Interview) were rated as more ego-resilient, less anxious, and less 

hostile by their peers, while Dismissing participants were rated low on ego-

resilience and higher on hostility and Preoccupied participants were rated as less 

ego-resilient and more anxious. This study provides evidence of links between 

internal models of relationships, behavior, and psychological well-being as reported 

by the self and rated by others. 

Although similarity has been observed in attachment classification between 

infants and adolescents, it is unclear whether the consistency is a function of 

continuity in the relationship between the infant/child/adolescent and caregivers, or 

a function of internal models of relationships. In other words, secure attachment 
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at six years of age or during adolescence could be a function of secure internal 

models developed during infancy, or it could be a function of a continuing 

relationship style between the child and the caregiver. Similarly, romantic 

relationships in late adolescence have been construed as attachments (Collins & 

Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Shaver, Hazan, and Bradshaw, 1988; Simpson, 

1990; Skolnick 1985), and have been compared with parental attachments, 

yielding some evidence for either 1) continuity in attachment between childhood 

and late adolescence, or 2) consistent internal representation of parental and 

romantic love relationships in late adolescence. The first set of investigations of 

romantic love and attachments styles required participants to classify themselves as 

secure, avoidant, or anxious/ambivalent lovers (Hazan and Shaver, 1987; Shaver, 

et al., 1988). Hazan and Shaver have noted that the proportion of respondents in 

each attachment category is very similar to the proportion in each category in 

infancy. Participants also were asked to describe how their parents behaved 

toward them during childhood by checking adjectives from a list. Multiple 

regression analyses revealed that adjectives discriminated between attachment 

types. Mothers of avoidant participants were described as more demanding, 

disrespectful, and critical compared to mothers of secure respondents. Fathers of 

avoidant participants were described as more forceful and uncaring, and the 

relationship between mother and father was described as "not affectionate." 

Anxious/ambivalent participants described their mothers as more intrusive and 
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unfair, their fathers as more unfair and threatening, and the parental relationship 

as unhappy. When anxious/ambivalent lovers were compared to anxious/avoidant 

lovers, anxious/ambivalent lovers described their mothers as more responsive and 

funny, and their fathers as unfair but affectionate. Shaver, et al. noted that the 

comparison of anxiously attached types "...parallels Ainsworth et al.'s 

characterization of the mothers of avoidant infants as more uniformly negative 

than the mothers of anxious/ambivalent infants" (Shaver et al., p. 83). Likewise, 

all other descriptions above parallel descriptions of parental behavior in infancy. 

The authors replicated their results with a university sample. From these studies, 

it is impossible to conclude whether these results represent continuity in 

caregiving/relationship from infancy through late adolescence, or continuity in 

representation across relationships, or both. However, the results of these studies 

are provocative for several reasons. First, evidence for an attachment theory 

perspective on adult love relationships was supported; important qualities of 

attachment relationships (e.g., security/anxiety, availability, trust) discriminate 

between representations of relationships. Second, when the authors divided their 

sample by age, it was found that the relationship between adult attachments and 

parental relationships was stronger for younger participants, suggesting that mental 

models of relationships are modified as adolescents establish autonomy from their 

family of origin. The authors note that this is compatible with the concept of 

scripts and schemas in cognitive and social psychology in which continual 
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construction, revision, and integration of models takes place (e.g., Fiske & Taylor, 

1984). Crittenden (1990) in response to Bowlby (1988) has delineated the 

meaning of construction and revision of mental models of relationships; an "open" 

model is open to new information, and a "working" model refers to "cognitive 

manipulation" of alternative behavioral strategies. A mental model of 

relationships may therefore be open or closed, working or nonworking. If 

adolescents' relationships with parents continued to strongly influence their love 

relationships throughout adulthood without any significant revision, their models of 

relationships would be closed. 

Caution must be taken in interpreting developmental differences with the 

studies above, since they are cross sectional. Shaver, et al., also note limitations of 

their studies, including imperfect recall, difficulty in articulating the experience of 

love relationships, and potential self-serving or defensive biases. Shaver et al. also 

note that reworking and modification of unpleasant aspects of childhood models 

of relationships is possible, interrupting the chain of cross-generation continuity 

(Main, et al., 1985). This reworking would probably be most intense during late 

adolescence and early adulthood, shortly after leaving home. Shaver et al. 

hypothesize, for example, that an insecure person could become increasingly 

secure by "participating in relationships that disconfirm negative features of 

experience based mental models and/or gaining insight into the working of one's 

mental models." (Shaver et al., p. 85). 
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This hypothesis is consistent with Bandura's description of the development 

of efficacy. Bandura (1981) identified four sources of efficacy information by 

which individuals evaluate their abilities: 1) mastery experiences; 2) verbal 

persuasion; 3) physiological responses; and 4) comparison with others. Mastery 

experience is the most powerful source of information, according to Bandura. 

Participating in relationships which disconfirm negative features of working models 

may be considered a mastery experience if it includes successfully performing 

socially competent behavior. This process is only possible, however, if models of 

relationships are "open." 

Collins and Read (1990) further refined Hazan and Shaver (1987) and 

Shaver et al.'s (1988) measurement of attachment styles in dating relationships. 

Collins and Read (1990) developed a multi-item scale from Hazan and Shaver's 

categorical measure of attachment style by breaking down their descriptions of 

attachment categories into component statements, with five statements for each 

attachment style. Three items were added to assess responses to separation (one 

for each attachment classification) and three items to assess beliefs about 

availability of the attachment figure (one for each attachment category). Factor 

analysis of the multi-item scale yielded three dimensions: 1) degree of comfort 

with closeness (Close); 2) how much one feels he or she can depend on others 

(Depend); and 3) how anxious and fearful one feels about being abandoned or 

unloved (Anxious). These factors parallel important dimensions of attachment in 
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infancy; the Depend and Anxiety factors measured the expectations of availability 

and emotional responsivity, while the Close factor measured the desire for close 

contact with the attachment figure. Each factor was comprised of statements from 

more than one of the original attachment descriptions; in other words, the factors 

represent underlying dimensions, not simply indicators of discrete attachment 

styles. All three factors demonstrated good internal consistency, justifying 

summation of composite scores. Test-retest reliability was also adequate. 

A subsample also completed the original Hazan and Shaver (1987) discrete 

measure two weeks later, in order to assess the relationship between the 

dimensions and the discrete categories. Discriminant function analyses indicated 

that the dimensions Close and Depend differentiated the avoidant style from the 

secure and anxious/ambivalent styles; the Anxiety dimension discriminated the 

anxious/ambivalent style from the avoidant and secure styles. Results indicated 

that participants with secure attachment styles were comfortable with closeness, 

feel they are able to depend on others, and not anxious about abandonment; 

avoidant participants were not comfortable with closeness, were unsure about the 

availability of others, but not worried about being abandoned; anxious/ambivalent 

respondents, on the other hand, were comfortable with closeness and in the 

availability of others, but concerned about being abandoned or unloved. 

Interestingly, results indicated that male subjects were more comfortable with 

getting close than female subjects were. 
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Collins and Read (1990) used a second sample to examine the relationship 

between attachment dimensions and components of models of self (e.g., self-

esteem, efficacy), the social world in general, and attitudes about romantic love. 

Results indicated that participants with more secure attachment styles (high scores 

on Close and Depend, low scores on Anxiety) had a more positive view of 

themselves than participants in the other two attachment categories, as assessed 

by the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), the Texas Social Behavior 

Inventory (Helmreich & Stapp, 1974), and the Personal Attributes Questionnaire 

(Spence & Helmreich, 1978). The Rotter Trust Scale (Rotter, 1967) and the 

Philosophies of Human Nature Scale (Wrightsman, 1964) were used to assess 

beliefs about the social world in general, such as trustworthiness, altruism, and 

rationality. Participants who were comfortable with closeness and felt others 

would be available (Depend subscale) were more trusting and believed people 

were more altruistic, willing to defend their beliefs, in control of their lives, and 

adaptable. Participants scoring high on the Anxiety scale had less faith in the 

altruism of others and believed that others were more conforming and difficult to 

understand. In general, participants with a more secure attachment style had 

more optimistic views of the social world in general, while avoidant and 

anxious/resistant participants were more pessimistic and mistrusting. Collins and 

Read concluded that subjects with a more secure attachment style "...tended to 

have more positive views about the social world and about human nature in 
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general, whereas avoidant and anxious subjects tended to have more negative and 

mistrusting views of others" (Collins & Read, 1990, p.653). 

Collins and Read (1990) administered the Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick 

& Hendrick, 1986) to assess beliefs about romantic love. Participants who were 

comfortable with closeness were more likely to have a love style characterized by 

Agape (selfless love). Participants who were anxious about being abandoned or 

unloved were more likely to have a love style characterized by Mania (obsessive/ 

dependent). Significant results were obtained when comparing models of parental 

relationships with models of self and of the social world in general, with 

participants who rated their parents as warm and accepting as more likely to feel 

they could depend on others, less likely to be anxious about being abandoned or 

unloved, more comfortable with closeness and intimacy, and higher in self-esteem 

and expressiveness; the social world in general was also viewed more positively. 

Participants who rated their parents as cold or inconsistent were lower in self-

worth and social confidence, and a view of others as less trustworthy, less 

altruistic, less efficacious, and less independent; they also scored lower on Depend 

and higher on Anxiety. 

Finally, Collins and Read compared scores of relationship partners, 

assessed the similarity between participants' partner and parents, and the 

participants' and partner's perceptions of communication, trust and overall 

satisfaction. Partners who were comfortable with getting close to others were 
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more likely to have a partner who also was comfortable with closeness; similar 

results were obtained for partners who felt they could depend on others. Both 

men and women who were comfortable with closeness were more likely to date 

partners whom they felt they could depend on, and less likely to date partners 

who worried about abandonment. Examination of parental and romantic 

relationships revealed that only descriptions of the opposite-sex parent predicted 

the attachment style dimensions of the dating partner; for men, maternal ratings 

predicted partner's fear of abandonment, while for women, paternal ratings 

predicted partner's comfort with closeness and ability to depend on others. 

Attachment style dimensions were related to partner's evaluation of the 

relationship as well; however, it is difficult to determine whether attachment style 

dimensions, such as fear of abandonment, are a cause or effect of relationship 

qualities. Most likely, attachment styles are both. Comfort with closeness was the 

dimension of men's attachment style that best predicted women's evaluation of the 

relationship; women's fears of abandonment was the dimension that best predicted 

men's evaluation of the relationship. 

In sum, if developmental conclusions may be tentatively drawn from this 

cross-sectional data, it appears that working models of relationships with parents, 

particularly opposite sex parents, are at least partially responsible for continuity in 

romantic relationships. Likewise, descriptions of relationships with parents are 

also predictive of mental models of the self, the social world in general, and 
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attitudes toward romantic love. Although this research has limitations described 

above, it represents a promising theory-driven program of research informed by a 

developmental perspective. The authors limit their study to romantic love 

relationships, but the framework could also be applied to close friendships. It is 

also noteworthy that this research includes participants' reports of affect, behavior, 

and cognition, instead of relying heavily on behavioral indicators of intimacy. 

It is important to reiterate the dynamic nature of mental models; although 

people probably have fairly stable models of themselves and the social world in 

general, it is worth noting again that mental models may be "open" and "working." 

Attachments are specific, and within a given relationship, models of the specific 

other and relationship develop (Read and Miller, 1989). Measurement of mental 

models of relationships must be differentiated from measurement of the 

relationship itself; the relationship itself posesses emergent qualities which cannot 

be captured by evaluations of one or both partners' representations of the 

relationship. Assessment of internal models of relationships is not equivalent to 

assessment of the relationship per se. 

Simpson (1990) took an approach similar to Collins and Read, extending 

the Hazan and Shaver (1987) and Shaver et al. (1988) measurement of attachment 

style, by breaking down the attachment category descriptions into their component 

statements (e.g., I find it relatively easy to get close to others; I don't often worry 

about being abandoned). Simpson's approach differed from the approach of 
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Collins and Read, in that component statements of each attachment category were 

aggregated, instead of summing component factors (Close, Depend, Anxiety) so 

that the final score represented attachment style (e.g., ambivalent, avoidant, 

secure), not a component of attachment. Internal consistency of scales was 

adequate. Discriminant validity was obtained by comparing, within sex, scores on 

each attachment style. 

Attachment style was then correlated to measures of interdependence 

(Rubin's Love Scale, Rubin, 1970; the Dependency Scale, Fei & Berscheid, 1977; 

and the Self-Disclosure Scale, Miller, Berg, & Archer, 1983), commitment (the 

Committment Scale, Lund, 1985; the Investment Scale, Rusbult, 1980), trust (the 

Trust Scale, Rempel et al., 1985; the Insecurity Scale, Fei & Berscheid, 1977), 

satisfaction (a measure constructed by Simpson for this research), and frequency 

of experiencing different emotions (a measure constructed by Simpson). Measures 

designed to assess interdependence, committment, and trust were standardized 

and aggregated. Results indicated that participants scoring higher on the secure 

attachment index reported greater interdependence, greater committment, greater 

trust, and greater satisfaction. The opposite was true for participants scoring 

higher on the avoidant index. 

Dyad-level analyses were performed to examine the relationship of 

attachment style to partner's evaluation of relationship qualities. While the 

relationship between attachment style and relationship qualities is hardly a one-to-
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one deterministic match, the significant results make theoretical sense; indeed, the 

theory would not predict perfect matching of mental models with relationship 

qualities. However, both men and women scoring higher on the secure index were 

more likely to be dating a partner who was less insecure; women scoring higher on 

the secure index were also more likely to be dating men reporting higher 

committment. Likewise, men and women who scored higher on the anxious index 

were more likely to be dating partners who reported less interdependence and 

committment. Men scoring higher on the avoidant index were more likely to date 

women who reported less trust and satisfaction, and more insecurity. Women 

scoring higher on the avoidant index tended to date men who reported less 

committment and trust, and more insecurity. 

Dyad-level analyses and individual-level analyses revealed a significant 

relationship between attachment style and frequency of emotion. Results of these 

analyses are too complex to describe here, but it is worth noting that individual 

level effects were more robust than dyad level effects; in other words, one's own 

attachment style is a better predictor the type and intensity of emotions 

experienced than partner's attachment style. 

Participants were telephoned six months later, and if the relationship had 

been terminated they were interviewed about distress experienced upon breakup. 

Disregarding attachment category, no gender differences in amount of emotional 

distress experienced following dissolution. Neither secure nor ambivalent 
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attachment style was correlated with emotional distress; however, men categorized 

as avoidant reported less distress following dissolution. Simpson hypothesized that 

people exhibiting an avoidant attachment style should actually experience less 

distress, since avoidant children express extreme levels of detachment; however, 

the discrepancy between behavioral and physiological indicators described 

previously, and the potential discrepancy between reported and experienced 

distress should be noted. A more reliable measure of distress should include 

physiological measures of emotion, given the unreliability of behavioral indices of 

emotion for avoidantly attached infants and self-report indices of emotion for 

avoidantly attached adults. 

Skolnick (1985) has criticized Bowlby's conceptualization of attachment as 

being too linear and deterministic, arguing that other relational contexts (e.g., 

peers) may be equally important and that models of relationships may be more 

modifiable than she believes Bowlby intended. In her analysis of longitudinal data 

collected during infancy, at six years of age, during adolescence, and early and 

middle adulthood, Skolnick found a wide variety of developmental trajectories. 

Although it was most common for securely attached infants to be well adjusted 

and sociable as adults, attachment classification in infancy was not the best 

predictor of adult outcomes; classification in infancy predicted childhood social 

competence, which in turn predicted social competence in adolescence. Social 



60 

competence in adolescence, however, was the best predictor of psychosocial 

adjustment in adulthood. 

Multiple alternative hypotheses may be raised to address these results from 

the perspective of attachment theory, two of which will be elaborated here. 

Adolescence may be a period of life particularly open to reworking of internal 

models of relationships, considering that the adolescent is gaining status in the 

family and may have alternate sources of security in peers. Alternatively, internal 

models of relationships may function in a more probablistic way, which is an 

alternative interpretation of Bowlby's original work. As such, the concept of 

equifinalitv would apply (Steinglass, 1979), in which many possible endpoints may 

be reached from a common beginning. In other words, an insecurely attached 

infant may have many possible representations of self, others, and the social world 

in general as an adult, depending on its interpretational system and confirming or 

disconfirming social experiences. Skolnick and others have noted that insecurely 

attached infants and children are more likely to behave in ways that cause others 

to shun them (e.g., clingy, avoidant), thereby confirming their expectations of 

others. However, the possibility of "mastery experiences" in the sense of 

Bandura's (1982) social learning theory may disconfirm insecure expectations 

about the self and social world (e.g., inefficacy, unavailability or untrustworthiness 

of others). 
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Skolnick (1985) has suggested important areas for future development of 

attachment theory. The self component of internal working models (e.g., as 

loveable, efficacious) has been virtually ignored, and should be examined as an 

additional source of continuity and discontinuity in relationships. Skolnick also has 

suggested that overt attachment behavior and covert evidence of attachment 

should be differentiated. For example, in the Simpson (1990) study described 

above, avoidant men appeared to experience very little distress upon dissolution of 

romantic relationships. This overt attachment behavior should be differentiated 

from the attachment system, which includes affect and cognition as well as 

behavior. Finally, other close relationships that do not have "security needs" as 

their primary basis should be examined, including intimacy and other "bonds" (e.g., 

L. Rubin, 1985). 

To summarize, attachment theory has provided a comprehensive and 

influential framework for the study of close relationships. Parent-child 

relationships and romantic love relationships have been examined through the lens 

of attachment theory; further extensions of these studies will undoubtedly continue 

to provide an influential perspective on psychosocial development. It remains to 

be seen whether attachment theory may be extended to the study of other close 

relationships (e.g., friendships, sibling relationships). The next section will describe 

how attachment theory may accomodate the study of other close relationships, 
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when it is integrated with some other frameworks for analyzing close relationships 

described earlier. 

Integration of Perspectives on Qose Relationships 

The frameworks described above, along with their corresponding research, 

each provide a unique piece of information about close relationships. It is 

somewhat difficult to integrate these separate pieces of information into a 

cohesive whole, when their origins are sometimes very different perspectives. 

What does each conceptualization have to inform our understanding of intimacy in 

different relationships? Attachment theory, as the most comprehensive 

conceptualization of close relationships, will provide the fundamental framework 

for this integrative conceptualization of intimacy. It is hypothesized that intimacy 

is represented in different ways in each of the components of internal models of 

relationships (self, relationship, other). The primary question may thus be posed: 

1) How is intimacy represented in each of the components of internal 
models of relationships? 

Accordingly, if the representation of intimacy may be described for 

each component of internal models, the following questions may also 

be asked: 

2) is intimacy multidimensional, or a single, global construct? 

3) Does the experience of intimacy vary across relationship types? 

4) Does the experience of intimacy vary as a function of gender? 
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5) Can two relationships be equally intimate affectively and cognitivelv. 
but be manifested differently in terms of behavior? 

Shaver, et al. (1988) have suggested that our understanding of close 

relationships would benefit by an examination of the contents of internal 

representations. Representation of intimacy is hypothesized in the present study 

to be a component of internal representations of relationships. A schematic 

diagram may be helpful in illustrating this conceptualization of internal models of 

relationships (figure 1). Other perspectives described above provide fruitful 

insight to the contents of internal representations. Kelly's (1983) framework, 

which includes affect, cognition, and behavior of both members of the dyad, as 

well as Berscheid, et al.'s (1989) elaboration of interdependence offer a promising 

description of close relationships from which to build. From these two 

conceptualizations, it may be hypothesized that intimacy includes affective and 

cognitive representations of self, relationship, and other, as well as expectations 

about the behavior of each partner. Intimacy may be conceptualized as a causal 

condition in Kelly et al.'s (1983) framework, both influencing the inter- and intra-

chain sequence of events and being influenced by it. Intimate experiences, as 

Schaefer and Olson (1981) have defined them, would comprise events in the 

interchain sequence. Intimacy, as one component of the internal working model, 

may have a variety of influences on the event (behavior, affect, cognition) level. It 

is hypothesized that the influence and manifestation of intimacy in relationships 
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may best be conceptualized as a stochastic, probablistic phenomena as opposed to 

a linear one. Cognitive development during adolescence facilitates the recognition 

of the relationship as a level of abstraction, the sense of "we-ness," in a 

relationship; the concept that we are not the same as vou and I requires some 

sophistication, and is probably only beginning to develop during late adolescence 

as intimacy becomes increasingly important. Berscheid et al.'s Subjective 

Closeness Index seemed to tap the sense of intimacy in the relationship, but only 

measured how much, instead of what is it? Drawing upon the conceptualizations 

of close relationships described above, an integrative framework of affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral representations of intimacy in the self, relationship, and 

other components of internal models of relationships will be elaborated below. 

Intimate Representations of the Self 

Self components of intimacy identified above include identity and autonomy 

(Erikson, 1950; Waring & Reddon, 1983), lack of impression management, or 

"naturalness" (Dahms, 1972; Shaver & Buhrmester, 1983) and investment in the 

relationship, including interdependence and mutuality, influence, role substitution, 

altruism/personal sacrifice, and committment (Sternberg, 1986, 1987). Each of 

these will be discussed in turn. 

Identity: Connectedness vs. Separateness 

Attachment theorists (e.g., Ainsworth, et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1961, 1973) 

have described a balance between attachment, or connectedness with another, and 
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separateness, or individual identity. Erikson (1950) and Waring and Reddon 

(1983) have also explored issues of identity and intimacy. Specifically, in any 

relationship it is hypothesized that there is a tension between maintaining one's 

own identity and maintaining a sense of "we-ness" with another. It is a delicate 

balance to remain two, yet one in an intimate relationship. Adolescents, who are 

becoming comfortable with their budding identities, may feel that identity 

threatened in intimate relationships. A relationship in which identity is preserved 

as well as a sense of connectedness, is considered more intimate than a 

relationship in which identity or connectedness is weak, or threatened. It may 

thus be hypothesized that individuals with a more developed sense of identity will 

report more intimate relationships. 

Naturalness 

"Naturalness," (Dahms, 1972) or lack of defensivenss and concern for 

presentation (Shaver & Buhrmester, 1983) are important components of the self 

representation of intimacy, because they imply familiarity with self and other. 

Acceptance of the flaws of oneself and of the other is a necessary precursor to 

naturalness and lack of defensiveness. Personal weaknesses must be known in 

order to be accepted, and one must allow those weaknesses to be known by either 

disclosing to the partner or by freely being oneself without maintaining a false 

impression. Once those personal weaknesses ar known and accepted by each 

partner, unconditional positive regard (Rogers, 1959; Shaver & Buhrmester, 1983) 
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is possible. Relationships in which one feels comfortable to be oneself, in which 

each partner is familiar with the other, in which partners provide support for each 

other, and in which partners are given unconditional positive regard are 

considered to be more intimate than relationships in which partners are defensive, 

unfamiliar, place conditions upon the relationship, and often engage in impression 

management. Thus, it is hypothesized that a positive relationship will exist 

between intimacy and naturalness. 

Investment in the Relationship 

Sternberg's triangular theory of love (1986, 1987, 1989) identified emotional 

investment as an important aspect of intimacy. On the basis of theory and 

evaluation of a faculty and graduate student panel, the following variables were 

included in the present definition of investment: 1) interdependence and 

mutuality; 2) role substitution; 3) altruism, or personal sacrifice; and 4) 

commitment. The first variable, interdependence and mutuality, refers to the 

extent to which partners influence each other in the relationship and the extent to 

which intimacy is perceived to be reciprocated. It is assumed that a minimal 

amount of interdependence is necessary, but not sufficient for intimacy to develop 

and be maintained. A relationship in which partners have greater influence on 

each other and in which perceived reciprocity is greater is assumed to be more 

intimate. 
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Role substitution is a variable designed to assess the ease with which the 

role the partner plays in the individual's life may be replaced. For example, if 

another individual could easily replace the intimate partner, the relationship is 

assumed to be less intimate than one in which the intimate partner is considered 

irreplaceable. Fundamentally, this illustrates the subject/object dichotomy, in 

which the latter exists solely to fulfill one's own needs, and the former exists as a 

holistic, thinking, feeling individual, not simply a role. One who considers their 

intimate partner replaceable considers that person an object; one who consides 

their partner irreplaceable considers that person a subject. 

Altruism refers to other-centered behavior, or activity for the sake of the 

other, without consideration for one's own needs. Altruism is assessed using 

projective as well as self report of real behaviors in the relationship. Altruism is a 

cognitive and affective variable as well as a behavioral one, in the sense that one 

acts with "no strings attached" or no personal agenda. A score is not kept in the 

social exchange theory sense (e.g., Nye, 1979). Relationships in which more 

altruism is evident are assumed to be more intimate. 

Commitment, in a voluntary relationship, refers to the extent to which an 

individual has freely chosen an intimate partner. This implies that one would, 

given the opportunity, make the same decision again. 
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Intimate Representations of the Relationship 

Relationship qualities or properties identified as important to intimate 

relationships include: 1) system properties of consistency or predictability and 

tolerance of differences; 2) compatibility (Waring & Reddon, 1983); 3) 

opportunity for self-disclosure and emotional expression (Shaver and Buhrmester, 

1983; Sternberg, 1988; Waring & Reddon, 1983); and 4) history of the 

relationship. Each of these properties will be described below. 

System Properties 

System properties considered important in an intimate relationship include: 

1) consistency or predictability; and 2) tolerance of differences and disagreements. 

In other words, stability and change in a relationship, and allowing diversity and 

conflict are considered important in intimate relationships. A relationship which is 

too rigid, and very predictable, or too chaotic and unpredictable, is assumed to be 

less intimate than one in which these system properties are belanced (Moos & 

Moos, 1976; Olson, Sprenkle, and Russel, 1979). A relationship in which 

differences are tolerated and accepted is assumed to be more facilitative of 

intimacy. 

Relationship History 

Each partner in a relationship has, as part of the internal working model, a 

sense of the relationship as flowing out of the past and continuing into the future. 

Part of the shared reality of the dyad includes shared experiences, such as stressful 
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events, length of relationship, ups and downs, and events such as collaboration 

against a common threat. This is similar to Clinebell & Clinebell's (1970) "crisis 

intimacy." A set of questions was designed to explore perceptions of behaviors, 

affect, and cognition on the event level. A relationship with a rich history of 

shared events, which has weathered difficult times and ups and downs is assumed 

to be more intimate than a relationship which has now been tried by such events 

in its history. 

Intimate Representations of the Other 

Representations of the other in an intimate relationship include dimensions 

of attachment quality: security, trust, and availability of the other. Affection and 

warmth are also hypothesized to be qualities represented in models of an intimate 

partner. Each of these qualities is discussed below. 

Attachment Quality 

Attachment quality is assessed by the following variables: 1) affection and 

warmth of the other, including giving and receiving nurturance; 2) security and 

basic trust; 3) availability; 4) acceptance of personal flaws and those of the other, 

resulting in unconditional positive regard; and 4) impression management. 

Affection and warmth are evaluated on the cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

levels. With respect to security and basic trust, Bowlby (1979) has asserted: 

"...the most intense of all human emotions arise during the 
formation, the maintenance, the disruption, and the renewal of 
affectional bonds ~ which, for that reason, are sometimes called 
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emotional bonds. In terms of subjective experience, the formation 
of a bond is described as falling in love, maintaining a bond as loving 
someone, and losing a partner as grieving over someone. Similarly, 
the threat of loss arouses anxiety and actual loss causes sorrow; 
whilst both situations are likely to arouse anger. Finally, the 
unchallenged maintenance of a bond is experienced as a source of 
security, and the renewal of a bond as a source of joy" (1979, p.69). 

The "bonds" Bowlby here refers to transcend time and space, and are particularly 

illuminated upon separation. Hence, a series of questions evaluating intensity of 

attachment and attachment quality include statements about the real or imagined 

separation from the intimate partner. These questions explore the intensity of 

attachment as well as attachment quality as secure or insecure. 

Giving and receiving nurturance includes social support and facilitation of 

development. Facilitation of development is helping another to grow, and to be 

the best they can possibly be. Relationships which are represented as supportive 

and facilitative of development are assumed to be more intimate. 

Acceptance of the flaws of oneself and the other implies familiarity with 

self and other. Personal weaknesses must be known, to be accepted, and one 

must allow those weaknesses to be known by either disclosing to the partner or by 

freely being oneself without maintaining a false impression. Once those personal 

weaknesses are known and accepted by each partner, unconditional positive 

regard (Rogers, 1959) is possible. Relationships in which one feels comfortable to 

be oneself, in which each partner is quite familiar with the other, in which 
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partners provide support for each other, and in which partners are given 

unconditional positive regard, are considered to be more intimate than 

relationships in which partners are defensive, unfamiliar, place conditions upon the 

relationship, and engage in constant impression management. 

Summary of Dimensions of Intimacy 

Integration of the conceptualizations of close relationships described above 

with attachment theory provide a promising avenue for investigating the contents 

of working models of relationships, specifically representations of intimacy. 

Internal models of relationships are considered a causal condition (Kelly, 1983), 

both influencing interactions and being influenced by interactions. Although this 

study will not examine causal direction, it is hypothesized that interchain causal 

connections more strongly influence the internal model of a specific relationship 

early in its development than visa versa; the reverse is hypothesized to be true 

after a specific relationship has been established (figure 1). The contents of the 

internal model include aspects of self, relationship and other. Self components 

include investment, identity, and autonomy. System properties and relationship 

history have been identified as relationship components of the internal model. 

Attributes of the other have been described in terms of attachment qualities. 

The objective of this study is the definition and specification of functional 

links between constructs, or the nomological network (Skinner, 1987). Specifically, 

this exploration addresses the following questions: 1) How is intmacy represented 
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in each of the components (self, relationship, other) of internal models of 

relationships? 2) is intimacy a single, unitary construct, or a multidimensional 

phenomena? and 3) Does the experience of intimacy vary across relationship 

types? 4) Does the experience of intimacy vary as a function of gender? and 5) is 

it possible for two relationships to be equally intimate copnitivelv and affectively. 

but be manifested very differently in terms of behavior? Definition and 

specification of the intimacy construct will facilitate the exploration of the 

development of intimacy in relationships, as well as comparison of continuities and 

discontinuities between different types of relationships. The following assumptions 

were made in the operationalization of intimacy: 

1. Intimacy is represented in each of the components (self, relationship, 
other) of internal working models. 

2. Intimacy is a multidimensional characteristic of relationships, 
including affect, behavior, and cognition. 

3. Intimacy may be experienced in different ways in different types of 
relationships. For example, relationships which behaviorally are 
manifested in different ways may be considered equally intimate. 

4. Intimacy varies along a continuum from low to high. 

5. Intimacy develops over time in relationships. 

6. Events in the causal chain contribute to the development of 
intimacy. 

6a. Intimacy, over time, becomes a causal condition, as well as a 
process in the interchain sequence of events. 

7. Intimacy varies systematically across relationship types. 
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8. Intimacy is experienced throughout the lifespan; however, the 
manifestation of that experience may differ developmentally. 

This review of the literature on close relationships has provided a 

framework for the conceptualization and measurement of intimacy. Theoretical 

and empirical definition of intimacy can contribute to our understanding of close 

relationships of various types, and allow for comparison of intimacy across 

relationship types. Specific hypotheses regarding intimacy will be investigated. 

First, it is hypothesized that intimacy will be experienced as multidimensional, 

comprised of the contents described above. Second, it is hypothesized that 

different relationship types will be rated as equally intimate, however in different 

ways. Specifically, affect and cognition may be experienced in similar ways, while 

the relationship is characterized by different behaviors. Third, it is hypothesized 

that males and females will report similar levels of intimacy as assessed by affect 

and cognition, while reporting different types of activities in their relationships (for 

example, males may be more recreational, females more disclosing). The next 

chapter will describe how intimacy will be measured, using the integrative 

framework described above. 



CHAPTER m 

METHODS 

Overview of Methods 

The primary purpose of this investigation was to identify and define the 

main components of intimacy in different types of close relationships. A self-

report instrument (described below) applicable to different relationship types, 

comprised of affective, cognitive, and behavioral items and including each of the 

dimensions identified above, was developed to address this purpose. A second 

purpose of this study was to examine systematic variation in the representation of 

intimacy as a function of 1) relationship type and 2) gender. Examination of 

variation in the representation of intimacy as a function of relationship type and 

gender entails assessment of multiple indicators of intimacy. It is hypothesized 

that relationships may be experienced as equally intimate cognitively and 

affectively, while behaviorally may be manifested very differently. Likewise, it is 

hypothesized that stereotyped notions of gender differences are based on 

behaviors, not affect or cognition. Therefore, it is hypothesized that gender 

differences will be primarily behavioral, and that similarities across gender will be 

affective and cognitive. 

Sample 

Students enrolled in four family studies classes at a large university in a 

moderately sized southwestern city were invited to participate in this research. 
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The classes are very large and attendance is not taken, and only interested 

students took questionnaire packets; thus, it is difficult to calculate a response rate 

based on the number of students present the day they were invited to take part in 

the study. However, three of the four classes offered extra credit points for 

participation, and the majority of students in those classes chose to do so. 

Students in the fourth class were not offered extra credit, and only four out of a 

class exceeding one hundred students chose to participate. Two hundred and sixty 

students completed the questionnaires; data of nine students was discarded 

because they did not follow instructions or had incomplete data. The final sample 

included 251 participants, 58 male and 191 female; three subjects did not report 

their gender and were excluded from analyses of gender differences. Age range of 

participants was 18-24 years (mean = 20.39; SD = 1.46). 78.5% of the sample 

was Caucasian, 6.8% Mexican-American, 3.6% Asian, 1.6% African American, 

0.8% Native American, and 7.2% reported mixed ethnic background (i.e., 

Mexican-American and Native American). Thirty-one percent of participants 

reported that they belonged to a sorority or fraternity. 

Measures 

Demographic and Relationship Information. Participants first completed a 

brief survey of demographic information, including age, gender, ethnicity, year in 

school, number of siblings, marital status of parents, custody arrangements (if 
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parents were divorced), current living arrangements, and membership in a sorority 

or fraternity. 

Intimacy Questionnaire. Items were generated to evaluate internal working 

models of self, relationship, and other (the relationship partner) and to reflect five 

dimensions of intimacy emerging upon review of the literature above: Investment 

(55 items), Attachment (30 items), Identity (21 items), System Properties (22 

items), and Relationship History (7 items). The resulting questionnaire consisted 

of 135 cognitive/affective statements with a four point Likert-type response format, 

ranging from Agree Strongly (1) to Disagree Strongly (4) and forty-eight 

behavioral statements with a four point Likert-type format ranging from Never (1) 

to Always (4) (Appendix C). Half of the cognitive/affective statements were 

worded in the positive direction, half worded in the negative direction. 

Social Desireabflitv Measures. A social desireability scale was designed to 

assess and supress this form of response style variance (Jackson, 1970). Items 

were adapted from other self-report questionnaires for use with this instrument 

(e.g., the Family Assessment Measure, Skinner, Steinhauer, & Santa-Barbara, 

1983). Five items of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desireability Scale pertaining to 

relationships were also included (Appendix C). 

Convergent Validity. The Miller Social Intimacy Scale (MSIS) was 

administered to assess convergent validity (Appendix C). The MSIS was chosen 
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because it is relatively brief (17 items), has demonstrated reliability and validity, 

and is applicable to different relationship types. 

Procedures 

One of the primary objectives of this research was to compare the 

experience of intimacy across different relationship types. To address this 

objective, participants were instructed to complete the intimacy questionnaires 

three times; once describing their relationship with their mother, once describing 

their relationship with a same sex friend, and once describing a relationship with 

an opposite sex friend, dating partner, or spouse. Participants were given written 

and verbal instructions as follows: 

"The following is a series of self-report questionnaires asking you to 
describe how you think, feel, and act with people you feel close to. The 
first questionnaire contains five questions asking you about your 
relationships in general. The following three sets of questionnaires will ask 
you to describe specific relationships as follows: 

1) Complete the first set of questionnaires thinking about your 
relationship with your mother. If your mother is not living, 
complete the first set of questionnaires thinking about your 
relationship with your father. If neither parent is living, 
choose another person who is NOT a spouse, same-sex 
friend, or dating partner. 

2) Complete the second set of questionnaires thinking about 
your relationship with a same-sex friend. 

3) Complete the third set of questionnaires thinking about a 
dating partner or a spouse. If you are not currently dating 
someone or ar not married, complete the third set of 
questionnaires thinking about a close friend of the opposite 
sex." 
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Participants only completed the Marlow-Crowne Social Desireability scale one 

time, since that questionnaire requires them to describe relationships in general. 

Participants were instructed to record responses on both the questionnaire itself 

and on computer scan sheets using #2 pencils. 

Instructions were given to participants during their Family Studies class, 

and they were given the opportunity to ask questions. Participants were instructed 

to not discuss the questions or their answers to them with anyone until after the 

questionnaires were completed and returned. Participants were assured verbally 

and in writing that confidentiality would be maintained through the use of a 

random identification numbers. Participants then took the questionnaires home, 

completed them, and returned them two days later. 

In order to assess test-retest reliability, a subsample of 91 participants 

completed the questionnaire battery at a second point in time, approximately four 

weeks later. Participants were instructed to complete the first set of 

questionnaires describing their relationship with their father, and the second and 

third set describing the same two relationships as the first time (same- and 

opposite-gender relationships). This procedure provided the opportunity to assess 

four relationship types, as well as test-retest reliability. The Marlow-Crowne 

Social Desireability scale, participant demographic form, and the Miller Social 

Intimacy scale were omitted from the second data collection due to time 

constraints. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Analyses were performed to address each of the following research 

objectives: 1) to examine the multidimensionality of intimacy; 2) to examine 

variation in the experience of intimacy as a function of relationship type; 3) to 

examine variation in the experience of intimacy as a function of gender; and 4) to 

compare affective/cognitive and behavioral indices of intimacy. Assessments of 

the psychometric properties of the intimacy measure include: examination of the 

internal consistency of subscales (assessed by Cronbach's alpha coefficients); 

assessment of convergent validity with the Miller Social Intimacy Scale; 

comparison of subscale and total intimacy scale scores with five items of the 

Marlow-Crowne Social Desireability scale; and examination of test-retest 

reliability. Results of each set of analyses are discussed following a brief 

description of the relationship types and duration reported. 

Description of Relationship Types 

For the first set of questionnaires, 94.3% of the participants described their 

relationship with their mother; average length of the relationship was 21 years, 6 

months. Respondents were instructed to choose a different relationship if their 

mother was not living; 2.4% reported on their fathers, .4% reported on a brother, 

and 1.2% reported on a friendship. For the second set of questionnaires, 92.6% 

reported on a same gender friendship; average length of relationship was 7 years, 
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2 months. 2.5% reported on their relationship with a sister, 2.5% reported on a 

relationship with a brother, and 1.2% reported on a relationship with a cousin. It 

is impossible to determine how many participants consider their sibling their 

closest same gender friend, since it is possible that participants understood the 

instructions to mean a non-relative. For the third set of questionnaires, 68.0% 

reported on a dating relationship, 8.3% described their relationship with their 

spouse, 2.0% described their relationship with their fiance, 17.5% described their 

relationship with an opposite gender friend, and 1.6% described their relationship 

with their brother. For the final set of questionnaires, 90.3% described their 

relationship with their father, 3.2% described their relationship with their 

stepfather, 3.2% described a relationship with a friend, and 1.6% described their 

relationship with their spouse. 

The Multidimensionalitv of Intimacy 

Internal Consistency 

Five apriori subscales corresponding to the dimensions described above 

(Investment, Attachment, Identity, System Properties, and Relationship History) 

were assessed for internal consistency for each relationship. Items with low item-

total correlations were eliminated (r<.5), although in a few cases an item was 

retained that correlated less than 0.5 with the subscale for a single relationship 

type if that item correlated more highly with the subscale for the other three 

relationships. Items that were eliminated were more ambiguous than items that 
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were retained; many of the eliminated items were worded in the negative 

direction, and an item worded in the positive direction was retained. For 

example, "sometimes I worry that s/he doesn't care about me" was eliminated, and 

"s/he cares about me as much as I care about him/her" was retained. 

Chronbach's alpha coefficients were computed for the remaining items, 

using wave 1 data for mom, same gender, and opposite gender relationships 

because the sample size was larger, and wave 2 data for relationships with fathers. 

Table 2 presents Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for each of the five subscales and 

for each of four relationships: mother, father, same gender friendship, and 

opposite gender friend, dating partner, or spouse. 

Reliability 

In order to assess test-retest reliability, composite scores for the five apriori 

subscales were compared across the two waves of data collection for the same-sex 

and opposite sex relationships. Test-retest reliabilities were not calculated for 

mother and father relationships because participants reported on their relationship 

with their mother at the first wave of data collection only, and reported on their 

relationship with their father at the second data collection only. Table 3 contains 

correlations between subscales for each of the two waves of data collection, and t-

tests between subscales for each data collection are presented in Table 4 and 

Table 5. 
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Convergent Validity 

The Miller Social Intimacy Scale (MSIS) was included with the first wave of 

data collection in order to assess convergent validity. The MSIS was chosen 

because of its brevity and because it is applicable to a range of relationship types. 

Correlations of subscale scores and total intimacy scale scores with total MSIS 

scores for mother, same gender, and opposite gender relationships are presented 

in Table 6. Subscale scores of the intimacy scale were derived by taking the mean 

of the sum of all items of each subscale. Likewise, total intimacy scale scores 

were derived by taking the mean of all five subscales. Total MSIS score was 

derived by taking the mean of all items. 

Social Desireabilitv 

Five items of the Marlow-Crowne Social Desireability Scale were 

administered during the first wave of data collection in order to assess social 

desireability. Pearson's Correlations between the mean of the five items of the 

Marlow-Crowne and the means of each of the intimacy scale subscales and the 

intimacy scale total are presented in Table 7. Only six of twenty-four correlations 

are significant, and most of those are low and inverse. It is likely that the 

significant correlations are the product of chance. 

Intimacy scale items were also designed to assess social desireability, but 

they did not correlate highly with each other or with any of the subscales, and 

were dropped from further analyses. 
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Factor Analyses 

Factor analyses were performed on all items included in the five apriori 

subscales to assess construct validity of the subscales. Factor loadings for the five 

factor oblique solution are presented for mother, same gender, and opposite 

gender relationships in Table 8, Table 9, and Table 10, respectively. Data 

describing relationships with father were not factor analyzed because the number 

of respondents reporting on relationships with their fathers was too small 

compared to the number of items on the scale (N=58, items=85, factors=5). 

Although factor analyses accounted for over 50% of the variance in intimacy scale 

scores for all three relationships, individual items loaded on different factors for 

all three relationships making it difficult to compare the three relationship types. 

Maximum-likelihood factor analyses were performed in order to obtain a chi 

square statistic to test the significance of the hypothesized number of factors. All 

chi square statistics were significant, again failing to yield an interpretable factor 

structure. Finally, based on the scree plot of exploratory factor analyses with an 

oblique rotation, a three factor exploratory solution yielded the items in Table 11, 

which were common to all three relationships, except where noted, "eo," which 

means "except for opposite gender relationship." The factor solution for 

relationships with mother and same gender friend were more similar than that for 

the opposite gender relationship; therefore, in cases where an item loaded highly 
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on both the mother and same gender relationship factor solution, that item was 

included in the table with the "eo" notation. 

Comparison of Behaviors by Relationship Type 

The intimacy scale included forty-eight items describing activities or 

behaviors that relationship partners sometimes do together. Respondents 

indicated on a four point scale (Never, Sometimes, Often, Always) how often they 

engage in each activity with their relationship partners. Factor analyses were 

performed for each relationship using an oblique rotation. Responses describing 

relationships with fathers were included in the factor analyses of activities since 

the behavioral scale included fewer items than the affective/cognitive scale. Factor 

loadings are presented for each relationship in Tables 12, 13, 14, and 15. A two 

factor solution was chosen based upon scree plots for each relationship; however, 

few similarities in factor structure were obtained across relationships. Therefore, 

the method used to compare relationships using the total behavior scale is similar 

to the method used by Bersceid, Snyder, & Omoto (1989) to assess diversity. A 

total score was derived by summing each of the items on the behavior scale. 

Results of repeated measures ANOVAs are presented in Table 15. Newman-

Keuls and Tukey analyses indicated that the mean for fathers differed significantly 

from the means for the other three relationships. The means for the other three 

relationships are greater than the mean for fathers, but do not differ from each 

other. 
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Comparison of Subscales bv Relationship Types 

Although factor analyses indicated that individual items loaded on factors 

different than those hypothesized, the factor pattern for each relationship type was 

too different to hypothesize an alternative definition of the intimacy construct. 

For this reason, comparisons across relationship types will examine variation in a 

priori subscales as a function of relationship type. Paired t-tests comparing gender 

of the five subscales for each of the four relationship types were performed to 

determine whether gender should be included in the repeated measures analysis of 

variance comparing subscales across relationship types. Results of t-tests are 

presented in Table 18. Nine of the twenty comparisons were significant; means of 

males were higher than the means for females for eight of the nine significant 

results. The mean for females was higher only on the identity subscale of the 

opposite sex relationship. 

Repeated measures ANOVAS were performed to assess variation in apriori 

subscales and total scale scores as a function of relationship type and gender. 

Results are presented in Table 18. All six analyses were significant. 



CHAPTER V 

Discussion 

The primary objective of this research was to provide a theory-driven 

framework appropriate for describing multiple dimensions of different types of 

relationships. The review of literature on intimate relationships, close 

relationships, and romantic love relationships presented in Chapter 2 provided the 

background for such a framework. Attachment theory provided the foundation 

for the framework, which relies on the construct of internal working models of 

self, relationship, and other. Other literature reviewed provided insights to the 

contents of internal working models; the intimacy scale used in this research was 

constructed to operationalize internal models of self, relationship, and other (the 

relationship partner). Analyses were performed to determine the psychometric 

properties of the intimacy measure. Previous methods for measuring intimacy 

have relied primarily upon behavioral indices of intimacy. Thus, a second 

objective of this research was to employ affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

measures of intimacy. It was hypothesized that different types of relationships 

could be experienced as equally intimate on the cognitive and affective levels, 

although manifested in different ways behaviorally. In other words, is it possible 

for intimacy to take several different forms, yet be equally intimate? In order to 

compare affective/cognitive and behavioral indices of intimacy, means of 

affective/cognitive subscales of the intimacy measure were compared across 
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relationship types, and means of the behavior subscale were compared across 

relationship types. Very different results were obtained, depending on the 

measure of intimacy chosen; for example, affective/cognitive subscales indicated 

that relationships with mothers were less intimate than other relationships, while 

the behavioral measure indicated that late adolescents reported as many activities 

with their mothers as with their peers. Likewise, although late adolescents 

reported fewer activities with fathers than with other relationship partners, 

relationships with fathers were not rated as less intimate cognitively and 

affectively. A final purpose of this research was to address the issue of gender 

differences in intimacy. It was again hypothesized that both genders would 

describe relationships that were equally intimate, but in different ways. For 

example, the activities that males and females engage in with different relationship 

partners could be different, with males engaging in more recreational activities 

and females engaging in more discussion and disclosure, for example, while the 

affect and cognition reported by each gender would be very similar. Results of 

each set of analyses will be discussed in the following sections. 

Psychometric Properties of Iniimacv Measure 

Intimacy was hypothesized to be made up of five dimensions, and the 

measure used in this research was composed of subscales corresponding to each 

dimension: investment, attachment, identity, system properties, and relationship 

history. The first step in determining the internal consistency of the measure was 
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to compute item-scale corelations and Cronbach's alpha coefficients for each 

apriori subscale. Items with low item-scale correlations were eliminated. The 

resulting alpha coefficients, presented in Table 3, were quite high. The lowest 

reliabilities were obtained for the identity subscale, but all were still above .70. 

Results indicated that the apriori subscales were internally consistent and quite 

reliable. 

Test-retest reliability was assessed by computing correlations between 

subscales for wave 1 and wave 2, and by performing t-tests comparing mean 

subscale scores between wave 1 and wave 2. Only same and opposite gender peer 

relationships were included in these analyses, since participants described their 

relationship with their mother at the first wave of data collection and their father 

at the second wave of data collection. Results of each set of analyses were slightly 

different. All correlations between wave 1 and wave 2 were significant at the 

pc.Ol level. This would indicate that participants were responding quite 

consistently over a four to six week period of time. However, t-test analyses 

indicated that the relationship history subscale was significantly different at the 

p<.001 level for both same and opposite gender peer relationships; wave 1 scores 

were consistently higher. Examples of items included in this subscale are: "We 

have worked toward common goals together"; "We have stuck together through 

good times and bad"; and "There have been ups and downs in our relationship." 

It makes sense that models of opposite gender relationships might change 
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considerably over a four to six week period of time, since these relationships tend 

to have a shorter duration and to be less stable than same gender peer 

relationships. However, means were significantly different for both relationship 

types. It would have been interesting to have test-retest comparisons of 

relationship history for a parental relationship, since relationships with parents are 

longer in duration; from the present data, it is impossible to determine if the 

difference between wave 1 and wave 2 in perceptions of relationship history are 

due to changes in the relationship, or changes in the cognitive construction of the 

relationship, or measurement error. It is less likely that a relationship of long 

duration, such as a relationship with a parent, would change over such a short 

period of time than it is that a shorter relationship would change over the same 

period of time. Interestingly, the means declined for both relationship types 

between the first and second data collection. T-test comparisons also indicated 

that the attachment subscale was significantly different at the p<.05 level for same 

gender relationships and that the identity subscale was different at the p<.05 level 

for opposite gender relationships. Again, it is impossible to determine whether 

this difference is due to measurement error or to some difference in the 

perception of relationships; however, it is unlikely that perceptions would 

systematically change in the same direction for the entire group over the test-

retest interval. The remaining t-tests were nonsignificant. 
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Convergent validity was assessed using the Miller Social Intimacy Scale 

(MSIS) (Miller & Lefcourt, 1982). The MSIS total score was derived by 

computing the mean of all items, since it is designed to measure a single 

dimension of intimacy. Each subscale of the intimacy scale was then correlated 

with the MSIS total score. All correlations but one were negative and significant. 

It appears that the measurement scale used in the present research is measuring 

an aspect of intimacy that is distinct from that measured by the MSIS. Previous 

research has indicated that the MSIS empirically and conceptually appears to 

measure a single underlying construct; the instrument used in the present study 

conceptually and empirically appears to measure multiple dimensions of 

relationships. Perhaps convergent validity would be best examined by using 

multiple measurements of close relationships, such as the RCI (Berscheid, Snyder, 

& Omoto, 1989) and the attachment measure designed by Hazan & Shaver 

(1987). An alternative hypothesis is that the negative correlations are due to 

measurement error. 

Social desireability was examined by comparing subscale scores for each 

relationship with five items from the Marlow-Crowne Social Desireability Scale. 

Six of twenty-four correlations were significant; two correlations were low and 

negative, two correlations were low and positive, and two correlations for 

relationships with fathers were moderate and positive (relationship history: r=.38, 

p<.01; attachment: r=.3023, p<.05). It is possible that some of the low 
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correlations were due to chance alone; this would indicate that the measure does 

not elicit a socially desireable response bias. However, the correlations of the 

relationship history and attachment subscales of the father relationship are high 

enough to indicate response bias for relationships with fathers. It is unclear why 

participants would respond in a biased manner for only one type of relationship. 

Construct validity was examined via factor analyses of all items included in 

the five apriori subscales for mother and same and opposite gender peer 

relationships. Relationships with father were not included in the factor analyses 

because the number of participants describing relationships with their fathers was 

too low (N=56). A five factor solution yielded little consistency between 

relationships in factor pattern and loadings. The factor pattern also differed 

significantly from the a priori subscales. While it is impossible to empirically 

compare the three relationships because of the differences in factor patterns with 

the exception of the coefficient of congruence, it is possible to compare them 

descriptively. For mothers, the first factor described a relationship in which the 

partner is irreplaceable, in which both partners love each other, in which both 

partners are important to each other, in which both partners need the other, in 

which both partners feel comfortable with the other, in which both partners are 

willing to make sacrifices for the other, and a relationship in which mother is 

available when she is needed. The item with the highest loading is "If anything 

were to happen to him/her, no one could ever take his/her place." Three out of 
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22 items loading on the first factor describe the irreplaceability of mothers; the 

importance of these items (two of them being the first and second highest 

loadings) emphasizes the perception of the other as a unique subject, with his or 

her own thoughts, feelings, and needs, as opposed to an object, which exists solely 

for the satisfaction of one's needs. In other words, if mothers were considered 

objects in this sense, it would be easier to find someone to fulfill her role when 

she is gone. Participants in this study overwhelmingly recognized that this is 

impossible. Attachments are specific to a given individual; a relationship is not 

simply fulfilling a role. Other items describe altruism of both partners and 

positive affect. 

The second factor describes confusion in identity and dependence. 

Examples of items include: "If I lost him/her, I would lose myself'; "Life would not 

be worth living without him/her"; "We depend on each other too much"; and "S/he 

can change my mind about something pretty easily." Together, these items 

describe a relationship characterized by connectedness, but perhaps not balanced 

with separateness. 

The third factor represents the relationship history construct. "We have 

been through a lot together," "We have united against adversity," and "There have 

been ups and downs in our relationship" exemplify the third factor. 

The fourth factor describes familiarity, comfort, and honesty, including 

items such as: "I feel comfortable sharing my opinion with him/her," "In our 
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relationship it is okay to disagree," "S/he trusts me," and "After long separations, 

we can pick up where we left off." The item with the highest loading is "In our 

relationship, it is okay to disagree." Together, these items describe a relationship 

in which partners are comfortable enough with each other to share opinions, 

disagree constructively criticize, and know "just about everything there is to know" 

about each other. This factor comes very close to the hypothesized apriori factor 

of system properties. 

The fifth factor represents the antithesis of factor 1; it describes an 

unhappy, distant relationship lacking a history of cohesion. Examples of items 

include: "In general, I am satisfied with this relationship"; "I go out of my way to 

do things for him/her"; "I feel happy when I am with him/her"; and "I think about 

this person often." All of the preceding items loaded negatively on factor 5. 

Items loading positively include: "Sometimes I feel smothered by him/her," and 

"When I am with him/her, I often with that I was with someone else." 

In sum, the first, third, and fourth factors are quite similar to the 

hypothesized constructs of investment, relationship history, and system properties. 

The second and fifth factors were quite different from any of the apriori 

dimensions of intimacy. Together, the five factors accounted for 55.2% of the 

variance. However, the last two factors were not very robust, each accounting for 

less than 3% of the variance. 
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For same gender relationships, the first factor described a relationship in 

which both partners are comfortable with the other, in which partners can 

disagree and can be honest with each other, which is secure and safe, and in which 

most decisions are made together. Examples of items include: "I am comfortable 

with him/her,"; "After long separations, we can pick up where we left off'; and "In 

general, I am satisfied with this relationship." In contrast to the first factor 

extracted describing relationships with mothers, irreplaceability, altruism, and 

positive affect are not salient features of the first factor describing same gender 

relationships. The most salient features of the first factor describing same gender 

relationships are the security and comfortable feeling with the relationship and 

relationship partner. 

The second factor describing relationships with same gender peers is almost 

identical to the second factor describing relationships with mothers; items loading 

on this factor describe an enmeshed relationship and confusion about identity. 

Sample items include: "If I lost him/her, I would not know who I am"; "Sometimes 

I think I depend too much on him/her"; and "My relationship with him/her is the 

only good thing in my life." 

Five items load on the third factor; three load on the third factor 

exclusively. Those three are good examples of the apriori construct of system 

properties: "I can take constructive criticism from him/her"; "In our relationship, it 

is okay to disagree"; and "I help him/her be the best he/she can be." 
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The fourth factor describes a relationship with a history of ups and downs 

and in which the partners are quite familiar with each other: "I know just about 

everything there is to know about him/her"; "There have been ups and downs in 

our relationship"; and "We have united against adversity" exemplify the construct 

represented by the fourth factor. 

Similar to the fifth factor describing relationships with mothers, the fifth 

factor describing relationships with friends looks like the antithesis to factor 1: lack 

of positive affect, lack of committment, replaceability, and lack of importance of 

the relationship or the relationship partner. In sum, the first factor describes a 

different type of positive relationship than the first factor describing relationships 

with mothers; the second factor is very similar to the second factor describing 

relationships with mothers; the third factor represents the apriori construct of 

relationship history; and the fourth and fifth factors are entirely different from 

both the apriori constructs and from the fourth and fifth factors of the mother 

relationship. Together, the five factors account for 53.3% of the variance; 

however, like the factors extracted describing relationships with mothers, the last 

two factors were not very robust. 

For opposite gender relationships, the first factor described a secure 

relationship in which both partners feel accepted in spite of faults, feel 

comfortable sharing opinions with each other, help each other be the best they 

can be, trust each other, can share thoughts and feelings, make most of their 
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decisions together, can take constructive criticism from each other, and can 

disagree and still respect each other. Sample items include: "S/he cares about me 

as much as I care about him/her"; "I feel accepted by him/her"; "Even though s/he 

knows my flaws, s/he cares about me"; "I know that if I really need him/hr, he/she 

will be there for me"; and I feel like s/he understands my thoughts and feelings." 

The first factor describing opposite gender relationships does not include items 

describing irreplaceability and altruism, as the first factor describing relationships 

with mother does. Interestingly, the first factor describing opposite gender 

relationships also does not include items describing reciprocal positive affect, as 

the first factor describing relationships with mother does (i.e., "S/he loves me; I 

love him/her." The first factor describing opposite gender relationships does, 

however, include items indicating reciprocal caring: "S/he cares about me as much 

as I care about him/her." Similar to the first factor describing same gender 

relationships, the first factor describing opposite gender relationships includes a 

strong theme of familiarity and acceptance, as well as comfort with sharing 

personal thoughts and feelings with the other. 

The second factor is similar to the second factor of both relationships with 

mother and same gender peer, including items describing confusion about identity 

and enmeshment: "If I lost him/her, I would lose myself'; "If I lost him/her, I 

would not know who I am"; and "Life would not be worth living without him/her." 
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The third factor describes a relationship with no positive affect, 

commitment, or interdependence. Sample items with negative loadings include: "I 

think about this person often"; "We have an intimate relationship"; "This 

relationship is important to me"; and "I hope he/she is a permanent part of my 

life." Items with positive loadings include: "When I am with him/her, I often wish 

I was with someone else"; and "I rarely think about him/her." This factor is similar 

in some ways to the fifth factor describing relationships with same gender peers 

and with mothers. 

The fourth factor describes familiarity and relationship history: "S/he knows 

just about everything there is to know about me"; "I know just about everything 

there is to know about him/her"; "we have weathered hard times in our 

relationship"; and "We have been through a lot together." This is similar to the 

fourth factor describing relationships with same gender peers. 

The fifth factor describes a relationship with clear boundaries: "Sometimes 

I feel smothered by him/her"; and "We depend on each other too much" both 

have negative loadings. ""His/her opinion is important to me" and "If s/he asks my 

opinion about something, I am honest with him/her" load positively on the fifth 

factor. The fifth factor does not resemble any of the factors from the other two 

relationships. The five factors together account for 55.4% of the variance, but the 

fourth and fifth factors are not very robust. 
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The three factor exploratory solution appears much more promising (Table 

11). Considerable similarities are apparent between the solution for relationships 

with mothers and with same gender peers. Items that loaded on the first factor 

for mothers and same gender peers but not for opposite gender relationships 

seem to have in common a theme of permanence, relationship history, and 

commitment (e.g., "I would like to share my life with him/her forever," "I could 

easily replace this person in my life (negative loading)"). Again, this makes sense 

because the same gender relationships and the parental relationships tend to be 

more stable during late adolescence and early adulthood than opposite gender 

relationships. Items loading on the second factor described an enmeshed 

relationship. This suggests that enmeshment is a separate dimension, instead of a 

point on a continuum of closeness. These items, which seem to measure a sort of 

pathological quality of relationships, should be eliminated from the measure in the 

future. Likewise, items on the third factor appear to simply be the opposite of the 

first factor, and are therefore redundant. 

Factor analyses of the behavior scale also differed significantly by 

relationship type. Qualitative comparisons of the first factor for each relationship 

indicate mothers are supportive, encouraging, and verbally express their affection; 

likewise, children express their affection and support. Relationships with mothers 

are cooperative and future oriented. Relationships with fathers are very similar to 

relationships with mothers. Same gender peers tell each other how much they 
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care about each other, are supportive, write letters to each other, and go for walks 

together. Opposite gender relationships are playful and supportive, partners 

disclose to each other and often verbally express their affection for each other, 

and engage in varied types of physical intimacy and recreation. Watching T.V. 

together loaded on the first factor for all relationship types except same gender 

peer. 

Comparison of Behaviors by Relationship Type 

Differences in factor analysis of behaviors by relationship type made it 

difficult to empirically compare relationship types by different types of behaviors. 

Comparison of relationships by composite activity score indicated that participants 

engaged in activities with mothers, same gender peers, and opposite gender peers 

more frequently than with fathers. 

Comparison of Subscales by Relationship Type and Gender 

Results of repeated measures ANOVAS should be interpreted with caution 

because of the small number of males responding. However, two trends are 

apparent in both the T-test comparison of subscales by gender and the repeated 

measures ANOVAS: in general, relationships with mothers were rated as less 

intimate than other relationships; and males rated their relationships as more 

intimate than females did. This finding stands in stark contrast with popular 

assumptions that males are less intimate or invested in relationships than females. 

While it is possible that measurement error contributed to the finding that males 
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rated their relationships as more intimate than females, it is unlikely that this 

result is entirely anomalous, since eight of twenty t-test comparisons were 

significant; this proportion of significant comparisons is greater than chance. It is 

striking how high the means of all subscales describing males' relationships with 

their fathers are. In contrast, frequency of activities was significantly lower in 

relationships with fathers. Likewise, means of many of the affective/cognitive 

subscales were lower for mothers than other relationship types, while means of the 

activity did not differ between mothers and same and opposite gender peers. 

These findings underscore the importance of using multiple indicators of intimacy 

which include affect, behavior, and cognition. The present findings may be further 

illuminated by collecting additional data from male participants and additional 

data describing relationships with fathers. 

The present famework was useful for describing multiple dimensions of 

intimacy. One of the most interesting results of this research is that many 

different types of items loaded on the first factor of the intimacy scale for each 

relationship type examined. This indicates that intimacy is much more than a 

measure of closeness or a measure of love. Items describing self, relationship, and 

other loaded on a single factor; further, the items loading on that factor differed 

for each relationship. This seems to indicate that any quantitative comparison 

across relationship types may have questionable validity; late adolescents in this 

sample described very different internal models for each relationship examined. 
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The present findings describing relationships with mothers are consistent in 

light of past research on relationships with adolescents. Mothers are typically 

more available and relied on more often for social support, as well as more 

involved in socialization of their adolescents (Bretherton & Waters, 1985). For 

this reason, relationships between adolescents and mothers are often characterized 

by ambivalence, with both positive affect and conflict. Means of activity/behavior 

scales indicated that adolescents are doing at least as much with their mothers as 

with their peers. Items loading on the first factor describing relationships with 

mothers indicated that internal models of that relationship include positive affect, 

availability, altruism, and irreplaceability. However, comparisons of a priori 

subscales with all other relationship types indicate that relationships with mothers 

are rated as less intimate. 

T .imitations and Future Directions 

Four limitations of the present study suggest future directions for extending 

this research on intimacy. First, a larger sample of males and a larger sample of 

relationship types would improve external validity. Late adolescents attending 

Family Studies classes may also differ systematically from other late adolescents, 

since interest and/or knowledge of interpersonal relationships may pose a selection 

bias for such students. Hence, external validity would also be improved by 

sampling a broader range of late adolescents. 
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Second, although the present measurement scale provided some insight to 

the multidimensionality of intimacy, the model it represents is not very 

parsimonious. Both the model and the measurement may be simplified by 

reducing the number of subscales and performing subscale factor analyses, instead 

of item factor analyses. Items may be chosen from the first factor of the three 

factor solution, and items should be eliminated from other factors; for example, 

present results suggest that there is probably a great deal of error in measurement 

of identity. Further, while identity may covary in important ways with intimacy, it 

may be best conceptualized as an independent construct. 

Third, the problem of convergent validity remains. It is curious that such 

robust correlations ~ in the opposite direction — with the MSIS should obtain. 

Validating this intimacy measure with another may simply provide convergent 

validity for "whatever it is intimacy scales measure," rather than support for 

convergent validity. Allowing participants to choose their most intimate 

relationships to report on rather than determining a priori which relationship 

types to include may provide more accurate information on individuals' most 

intimate relationships. In addition, subjects could be asked to describe in their 

own words what makes the relationship intimate. This would provide two kinds of 

information: first, similarity with intimacy scale items and subscales could be 

examined; and second, it is quite possible the boat has been missed altogether, 

and a different theme might emerge. 
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A further caveat addresses the question of whether individuals have more 

global, general models of relationships, or multiple models of specific 

relationships. The question may be answered in part from the present data. First, 

as a group, different types of relationships tend to have different qualities, which 

were described above. Second, the importance of non-replaceabilitv emerged, 

suggesting that relationships with specific others possess unique emergent qualities. 

Further data and analyses should compare models of different relationships and of 

the social world in general, within persons. 

Finally, a less global, more specific description of the behaviors intimate 

dyads engage in would facilitate comparison of the affective/cognitive and 

behavioral indicators of intimacy. The behaviors included on the measure could 

be reduced and conceptualized as different types of activities (e.g., recreation, 

affection, communication). This would also allow a richer description of how 

different types of intimate dyads spend their time together, be it "twistin the night 

away," "party like it's 1999," or "dancing in the dark, walking through the park, and 

reminiscing." 
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PROJECT APPROVAL FORM 
REQUEST FOR ETHICAL REVIEW OF ACTIVITIES INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS 
IN QUESTIONNAIRES, INTERVIEWS, OBSERVATIONS, VIDEO/AUDIO TAPES, ETC. 

PriftqpiJ Inwstigfttor 
Self-Report Measure!i f  Close Relationships 
f Proitet 

sJLjLa-s 

2. SUPERVISING OFFICIAL 
I certify that (1) facilities and personnel are available to the Investigator for assuring the safety and 
well-being of human subjects involved; (2) I will be responsible for continuing surveillance of the 
proposed program with respect to the rights and welfare of human subjects; (3) no procedural 
changes relating to the human subjects involved will be allowed without prior review by the 
Human Subjects Committee; (4) I am satisfied that the procedures to be used for obtaining in
formed consent comply with the spirit and intent of OHHS regulations; (5) I certify that the in
vestigator is fully competent to accomplish the goals and techniques stated in the attached pro
posal; (6) the signed consent forms will be filed In the Departmental file and retained for a period 
of six years. 

Hna at Otoinmtnt, Otin a I  tfta Coflag*. or eomparaoie autnonty 

Tin* Dae 

3. ADVISING PHYSICIAN 
(Signature needed only if project involves medical procedures and investigator is not a licensed 
physician.) I certify that I am a duly licensed physician of the state of 
and that, acting as advising physician, I accept responsibility for any complications to human sub
jects that may arise from the procedures prescribed therein or used in this project 

Physician Oatt 

4. DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
We/I have examined the proposal cited above, and find that the information contained therein is 
complete; that the scientific aspects of the project include appropriate provision for protecting 
the rights and welfare of the human subjects involved; and that the required forms have been filled 
out properly in accordance with the Institutional Assurance filed by the University of Arizona with 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 

Exempt from Human Subjects Committee review. 
Minimal risk toftuman subjects: Human Subjects Committee expedited review requested. 

NLcfr-M' < A /** / 
Qiwman of Qtcinmtntu ArriMr Oommmaa Dan I | I 

5. HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE 

The proposal above was approved on this date by the Human Subjects Committee. 

Chairman Daia 
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Subject'a Consent Form 

A Self-Report Measure of Close Relationships 

You are being invited to participate in the above-titled 
research project which is designed to gather information about ' 
how people describe close relationships. All students enrolled 
in Family Studies 117 will be asked to participate. If you agree 
to participate, you will be asked to complete a self-report 
questionnaire comprised of questions about your thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviors in a close relationship. You will also 
be asked some general demographic (e.g., age, ethnicity) 
questions about yourself and about your relationship partner. 
Completion of these questionnaires should take no longer than 75 
minutes. 

All of your answers will remain confidential. The only form 
your name will appear on will be the consent form, which will be 
removed from your completed questionnaire and filed in an are 
designated by the Human Subjects Committee, with access 
restricted to Julie Torquati. Your completed questionnaire will 
then be identified only by a number. 

There will be no risk to you for participating in this 
study. The benefits include providing information that will help 
us learn how people perceive relationships. If you choose not to 
participate in this research, your enrollment status and grade in 
this course will not be affected in any way. You may ask 
questions. You may withdraw from the study at any time.'• 

* * * * * * * * * *  

I have read this consent form. The nature, demands, risks, 
and benefits of the project have been explained to me. I 
understand that I may ask questions and that I am free to 
withdraw from the study at any time. I understand that I do not 
waive any of my legal rights by signing this form. I also 
understand that this consent form will be filed in an area 
designated by the Human Subjects Committee with access restricted 
to the principal investigator, Julie Torquati, or authorized 
representatives of the Family Studies Department. A copy of this 
consent form will be given to me upon request. 

Subject's Name (print): 

Subject's Signature: Date: 



APPENDIX C: SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE 



Demographic Information 

Please complete the following information about yourself: 

1. Your age in years . 

2. Your gender (circle): Male Female 

3. Your ethnic background (check one): 

Mexican-American 
Native American (tribe: ) 
Asian 
Spanish-American 
Caucasian (White) 
Asian 
Mexican-American + Native American (tribe: ) 
Mexican-American + African American 
Mexican-American + Caucasian (White) 
Native American + Caucasian (tribe: ) 
Native American + African American (tribe: ) 
Other (please indicate: ) 

4. Your year in school (circle): Fr Soph Jr Sr Grad 

5. How many siblings do you have? 

6. Are both of your parents living? (circle): 

both parents mother only father only neither 
living living living parent 

living 
7. What was your parents' marital status before you turned 18? 

Married 
Separated/Divorced 
Single (never married) 
Widowed 
Remarried Mother 
Remarried Father 
Both Remarried 
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8. If your parents divorced while you were a minor, what were the custody 
arrangements? 

Mother custody 
Father custody 
Joint custody 
not applicable-parents not divorced 
other custody arrangement 

7. Your current living arrangements (check one): 

living with parents 
living with roommate 
living with boyfriend or girlfriend 
living alone 
living with spouse 
living with spouse & children 
living with children only 
living with a sibling (separate from parents) 
other (describe): 

8. Do you belong to a sorority or fraternity? 
yes 
no 



I l l  

The following is a series of self-report questionnaires asking you to describe how 
you think, feel, and act with people you feel close to. The first questionnaire 
contains five questions asking you about your relationships in general. The 
following three sets of questionnaires will ask you to describe specific relationships 
as follows: 

1) If your mother is living, complete the first set of questionnaires thinking 
about your relationship with her. If your mother is not living, complete the 
first set of questionnaires thinking about your relationship with your father. 
If neither parent is living, choose another person who is NOT a spouse, 
same-sex friend, or dating partner. 

2) Complete the second set of questionnaires thinking about your relationship 
with a same-sex friend. 

3) Complete the third set of questionnaires thinking about a dating partner or 
a spouse. If you are not currently dating someone or are not married, 
complete the third set of questionnaires thinking about a close friend of the 
opposite sex. 

Do not spend too much time on any one question. Do not discuss the questions 
or your answers to them with anyone until after you have completed and handed 
in the questionnaire. There are no right or wrong answers. 
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Take a few moments now to think about someone close to you, and your 
relationship with that person. Then complete the following information about that 
person and your relationship with them. 

1. Person's age in years . 

2. Person's gender (circle): Male Female 

3. Person's ethnicity (check one): 
Mexican-American 

_African American 
Native American (tribe: ), 
Spanish American 
Caucasian (White) 

_Asian 
Mexican-American + Native American (tribe: ) 
Mexican-American + African American 
Mexican-American + Caucasian (White) 
Native American + Caucasian (tribe: ) 
Native American + African American (tribe: ) 
other (please indicate: ) 

4. How long (in years and months) have you known this person? 
years, months 

5. This person is my (check one): 
mother 
father 
spouse 
brother 
sister 
friend 
dating partner (boyfriend/girlfriend) 
cousin 
aunt 
uncle 
child 
niece 
nephew 
grandma 
grandpa other (please indicate ) 
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Read each of the following statements with the relationship you described above 
in mind. Then check the response that best applies to the way you think or feel 
about your relationship with that person. 

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

1. I think about this person often. 
Strongly 

AS A D 
Strongly 

DS 

2. I feel happy when I am with him/her. AS A D DS 

3. I can be myself when I am with 
him/her. 

AS A D DS 

4. S/he sometimes gets angiy at me. AS A D DS 

5. I hope s/he is a permanent part of 
my life. 

AS A D DS 

6. S/he can make me change my mind 
about something pretty easily. 

AS A D DS 

7. S/he loves me. AS A D DS 

8. S/he cares about me as much as I 
care about him/her. 

AS A D DS 

9. S/he needs me. AS A D DS 

10.1 never get angry with him/her. AS A D DS 

11. We need each other. AS A D DS 

12. I love him/her. AS A D DS 

13. I care more about him/her than s/he 
cares about me. 

AS A D DS 

14.1 feel close to him/her. AS A D DS 

15.1 sometimes get angry at him/her. AS A D DS 
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16. We have a close relationship. AS A D DS 

17. Sometimes I worry that s/he doesn't 
care about me. 

AS A D DS 

18. S/he depends too much on me. AS A D DS 

19. This relationship is important to me. AS A D DS 

20. I could really use some space in 
this relationship. 

AS A D DS 

21.1 am important to him/her. AS A D DS 

22. I often think about how I would 
change this relationship. 

AS A D DS 

23. I often think about how I would 
change him/her. 

AS A D DS 

24. When I am with him/her, I often 
wish that I was with someone else. 

AS A D DS 

25. No one could replace this person 
in my life. 

AS A D DS 

26. If anything were to happen to 
him/her, no one could ever take 
his/her place. 

AS A D DS 

27. I am comfortable with him/her. AS A D DS 

28. I sometimes worry about what s/he 
thinks of me. 

AS A D DS 

29. S/he is one of my favorite people to 
spend time with. 

AS A D DS 

30. I would sacrifice just about AS A D DS 
anything for him/her. 
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31. In general, I am satisfied with AS A D DS 
this relationship. 

32. Sometimes I think that s/he won't AS A D DS 
care about me anymore. 

33. I feel comfortable with him/her AS A D DS 
even if we haven't seen each other 
for awhile. 

34. I need him/her. AS A D DS 

35. I would do almost anything to keep AS A D DS 
this relationship. 

36. S/he is always trying to change me. AS A D DS 

37. This relationship is important to AS A D DS 
him/her. 

38. S/he goes out of his/her way to do AS A D DS 
things for me. 

39. I am one of his/her favorite people AS A D DS 
to spend time with. 

40. S/he begins to feel anxious and AS A D DS 
worried if we don't see each other 
for awhile. 

41. No one can take my place in his/her AS A D DS 
life. 

42. When I think of him/her, I feel AS A D DS 
happy. 

43. S/he would like to share his/her AS A D DS 
life with me forever. 

44. We have an intimate relationship. AS A D DS 



45.1 try to hide my flaws from him/her. AS A D DS 

46.1 am willing to do whatever is 
necessary to make our relationship 
last (endure). 

AS A D DS 

47. I rarely think about him/her. AS A D DS 

48. I am unhappy in this relationship. AS A D DS 

49. I am careful not to hurt his/her 
feelings. 

AS A D DS 

50. I make most of the decisions in our 
relationship. 

AS A D DS 

51. I feel good about myself. AS A D DS 

52. We make most of our decisions 
together. 

AS A D DS 

53.1 can make him/her change his/her 
mind about something pretty easily. 

AS A D DS 

54. S/he knows just about everything 
there is to know about me. 

AS A D DS 

55. Sometimes I think I depend too much 
on him/her. 

AS A D DS 

56. What S/he says goes. AS A D DS 

57. Our relationship is my life. AS A D DS 

58. Sometimes I think s/he is using me. AS A D DS 

59. S/he never gets angry with me. AS A D DS 

60. I go out of my way to do things for AS A D DS 
him/her. 
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61. If I could choose anyone in the AS A D DS 
world to be with, it would be 
him/her. 

62.1 trust him/her. AS A D DS 

63. If I don't see him/her for awhile, I AS A D DS 
begin to feel anxious and worried. 

64. I would like to share my life with AS A D DS 
him/her forever. 

65. Sometimes I worry about this person AS A D DS 
leaving me. 

66. S/he accepts me for my virtues and AS A D DS 
my faults. 

67. I feel comfortable sharing my AS A D DS 
opinion with him/her. 

68. After long separations, we can pick AS A D DS 
up where we left off. 

69. S/he would sacrifice just about AS A D DS 
anything for me. 

70. S/he feels comfortable with me even AS A D DS 
if we haven't seen each other for 
awhile. 

71.1 feel accepted by him/her. AS A D DS 

72. We have worked toward common goals AS A D DS 
together. 

73. I feel safe with him/her. AS A D DS 

74. I could easily replace this person AS A D DS 
in my life. 



75.1 am a pretty independent person. AS A D DS 

76. S/he is comfortable with me. AS A D DS 

77.1 think my opinion is valued in 
this relationship. 

AS A D DS 

78. S/he worries about me leaving 
him/her. 

AS A D DS 

79. Our relationship is secure. AS A D DS 

80. I am often concerned about my 
appearance when I am with him/her. 

AS A D DS 

81. What I say goes. AS A D DS 

82. I feel like I have to be careful 
about what I say and do when I am 
with him/her. 

AS A D DS 

83. S/he can disagree with me, and we 
still respect each other. 

AS A D DS 

84.1 never know what to expect from 
him/her. 

AS A D DS 

85. S/he worries about what I think of 
him/her. 

AS A D DS 

86. S/he is a difficult person to get to 
know. 

AS A D DS 

87.1 feel like s/he understands my 
thoughts and feelings. 

AS A D DS 

88. Even though s/he knows my flaws, 
s/he cares about me. 

AS A D DS 

89. S/he is veiy independent. AS A D DS 
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90. If I lost him/her, I would lose AS A D DS 
myself. 

91. S/he feels close to me. AS A D DS 

92.1 know that if I really need him/her, AS A D DS 
s/he will be there for me. 

93. If I lost him/her, I would not know AS A D DS 
who I am. 

94. His/her opinion is important to me. AS A D DS 

95. I have a mind of my own in this AS A D DS 
relationship. 

96.1 am a valuable person. AS A D DS 

97. I can usually predict how s/he will AS A D DS 
act in a given situation. 

98. S/he feels good about him/herself. AS A D DS 

99. We each have interests of our own AS A D DS 
outside of our relationship. 

100. I am not very independent. AS A D DS 

101. I know that if I ask his/her AS A D DS 
opinion, s/he will be honest with 
me. 

102. My relationship with him/her is the AS A D DS 
only good thing in my life. 

103. Sometimes I feel smothered by AS A D DS 
him/her. 

104. S/he is important to me. AS A D DS 



105. If s/he disapproves of something 
I do or say, I feel really bad. 

106. Life would not be worth living 
without him/her. 

107.1 can take constructive criticism 
from him/her. 

108. Although we are close, I still feel 
that I am a unique and individual 
person. 

109. If s/he left me, I could not go on 
with my life. 

110. I am worthy of his/her love. 

111. Even though I think I know this 
person, s/he is unpredictable. 

112. We depend on each other too much. 

113. I know just about everything there 
is to know about him/her. 

114. S/he makes most of the decisions in 
our relationship. 

115. In our relationship, it is okay to 
disagree. 

116. I can disagree with him/her, and 
we still respect each other. 

117. If s/he knew my flaws, s/he would 
not care about me anymore. 

118. Sometimes when we have 
disagreements, I fear losing 
his/her care and respect. 



119. We have stuck together through good 
times and bad. 

120. Even though we do not always have 
the same opinion, we still care 
about each other. 

121. If s/he was no longer a part of my 
life, it would be pretty easy to 
find someone to take his/her place. 

122. Disagreements are avoided in our 
relationship. 

123.1 sometimes wonder who I am. 

124.1 sometimes use him/her. 

125. S/he trusts me. 

126. We have worked together against a 
challenge. 

127. If s/he asks my opinion about 
something, I am honest with him/her. 

128. Sometimes I don't give him/her my 
honest opinion, for fear of losing 
his/her respect or hurting his/her 
feelings. 

129. S/he can take constructive 
criticism from me. 

130. We have to be careful what we say 
around each other. 

131. S/he helps me to be the best I can 
be. 
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AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 



132.1 help him/her be the best that 
he/she can be. 

133. We have been through a lot together. 

134. We have weathered hard times in our 
relationship. 

135. There have been ups and downs in our 
relationship. 

136. I am afraid to let him/her know 
the "true" me. 

137. We have united against adversity. 

138. Sometimes I feel embarrassed in front 
of him/her. 

139. We have a comfortable relationship. 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 

AS A D DS 
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The following is a list of things people sometimes do in a relationship. Indicate 
how often you and/or your partner do these things in your relationship (Never=N; 
Sometimes=S; 0ften=0; Always=A). 

1. Eat a meal together. N S o A 
2. Share things. N S o A 
3. Go to parties together. N s o A 
4. We talk to each other about things N s o A 

that are important. 
5. Watch T.V. together. N s o A 
6. Do athletic things together. N s o A 
7. Do things together, with other N s o A 

friends. 
8. S/he helps me with something. N s o A 
9. I help him/her with something. N s o A 
10. Do chores or household tasks together. N s o A 
11. Go to church together. N s o A 
12. I yell at him/her. N s o A 
13. S/he yells at me. N s o A 
14.1 complement him/her. N s o A 
15. S/he complements me. N s o A 
16. We are sexually intimate. N s o A 
17.1 listen to him/her. N s o A 
18. S/he listens to me. N s o A 
19.1 hit him/her. N s o A 
20. S/he hits me. N s o A 
21.1 tell him/her how much I care about him/her. N s o A 
22. S/he tells me how much she cares about me. N s o A 
23. We sit together and do nothing. N s o A 
24. We go for a walk together. N s o A 
25. We write letters to each other. N s o A 
26. We call each other on the phone. N s o A 
27. We argue with each other. N s o A 
28. We work together on something. N s 0 A 
29. We hug each other. N s o A 
30. S/he encourages me. N s o A 
31.1 encourage him/her. N s o A 
32.1 take care of him/her. N s 0 A 
33. S/he takes care of me. N s o A 



34. We plan for the future. 
35. We disagree. 
36. We have fun together. 
37. S/he criticizes me. 
38. I criticize him/her. 
39. I lie to him/her. 
40. S/he lies to me. 
41. We hold hands. 
42. S/he teaches me something. 
43.1 teach him/her something. 
44. We play together. 
45. I cry. 
46. S/he cries. 
47. We party together. 
48. We get in trouble together. 

N S o A 
N S o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
N s o A 
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Very Some of the Almost 
Rarely time Always 

1. When you have leisure time, how often 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
do you choose to spend it with 
him/her alone? 

2. How often do you keep very personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
information to yourself and do not 
share it with him/her? 

3. How often do you show him/her affection? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
4. How often do you confide very personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

information to him/her? 
5. How often are you able to understand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

his/her feelings? 
6. How often do you feel close to him/her? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Not A A Great 
Much Little Deal 

7. How much do you like to spend time alone 123456789 10 
with him/her? 

8. How much do you feel like being 
encouraging and supportive to him/her 123456789 10 
when he/she is unhappy? 

9. How close do you feel to him/her 123456789 10 
most of the time? 

10. How important is it to you to 123456789 10 
listen to his/her very 
personal disclosures? 

11. How satisfying is your 123456789 10 
relationship with him/her? 

12. How affectionate do you feel 123456789 10 
towards him/her? 

13. How important is it to you that 123456789 10 
he/she be encouraging and supportive 
to you when you are unhappy? 



14. How much damage is caused by a 
typical disagreement in your 
relationship with him/her? 

15. How important is it to you that 
he/she understands your feelings? 

16. How important is it to you that 
he/she show you affection? 

17. How important is your relationship 
with him/her in your life? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
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APPENDIX E: TABLES 



Table 1 

*Reliabilitv Coefficients of **Subscales by Relationship Type 

Relationship type 

Mom .920 .922 .790 .915 

Dad .940 .940 .820 .920 

Same Sex .931 .914 .733 .887 

Opposite Sex .930 .922 .811 .900 

# items 38 17 14 
* (Jronbach's Alpha Coefficients 
** Subscale 1=Investment; 2=Attachment Qualities; 3=Identity; 4=System 
Properties; 5=Relationship History 



Table 2 
Test-Retest Correlations Between Subscales 
by Relationship Type 

Subscale Same 
Gender 

Opposite 
Gender 

Investment .8189** .7140** 

Attachment .7681** .7333** 

Identity .6427** .3963** 

System 
Properties 

.7549** .6999** 

Relationship 
Histoiy 

.6480** .6177** 

** pc.Ol 
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Table 3 

T-Test Comparisons of Subscales for Same Gender Relationships 

Wave 1 Wave 2 

Mean SD Mean SD t P 

1. 1.8256 .527 1.8634 .523 -1.10 .273 

2. 1.6107 .432 1.6950 .492 -2.40 *.019 

3. 3.2674 .553 3.2122 .552 1.10 .276 

4. 1.6677 .444 1.7013 .501 -0.92 .361 

5. 1.7602 .459 1.5000 .422 6.42*** .000 

p<.05; ** pc.Ol; *** p<.001 
Subscale l=Investment; 2=Attachment Qualities; 3=Identity; 4=System 
Properties; 5=Relationship History 
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Table 4 

T-test Comparisons of Subscales For Opposite Gender Relationships 

Wave 1 Wave 2 

Mean SD Mean SD t P 

1. 1.7363 .535 1.7531 .553 -.37 .715 

2. 1.6648 .481 1.7367 .484 -1.82 .072 

3. 3.2471 .539 3.0912 .628 2.23* .029 

4. 1.6791 .446 1.7525 .476 -1.87 .066 

5. 1.7762 .612 1.5594 .507 3.96*** .000 

*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 
Subscale l=Investment; 2=Attachment Qualities; 3=Identity; 4=System 
Properties; 5=Relationship History 
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Table 5 
Correlations of Miller Social Intimacy Scale Total Scores 
with Intimacy Scale Subscales and Total Score 
by Relationship Type 

Mother Same Gender Opposite 
Gender 

MSIS MSIS MSIS 

Investment -.2532** -.7112** -.6812** 

Attachment -.1734* -.6122** -.5636** 

Identity -.0457 -.2579** -.2160** 

System 
Properties 

-.2021** -.5787** -.5588** 

Relationship 
History 

-.2021** -.5146** -.4775** 

Intimacy Scale 
Total 

-.2123** -.6809** -.6411** 

* p<.05; **p<.01; ***p>.001 
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Table 6 

Correlations of Intimacy Scale Subscales 

and Intimacy Scale Total 

With Abbreviated Marlow-Crowne Social Desireabib'tv Scale 

Mom Dad Same Opposite 
Gender Gender 

Mother 

Investment -.0535 .2259 .0439 .0304 

Attachment -.0502 .3023* .1688* -.0293 

Identity .0329 .1660 .1033 .0404 

System 
Properties 

-.1770* .2022 .0735 -.0778 

Relationship 
History 

-.1498* .3810** -.0556 .0123 

Total -.0649 .2626* .1165 .0041 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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Table 7 
Intimacy Scale Factor Loadings 
for Relationship With Mother 

Factor 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

71 -.8305 
26 .8229 
37 .8193 
7 .7727 
38 .6678 
8 .6603 
89 .6511 
66 .6440 
100 .6292 
25 .6271 
21 .6153 
9 .5930 
5 .5890 
35 .5803 
19 .5669 
11 .5634 
12 .5576 
34 .5295 
45 .5066 
33 .5051 
42 .4977 
67 .4774 
30 .4761 
27 .4568 
117 -.4074 
70 .4004 
3 .3989 
59 .3321 
102 .8099 
90 .7284 
87 .7275 



Table 7. Continued 

Factor 
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Item 1 2 3 4 5 

105 .7172 
54 .5681 
108 .5437 
98 .5000 
6 .4921 
58 .4899 
101 .4878 
61 .3639 
130 .6646 
131 .6071 
129 .497 
133 .4278 
111 .7385 
112 .7243 
80 .7133 
123 .6870 
125 .6698 
103 .6454 
74 .5893 
64 .5686 
84 .5531 
121 .5225 
63 .3443 .5023 
65 .4708 
53 .4648 
76 .3452 .4422 
109 .4368 
68 .3105 .4202 
115 .4070 
57 .5654 
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Table 7. Continued 

Factor 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

24 -.5342 
29 -.5257 
43 -.5040 
31 -.4698 
1 -.4625 
2 .4553 
99 -.4496 
41 -.4259 
127 -.3107 
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Table 7A 

Eigenvalues and Percent Variance Accounted for 

by Each Factor for Relationship with Mother 

Factor Eigenvalue % Variance Total Variance 

1 35.670 41.5 41.5 

2 4.680 5.4 46.9 

3 3.117 3.6 50.5 

4 2.096 2.4 53.0 

5 1.870 2.2 55.2 



Table 8 

Intimacy Scale Factor Loadings 

For Relationship With Same Gender Peer 

Factor 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

27 .7799 
33 .7321 
65 .7317 
64 .7066 
67 .6852 
74 .6708 
59 .6553 
31 .6518 
135 .6316 
76 .6311 
70 .6300 
68 .6115 
112 .6095 
123 .5950 
3 .5301 
73 .5267 
14 .5171 
16 .4810 
2 .4586 
121 .4344 
80 .4257 
97 .3800 
51 .3749 
83 -.3671 
105 .8053 
102 .7767 
98 .7001 
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Table 8, Continued 

Factor 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

87 .6727 
108 .6615 
90 .6248 
6 .4152 
99 .3853 
54 .3633 
103 .6033 
127 .3254 .5953 
111 .5189 
128 .4723 
125 .3138 .4566 
131 .6845 
130 .6795 
133 .6231 
129 .6073 
115 .5297 
53 .4512 
109 
34 -.7487 
9 -.7472 
11 -.7267 
25 -.7148 
35 -.6910 
5 -.6893 
7 -.6890 
19 -.6719 
117 .6655 
21 -.6654 
37 -.6218 
71 .6021 
45 -.5974 



Table 8. Continued 
Factor 
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Item 1 2 3 4 5 

1 -.5930 
100 -.5719 
30 -.5710 
66 -.5525 
61 ' -.5272 
58 .3165 -.4846 
42 -.4784 
26 -.4450 
29 .3244 -.4350 
8 .3123 -.4334 
46 .4268 
89 -.4192 
57 -.3933 
38 -.3589 
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Table 8A 

Eigenvalues and Percent Variance Accounted For 

bv Each Factor for Relationship with Same Gender Peer 

Factor Eigenvalue % Variance Total Variance 

1 31.386 363 363 

2 6.771 7.9 44.4 

3 3.000 3.5 47.9 

4 2.588 3.0 50.9 

5 2.079 2.4 53.3 
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Table 9 

Intimacv Scale Factor Loadings 

For Relationship With Opposite Gender Peer 

Factor 

Item 1 

68 .8395 
127 .7691 
63 .7340 
74 .7287 
38 .6958 
89 .6935 
37 .6931 
88 .6877 
21 .6630 
85 .6504 
76 .6478 
64 .6449 
84 .6327 
121 .6293 
8 .6256 
65 .6214 
73 .6163 
51 .6112 
31 .6088 
116 .6045 
47 -.5966 
125 .5889 
67 .5748 
135 .5688 
42 .5606 

.3054 

.3002 

.3855 
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Table 9, Continued 

Factor 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 

83 -.5524 
80 .5488 
70 .5411 -.3546 
97 .5342 
128 .5280 
111 .4726 .3125 
103 .4649 
59 .4435 
9 .4419 .3252 -.3346 
16 .4363 -.3305 .3395 
54 -.4165 -.3191 .3384 
27 .4108 -.3251 
3 .4007 
102 .8768 
90 .8728 
105 .8111 
87 .7860 
1 -.7624 
24 .6879 
43 -.6724 -.3359 
46 .6426 
58 .3351 -.6087 
57 -.5867 
2 -.5863 
19 -.5641 
12 -.5411 
29 -.5383 
41 .4858 -.5256 
61 -.5156 



Table 9. Continued 
Factor 
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Item 

5 
45 
100 
34 
14 
35 
117 
131 
130 
129 
53 
109 
115 
7 
99 
108 
91 
123 

.4422 

.3437 

.3840 

.3983 

.3161 

.4594 

-.5054 
-.4884 
-.4760 
-.4641 
-.4553 
-.4049 
.3956 

-.3319 
.3476 

.8485 

.8163 

.7779 

.5815 

.4995 

.4682 

.4566 

.3242 
-.5600 
-.4767 
.3937 
.3016 
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Table 9A 

Eigenvalues and Percent Variance Accounted 

for by Each Factor with Opposite Gender Peer 

Factor Eigenvalue % Variance Total Variance 

1 31.156 37.1 37.1 

2 6.201 7.4 44.5 

3 3.841 4.6 49.0 

4 3.290 3.9 53.0 

5 2.029 2.4 55.4 
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Table 10 

Items Listed by Factor for a Three-Factor Oblique Solution 

Item Factor 

I feel happy when I am with him/her. 1 

I can be myself when I am with him/her. 1 

I hope s/he is a permanent part of my life. 1 (eo) 

I love him/her. 1 

I feel close to him/her. 1 

We have a close relationship. 1 

This relationship is important to me. 1 

I am important to him/her. 1 

No one could replace this person in my life. 1 (eo) 

If anything were to happen to him/her, no one 
could ever take his/her place. 1 (eo) 

I am comfortable with him/her. 1 

This relationship is important to him/her. 1 

S/he goes out of his/her way to do things for me. 1 

I am one of his/her favorite people to spend time 1 (eo) 
with. 
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Table 10, Continued 

Item Factor 

No one can take my place in his/her life. 1 

When I think of him/her, I feel happy. 1 (eo) 

S/he would like to share his/her life with me forever. 1 (eo) 

S/he knows just about everything there is to know 1 (eo) 
about me. 

I go out of my way to do things for him/her. 1 (eo) 

I trust him/her. 1 

I feel comfortable sharing my opinion with him/her. 1 

After long separations, we can pick up where we 1 
left off. 

S/he would sacrifice just about anything for me. 1 

S/he feels comfortable with me even if we haven't 1 
seen each other for awhile. 

I feel accepted by him/her. 1 

We have worked toward common goals together. 1 

I feel safe with him/her. 1 

I could easily replace this person in my life. l(eo) 

I think my opinion is valued in this relationship. 1 

Our relationship is secure. 1 
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Table 10, Continued 
Item Factor 

S/he can disagree with me, and we still l(eo) 
respect each other. 

I feel like s/he understands my thoughts and feelings. 1 

Even though s/he knows my flaws, s/he cares about me. 1 

S/he feels close to me. 1 

I know that if I really need him/her, s/he will 1 
be there for me. 

His/her opinion is important to me. l(eo) 

In our relationship, it is okay to disagree. 2 

I can disagree with him/her, and we still 1 
respect each other. 

We have stuck together through good times and bad. 1 

S/he trusts me. 1 

I would like to share my life with him/her forever. l(eo) 

S/he accepts me for my virtues and my faults. 1 

We have worked together against a challenge. 1 

S/he can take constructive criticism from me. 1 

S/he helps me to be the best I can be. 1 

I help him/her be the best that he/she can be. 1 

If I don't see him/her for awhile, I begin to feel 2 
anxious and worried. 
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Table 10. Continued 

Item Factor 

I have a mind of my own in this relationship. 2 

We each have interests of our own outside of 2 
our relationship. 

I am not very independent. 2 

My relationship with him/her is the only 2(eo) 
good thing in my life. 

Life would not be worth living without him/her. 2 

If s/he left me, I could not go on with my life. 2 

We depend on each other too much. 2(eo) 

S/he makes most of the decisions in our 2(eo) 
relationship. 

Sometimes when we have disagreements, I fear 2(eo) 
losing his/her care and respect. 

S/he sometimes gets angry with me. 3 

I sometimes get angry with him/her. 3(eo) 
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Table 11 

Factor Loadings of Behavior Scale for Relationship With Mother 
Factor 

Item 1 2 3 4 

8 .8267 
9 .7388 
4 .7147 
5 .7082 
42 .6817 
30 .6757 
33 .6703 
22 .6600 
21 .6568 
2 .6539 
14 .6501 
29 .6461 
31 .6175 
1 .6079 
36 .6019 
15 .5582 
17 .5363 
26 .5300 
10 .5240 
23 .4757 
34 .4699 
43 .4669 
32 .4571 
28 .4037 
45 .3864 
27 .7007 
13 .6908 
12 .6744 
38 .6691 
37 .6481 
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Table 11. Continued 

Factor 

Item 12 3 4 

35 .5387 
40 .4429 
39 .4321 
46 .3927 
20 -.7260 
16 -.6897 
18 .5770 
47 .7201 
24 .6413 
3 .5874 
44 .5410 
6 .5395 
7 .4709 
48 .4705 



154 

Table 11A 

Eigenvalues and Percent Variance Accounted for by Each Factor 

Factor Eigenvalue % Variance Total Variance 

1 11.6723 24.3 24.3 

2 4.1329 8.6 32.9 

3 2.8901 6.0 38.9 

4 1.9420 4.0 43.0 
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Table 12 

Factor Loadings of Behavior Scale For Relationship With Father 

Factor 

Item 12 3 4 

30 .8541 
17 .8469 
8 .8279 
4 .7954 
33 .7644 
26 .7244 
22 .7176 
29 .6993 
21 .6956 
28 .6681 
42 .6637 
31 .6460 
34 .6434 
2 .6246 
32 .6204 
14 .6071 
9 .5973 
18 .5761 
24 .5457 
36 .5319 
43 .4662 
6 .4294 
5 .4047 
19 .7467 
46 .7208 
3 .6150 
47 .5662 
48 .5639 
10 .5513 
7 .5321 
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Table 12, Continued 
Factor 

Item 12 3 4 

1 [5257 
44 .4713 
23 .4272 
45 .3964 
37 .7997 
38 .7502 
13 .7066 
27 .6887 
12 .6371 
39 .3734 
40 .3673 
35 * .3604 
16 .8884 
20 .7553 
25 .4669 
41 .4354 
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Table 12A 

Eigenvalues and Percent Variance Accounted for by Each Factor 

Factor Eigenvalue %Variance Total Variance 

1 13.7380 28.6 28.6 

2 5.4472 11.3 40.0 

3 2.7971 5.8 45.8 

4 2.4915 5.2 51.0 



Table 13 

Factor Loadings of Behavior Scale for Same Gender Relationship 

Factor 

Item 12 3 4 

21 .8001 
22 .7796 
29 .6040 
30 .6015 
31 .5919 
15 .5643 
33 .5324 
14 .5280 
25 .5244 
45 .5003 
42 .4814 
26 .4640 
32 .4621 
46 .4602 
43 .4502 
24 .4484 
28 .3737 
20 .6158 
19 .5859 
41 .5689 
36 -.5294 
40 .5148 
39 .5043 
18 -.4689 
17 -.4442 
16 .4086 
5 -.8131 
1 -.7359 
3 -.7176 
7 -.6793 
47 -.6179 



Table 13, Continued 

Factor Loadings of Behavior Scale for Same Gender Relationship 

159 

Factor 

Item 12 3 4 

6 -.6162 
2 -.5918 
10 -.5202 
44 -.4926 
8 -.4793 
23 -.4639 
4 -.4507 
9 -.4329 
48 -.3496 
13 .7670 
12 .7509 
37 .6506 
38 .6025 
34 .3973 
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Table 13A 

Eigenvalues and Percent Variance Accounted for by Each Factor 

Factor Eigenvalue % Variance Total Variance 

1 10.9791 22.9 22.9 

2 4.6774 9.7 32.6 

3 2.7202 5.7 38.3 

4 2.1021 4.4 42.7 
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Table 14 

Factor Loadings of Behavior Scale for Opposite Gender 

Relationship 

Factor 

Item 12 3 4 

21 .8656 
29 .8588 
22 .8136 
2 .7613 
1 .7522 
41 .7445 
14 .6819 
32 .6724 
30 .6699 
10 .6658 
16 .6594 
5 .6506 
9 .6461 
28 .6373 
8 .6305 
4 .6196 
33 .6064 
31 .5962 
15 .5921 
42 .5900 
44 .5457 
43 .5229 
34 .5181 
24 .4913 
17 .4886 
6 .4496 
23 .3919 
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Table 14, Continued 

Factor 

Item 

12 .7340 
37 .7311 
27 .7119 
13 .6872 
38 .6208 
40 .4549 
35 .4531 
39 .4367 
45 .4276 
48 .6099 
7 .6066 
47 .5909 
26 .4880 
36 .4660 
3 .4089 
11 .5049 
18 -.4658 
20 .4650 
19 .4266 
25 .3308 
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Table 14A 

Eigenvalues and Percent Variance Accounted for by Each Factor 

Factor Eigenvalue % Variance Total Variance 

1 14.2120 29.6 29.6 

2 4.3958 9.2 38.8 

3 2.1216 4.4 43.2 

4 1.7855 3.7 46.9 
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Table 15 

Comparison of Total Behavior Score By Relationship Type 

Relationship 
Type 

Mean SD 

Mother 110.411 15.98 

Father 98.88 18.20 

Same Gender 108.46 16.41 

Opposite Gender 114.75 20.02 

F 11.85*** 

*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 
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Table 16 
T-test Comparisons of Intimacy Subscales 
by Gender for Relationships With 
Mother. Father. Same and Opposite Gender Peers 

Mean 

Male Female F p 

Mother Subscales 

1 1.63 1.42 **9.734 .002 

2 1.69 1.50 *6.163 .014 

3 2.83 2.90 .366 .546 

4 1.72 1.54 *5.250 .023 

5 1.74 1.58 *5.149 .024 

Father Subscales 

1 2.06 1.74 2.487 .119 

2 1.98 1.76 1.162 .284 

3 3.13 3.06 .105 .747 

4 2.03 1.78 1.874 .175 

5 2.20 1.76 *6.098 .016 
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Table 16, Continued 

Mean 

Male Female F p 

Same Gender Subscales 

1 2.12 1.82 ***15.59 .000 

2 1.80 1.58 **9.49 .002 

3 3.26 3.20 .409 .523 

4 1.86 1.66 **8.827 .003 

5 1.87 1.75 2.392 .123 

Opposite Gender Subscales 

1 1.66 1.72 .526 .469 

2 1.62 1.65 .140 .709 

3 2.84 3.17 **10.05 .002 

4 1.63 1.70 .811 .369 

5 1.72 1.76 .261 .610 

*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 
l=Investment; 2=Attachment; 3=Identity; 4=System Properties; 5=Relationship 
History 



Table 17 

Comparison of Intimacy Subscales by Relationship Type and Gender 

Mother Father Same Gender Opposite 
Gender 

Subscale MFM FMFMFF 

1 1.393 1.392 2.079 1.743 2.127 1.790 1.921 1.754 9.02*** 

2 1.438 1.409 2.042 1.763 1.757 1.548 1.715 1.625 5.79*** 

3 2.778 2.942 3.028 3.062 3.389 3.264 3.417 3.229 8.00*** 

4 1.424 1.523 2.040 1.774 1.869 1.631 1.636 1.690 6.27*** 

5 1.603 1.555 2.222 1.763 1.841 1.748 1.825 1.775 4.27** 

Total 7.353 7.549 9.634 8.679 9.510 8.550 9.054 8.682 7.52*** 

Subscale l=Investment; 2=Attachment; 3=Identity; 4=System Properties; 5=Relationship History 

*=p<.05; **=p<.01; ***=p<.001 
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