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ABSTRACT 

 

The present research explores the association between commitment, communal-

exchange orientation, and satisfaction in romantic relationships. Relationship 

commitment focuses on the stability of a relationship, including its maintenance and 

interdependence of partners (Rusbult, 1983). It has been proposed that commitment 

involves three dimensions (i.e., personal desire to be in the relationship, moral obligation 

to remain in the relationship, and external constraints to leaving the relationship; Johnson, 

1973; Johnson, Caughlin, & Huston, 1999). Rusbult’s (1980, 1983) investment model of 

relationship commitment indicates that commitment is predicted by a combination of 

relationship satisfaction plus the investment of resources in the relationship less the 

perceived attractive alternatives to the relationship. Also, commitment is a process of 

interpersonal interactions (Surra, 1987; Surra & Hughes, 1997). In communal-exchange 

relationship orientation (Clark & Mills, 1979; Mills & Clark, 1982), relationships are 

distinguished by the timing and comparability of benefits. Communal relationships focus 

on being responsive to the other’s needs, and imply long-term relationships. Exchange 

relationships focus on debts incurred and repayment of similar benefits in a timely 

manner. Results from past research indicate that exchange orientation is negatively 

associated with marriage adjustment and positively associated with dissatisfaction. 

In current research, correlational analyses indicated that commitment and its 

components are associated with communal-exchange relationship orientation. Student 

participants reported a more significant relationship than did the community participants 
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between communal relationship orientation and commitment. Women more than men 

reported significant associations between communal relationship orientation and 

commitment. However, the differences between women’s and men’s associations were 

not significant and the addition of communal relationship orientation did not increase the 

prediction of commitment by the investment model. Perceived partner commitment 

accounted for a 3% increase in the ability of the investment model to predict one’s 

commitment. Overall, aspects of commitment are related to relationship satisfaction, no 

matter how commitment is measured. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 The current research explores the relationship between commitment and the 

communal-exchange relationship orientation. The introduction briefly reviews aspects of 

commitment (i.e., theory, components, structure, and related relationship variables), 

communal-exchange relationship research, and gender influence. A summary of the 

research findings describes the connection among the three areas and provides for the 

development of the research questions. Furthermore, the importance of the present 

research is discussed. 

 

Commitment 

 Harold H. Kelley, one of the developers of the interdependence theory for groups 

(Kelly & Thibaut, 1978), described a committed person as someone who is “likely to 

stick with it and see it through to its finish” (Kelley, 1983, p. 287). Other researchers 

defined marriage commitment as an intention to continue a relationship (Adam & Jones, 

1994; Lund, 1985) and a psychological attachment to a relationship (Rusbult & Martz, 

1985). Commitment is perceived as an important independent component in relationship 

stability (Lauer & Lauer, 1986) and also as related to other relationship components, such 

as love (Sternberg, 1986), fidelity (Fehr, 1988; Marston, Hecht, Manke, McDaniel, & 

Reeder, 1998), loyalty (Fehr), verbalization of connectedness (Marston et al.), 
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satisfaction, trust, passion, intimacy, and relationship quality (Fletcher, Simpson, & 

Thomas, 2000).  

 Decisions to remain in a relationship may be mediated by one’s commitment to 

the relationship (Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992). Commitment was an important factor in 

whether battered women returned to or left their relationships (Rusbult & Martz, 1995), 

and women in ongoing violent relationships reported higher levels of love and 

commitment toward their partners than women with no history or a single instance of 

physical abuse (Follingstad, Rutledge, Polek, & McNeill-Hawkins, 1988).  

 

Models of Commitment 

 Several theories of commitment structure are listed in Table 1.1. The current 

study examines Rusbult’s investment model (1980, 1983) based on interdependence 

theory (Kelly & Thibaut, 1978; see Extended Literature Review) and the theory of 

tripartite structure of commitment developed by Johnson, Caughlin, and Huston (1999). 

A measure adapted from Lund’s barrier model (1985) was used also. 

 

Investment Model of Developing Relationships 

Rusbult (1980, 1983) developed investment models of relationship commitment 

with 3 and 4 factors (see Table 1.2) that are based on Kelley and Thibaut’s 

interdependence theory (1978). Rusbult, Johnson, and Morrow (1986b) found general 

support for the investment model (3-factor and 4-factor) among participants who varied 
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Table 1.1: Theories of Commitment Structure 
AUTHOR COMPONENTS OF COMMITMENT 

Johnson 
(1973) 

A. Decision-making (belief) 
B. Behavior (constraints of social expectations and personal costs of 

discontinuing) 
Rusbult 
(1980, 
1983) 

A. Satisfaction with partner/relationship 
B. Attractive alternatives to the relationship are less desirable 
C. Investment in relationship 

Lund 
(1985) 

A. Attitude concerning the expectation of relationship continuance 
B. Person’s relationship investment behavior is more instrumental in 

developing commitment than rewards 

Adams & 
Jones 
(1997) 

A. Commitment to partner and marriage  
B. Entrapment in relationship (negative) 

Levinger 
(1999) 

A. Attraction to relationship (rewards - costs)   
B. Barriers (moral and structural to leaving the relationship) 

Johnson, 
Caughlin, 
& Huston 
(1999) 

A. Personal (desire for partner and/or relationship) 
B. Moral (personal values and obligation to remain in                             

relationship) 
C. Structural (external constraints to leaving the relationship) 

on such characteristics as gender, marital status, age, education level, income level, 

length of relationship (Rusbult, Zembrodt, & Iwaniszek, 1986), sexual orientation (Duffy 

& Rusbult, 1986), and during a 15-year longitudinal study (Bui, Peplau, & Hill, 1996). 

Increases in commitment were related to increases in satisfaction, increases in  

 

 

Table 1.2. Investment Model of Developing Relationships (Rusbult, 1980, 1983) 
NUMBER 

OF 
FACTORS 

MODEL 
 
 

3 Commitment = satisfaction – alternatives + investment 
4 Commitment = (rewards – costs) – alternatives + investment 
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rewards, and/or decreases in costs; however, the costs did not increase prediction 

accuracy significantly (Rusbult, 1980, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1986). Commitment 

decreased with high quality alternatives to the current relationship (Rusbult, 1980, 1983; 

Rusbult, Zembrodt, & Iwaniszek, 1986). People who were committed to their 

relationships tended to have less attraction to alternative partners (Johnson & Rusbult, 

1989; Rusbult, 1983), and were less likely to be emotionally and/or physically intimate 

with non-partners later (Drigotas, Safstrom, & Gentilia, 1999). Level of commitment 

related positively to partners’ willingness to accommodate (Rusbult, Verette, Whitney, 

Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991), but mutuality of the relationship commitment, not level of 

commitment, related to couples’ well-being (Drigotas, Rusbult, & Verette, 1999). 

Although prediction of commitment was significantly improved by using both partners’ 

responses to the Rusbult, Martz, and Agnew (1998) measures, the actual predictive 

improvement was 6% over using one partner’s responses (Attridge, Berscheid, & 

Simpson, 1995).  

 

Other Models of Relationship Commitment 

 The tripartite model of commitment (Johnson, et al., 1999) organizes components 

of commitment into three dissimilar experiences within a relationship: desire to be in the 

relationship, moral obligation to maintain the relationship, and structural barriers to stay 

in the relationship. Johnson et al. suggest that the three components may not be equally 

salient during different stages of the relationship. Furthermore, Johnson et al. indicate 
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that moral obligation to stay in the relationship and structural barriers to stay in the 

relationship tend to be independent of personal satisfaction with the relationship. 

 Lund’s commitment scale (1985) mainly relates to the barriers to leaving a 

relationship (investment and alternatives to the relationship) and personal predictions 

concerning future of the relationship. Lund’s study indicated that barriers more accurately 

predicted the future continuity of relationships than did measures of love and rewards. 

Lund suggested that the personal predictions for the relationship reveal personal attitudes 

that influence relationship commitment behavior. Other models of commitment, which 

define commitment as a process or indicate influences on commitment, are discussed in 

the Extended Literature Review (Appendix A). 

 

Communal-Exchange Relationship 

Commitment is generally one aspect of a relationship that tends to have a long-

term orientation and, according to Kelley and Thibaut’s theory of independence (1978), 

tends to be based on pro-relationship behavior. One of the prominent systems used to 

classify types of relationships is Clark and Mill’s theory of communal and exchange 

relationship (Clark & Mills, 1979; Mills & Clark, 1982) that is based on Goffman’s 

(1961) distinction between economic and social exchange. The theory of communal and 

exchange relationships is concerned with the behavior of giving and receipt of benefits 

and the debts or obligations that may be incurred in the process within a relationship. An 

exchange relationship indicates an exchange of equal and comparable benefits. 

Communal relationships indicate responsiveness to each person’s well-being by 
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providing benefits according to needs rather than in anticipation of a comparable benefit 

or to eliminate a past obligation (see Table 1.3).  

Table 1.3. Relationship Expectations for Exchange and Communal Orientations 
ACTIONS EXCHANGE 

ORIENTATION 
COMMUNAL 

ORIENTATION 
Others provided a benefit 
after receiving help  
(Clark & Mills, 1979) 

More attraction Less attraction 

Others asked for help 
after receiving a benefit  
(Clark & Mills, 1979) 

More attraction Less attraction 

Equality of work on 
project (Clark, 1984b) 

Tracked work input Did not track input 

No opportunity to 
reciprocate  
(Clark, Mills, & Powell, 1986) 

Paid less attention to others’ 
needs 

Paid more attention to 
others’ needs 
 

Opportunity for 
reciprocation  
(Clark, Mills, & Powell, 1986) 

Paid more attention to 
others’ needs 

Does not affect tracking 
others’ needs 

Friends versus strangers 
(Clark, Mills, & Corcoran, 1989) 

Paid more attention to 
friends’ needs than 
strangers 

Paid more attention to 
friends’ needs than 
strangers 

Evidence of consideration 
of one’s needs  
(Clark, Dubash, & Mills, 1998) 

 More interest when forming 
than when established 
friends 

Helping behavior and 
responsiveness to 
emotions of others  
(Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg, 
1987) 

Less helping and 
responsiveness 

More helping and 
responsiveness 

Self-disclosure of 
emotions in relationship  
(Clark & Taraban, 1991) 

Less likely to discuss More likely to discuss and 
more responsive to other’s 
emotional topics 

Helping others & own 
self-evaluations  
(Williamson & Clark, 1989) 

 Increased self-evaluation 
significantly 

Helping others & own 
affect  
(Williamson & Clark, 1992) 

Affect tended to decline  

Refusing to help others 
(Williamson, Clark, Pegalis, & Behan, 
1996) 

Little or no change in affect Decreased positive affect 
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 Studies indicate that people respond to others with different actions depending on 

the type of relationship they expect. Those oriented to an exchange relationship were  

more attracted when others provided a benefit after receiving help or asked for help after 

receiving a benefit, unlike participants who desired a communal relationship (Clark & 

Mills, 1979). When expecting an exchange relationship, participants tracked their 

partner’s work input, whereas those wanting a communal relationship did not track work 

input (Clark, 1984b). Participants desiring an exchange relationship paid more attention 

to others’ needs when there was an opportunity for reciprocation, and less attention when 

there was no opportunity for reciprocation, unlike communally oriented participants who 

paid more attention to others’ needs with or without opportunities for reciprocation 

(Clark, Mills, & Powell, 1986). Those desiring a communal relationship were more 

responsive and helpful to the emotions of others (Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg, 

1987; Clark & Taraban, 1991), had a greater increase in self-evaluation after helping 

others (Williamson & Clark, 1989), and showed a greater decrease in positive affect after 

refusing to help others (Williamson, Clark, Pegalis, & Behan, 1996) than exchange-

oriented participants. 

 

Strength and Certainty of Relationships 

Communal relationships contain an implicit expectation for long-term interaction, 

which exchange relationships do not have. Communal relationships may vary in strength 

(i.e., spouse, friend) unlike exchange relationships, which either exist or do not exist. The 

strength of communal relationships may depend on the nature of the bond (e.g., child, 
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spouse, friend). Generally, people respond to the needs of those with whom they have the 

strongest bond unless the person with whom they have a weaker bond has a much greater 

need (Mills & Clark, 1982).  

 

Satisfaction 

Murstein and MacDonald (1983) found that marriage adjustment correlates 

positively with commitment and negatively with exchange-orientation for relationships. 

Zak, Fancher, Gillies, Tornatore, and Waterhouse (1999) studied personal insecurity and 

satisfaction for exchange- and communally-oriented people. Results indicated that 

exchange-oriented partners tended to report dissatisfaction when they became insecure 

about their relationship. Participants in earlier stages of a relationship reported a lower 

level of costs and more communal behavior than did the participants who were married 

(Clark & Grote, 1998). Caregivers were more resentful of being underbenefitted when 

they had a low communal relationship orientation and a higher exchange orientation (e.g., 

younger spouses and male caregivers; Thompson, Medvene, & Freedman, 1995). 

 

Gender 

Gender and Commitment 

 Men and women tend to report differences in commitment factors (i.e., personal, 

moral, structural) and the ways in which commitment affects their perspective of the 

relationship. Husbands’ value to remain consistent within the relationship was strongly 

related to their degree of moral commitment, whereas wives’ moral commitment was 
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moderately correlated with personal and moral components of commitment (i.e., personal 

contract with partner, should stay thoughts, attitudes about divorce, and consistency 

values) and with social pressure and perceived alternatives (Johnson et al., 1999). Sacher 

and Fine (1996) found that women’s scores of higher commitment, lower quality 

relationship alternatives, and later satisfaction were more predictive of relationship 

stability than were men’s scores. In general, Rusbult et al. (1998) found gender 

differences were inconsistent, and when differences occurred between males and females, 

relationship behavior was associated more with gender than with sexual orientation 

(Duffy & Rusbult, 1986). However, where gender differences occurred in studies, 

Rusbult et al. (1998) also found that women tended to report greater commitment (i.e., 

greater investment, higher satisfaction, poorer alternatives) to the relationship than men 

reported, and men tended to report that an increase in costs of the relationship increased 

their commitment.   

 

Gender and Communal-Exchange Orientation

Results indicate that interpersonal orientation tends to be more significant than 

gender differences in self-disclosure and equity (Swap & Rubin, 1983). Murstein, 

Cerreto, and MacDonald (1977) found a negative correlation between the satisfaction 

level of husbands who had an exchange orientation and their wives exchange orientation. 

Wives reported not significant relationship between their satisfaction and levels of 

husbands’ and wives’ exchange orientation. 
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Summary 

 Commitment has been defined in positive terms (i.e., decision, desire for) and 

negative terms (i.e., barriers to leaving, entrapment; Adams & Jones, 1997; Johnson, 

1973; Levinger, 1999; Lund, 1985; Rusbult, 1980, 1983) and recently been enlarged to a 

3-factor structure consisting of personal desire for partner and/or relationship, moral 

values and obligations to continue in the relationship, and external structural constraints 

against leaving the relationship (Johnson et al., 1999). Kelley and Thibaut’s 

interdependence theory as interpreted by Rusbult’s theory of relationship commitment 

indicates that the stability of the relationship lies with commitment of partners that is 

based on their relationship satisfaction (rewards less costs), investment, and perceived 

alternatives. Commitment tends to increase with increased satisfaction (rewards greater 

than costs), investment (irretrievable time, energy, and/or resources), and poorer 

alternatives to the relationship. The level of commitment tends to predict attraction to 

alternative partners, couple well-being, and pro-relational behavior as well as mediates 

decisions to stay or leave a relationship, which is an important factor in couples’ marital 

therapy. 

 Communal and exchange relationship orientations indicate the behavioral manner 

in which one is interdependent on the other person. Exchange relationships involve 

recognizing a comparable debt owed for a benefit received. Communal relationships 

involve recognizing and providing for the others’ needs as a condition of the relationship, 

tend to have an implicit long-term orientation, and foster pro-relational behavior. 
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Communal and exchange oriented behavior patterns may be one means of assessing well 

being within couples’ relationships. 

 Commitment and communal orientation to relationships have been linked with 

traditional feminine gender role, although experimental results have been ambiguous. 

Commitment in a relationship may be a function of one’s perception of the other’s 

commitment or one’s reliance on the relationship. Communal relationships, which have 

been attributed to the traditional gender role, may be a element of interpersonal 

orientation (exchange-communal). As a part of interpersonal dynamics, communal and/or 

exchange oriented behavior may be modified to encourage the growth of more adaptive 

interdependent commitment.  

 

The Current Study 

 The current study involves the relationship between commitment and the 

communal-exchange relationship orientation. Commitment is an important variable in 

relationship stability and continued existence and seems to be strengthened through one’s 

satisfaction and investment in a relationship. Commitment seems to be developed through 

an evaluation process of pro-relational behavior. Communal-exchange relationship 

orientation has been studied for its implicit rules of behavior governing interaction 

between partners (e.g., Clark et al., 1998). Communal relationship implicitly involves 

long-term interaction between partners in order to meet each other’s needs. Long-term 

interaction tends to involve commitment to one’s partner and/or the relationship. 

However, no empirical research has explored commitment and communal relationship 
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orientation jointly. Another reason for studying the association of communal-exchange 

relationship orientation and commitment is the possible link between the two through 

relationship quality/satisfaction. People with an exchange orientation tend to report less 

relationship satisfaction than do people with a non-exchange orientation.  

The current research explored the association of communal-exchange relationship 

orientation and commitment, as well as associations with satisfaction. Associations 

between these variables may provide more information for therapists who are working 

with clients in troubled relationships and scholars who are studying relationship function 

and dysfunction.  

 

Research Questions 

 Because this research is exploratory in nature, research questions rather than 

formal hypotheses were proposed. 

 Research Question 1: Is there a relationship between commitment (and its factors) 

and communal-exchange relationship orientation? 

 Research Question 2: If there is such a relationship, what is the nature of the 

relationship? 

 Research Question 3: Does communal-exchange relationship orientation predict 

commitment? 

 Research Question 4: Does the perceived commitment of one’s partner increase 

one’s own commitment? 
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 Research Question 5: Does satisfaction mediate the relationship between 

communal-exchange relationship orientation and commitment? 

 Research Question 6: Does gender of the person affect the relationship between 

communal-exchange relationship orientation and commitment? 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

 

 This study explored the associations between communal-exchange orientation, 

commitment structure (personal, moral, and structural), Rusbult’s (1983, 1980) 

investment/commitment model (satisfaction, investment, and alternatives), an adaptation 

of Lund’s barrier model (1985), and relationship satisfaction for women and men.  

 

Participants 

 Participants (N = 328) were recruited from students who were enrolled in upper-

division-level psychology courses at Texas Tech University and University of Houston-

Clear Lake and community members from various community organizations (i.e., 

Covenant Presbyterian Church, Shaareth Israel Synagogue, and the League of Women 

Voters of Lubbock. There were 14 more participants whose data were disqualified due to 

more than one missing data point in the questionnaires. Participants were encouraged to 

respond to the questionnaire using a current romantic relationship or, if not in a current 

romantic relationship, using a past relationship.  

 Participants included 217 females (66%) and 111 males (34%). The participants 

reported the romantic partners’ genders as 210 (64%) males, 113 (34.5%) females, and 5 

(1.5%) missing data. The age distribution for the participants was as follows: 21 and 

under (55%), 22-25 (22%), 26-35 (6%), 36-50 (7%), and 51 or over (11%). The ethnic 

distribution of the sample included: Asian (2%), Black/African American (5%), Hispanic 
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(10%), White, non-Hispanic (75%), and reported other (8%). (Due to rounding, total 

percentages may be greater than 100%.)   

 Some 63% of participants reported on a current relationship, and 37% reported on 

a past relationship. Reported length of the relationship included: 0-6 months (34%), 6 

months-5 years (47%), 6-15 years (6%), and 15 years and over (13%). Participants 

reported that the nature of the relationship described was: dating (44%), long-term but not 

living together (24%), living together (6%), engaged (6%), and married (20%). Of those 

reporting on a past relationship (42%), responses concerning the ending included: I broke 

it off (15%), partner broke it off (12%), mutual agreement for breakup (12%), legal 

divorce (2%), and death of partner (2%). Length of time since the relationship ended 

(approximately 35% of the sample) included: 6 months or less (11%), 6 months-5 years 

(23 %), and 6-15 years (1%). Some of the information about relationship status provided 

seemed less than clear, perhaps due to limitations of the background questions. For 

example, some participants considered that they were still in a relationship even though 

their spouse had died or the relationship had otherwise ended.  

 

Instruments 

  The five measures used for this study included the Investment Model Scale, 

Components of Commitment Scale, Communal Orientation Scale, Relationship 

Assessment Scale, and the Relationship Commitment Scale (see Appendices B-I). 
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Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998) 

The Investment Model Scale (see Appendix B) is a 37-item, self-report instrument 

used to measure commitment and its three component variables (satisfaction, investment 

size, and quality of alternatives), as put forth in the 3-factor investment model.  The 

questions are separated into 4 scales, one for each component and an additional global 

commitment scale (shown in Appendix B). Each of the three scales (satisfaction, 

investment size, and quality of alternatives) contains 5 unscored facet items that illustrate 

the construct of interest and prime the participant for the 5 global items that are actually 

scored (10 items total per subscale). Thus only the global items are used to measure the 

construct for data analysis. Sample items include:   satisfaction, “My relationship is much 

better than others’ relationships;” alternatives, “My needs for intimacy, companionship, 

etc., could easily be fulfilled in an alternative relationship;” and investment, “I feel very 

involved in our relationship – like I have put a great deal into it.” The commitment scale 

has 7 global questions, which are scored. A sample item is “I am committed to 

maintaining my relationship with my partner.”  The global questions are broad, general 

measures of each construct.  

Rusbult et al. (1998) used a 4-point Likert scale (Don’t Agree at All, Agree 

Slightly, Agree Moderately, Agree Completely) for the facet items and a 9-point Likert 

scale (8 = Agree Completely, 0 = Do Not Agree At All) for the global items. The current 

study used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Do Not Agree At All) to 5 (Agree 

Completely) for the items. Only the global items were actually scored. Participants took 

the Commitment portion of the scale twice, once for their own commitment and once for 
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their perceived partner commitment. An individual’s perceptions of his/her partner is 

important to satisfaction in the relationship (Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996), and thus 

perceived commitment was assessed. 

 The validity and reliability of the measure were reported as good (Rusbult et al., 

1998). The variables had moderate associations with other measures of couple 

functioning (e.g., dyadic adjustment; Spanier, 1976) and the Relationship Closeness 

Inventory’s strength of influence subscale (Berscheid, Snyder, & Omoto, 1989). Model 

comparison analysis over time indicated that commitment was highly predictive of 

couple functioning and dissolution of relationships (Rusbult et al., 1998). The measure 

has strong alpha coefficients that ranged from .69 to .77 (Rusbult et al.).  

 

Components of Commitment Scale (Johnson et al., 1999) 

The Components of Commitment measure (see Appendix C) is a 49-item, self-

report measure that assesses the level of  (1) personal commitment (desire for 

partner/relationship), (2) moral commitment (personal values, attitudes about divorce, 

and consistency [defined as the maintenance of feelings and behavior over time]), and (3) 

structural commitment (social pressure to remain married and alternatives, determined by 

possibility of other close relationships, economics, and effects on interaction with family 

and friends). The overall scale is divided into three sections, reflecting personal, moral, 

and structural commitment, with 10 to 22 items in each section. Each section is divided 

into subscales. Sample items include “How much do you need your partner at this stage?” 

(personal commitment), “Getting a divorce violates your religious beliefs” (moral 
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commitment), and “You would be upset because your family would be uncomfortable 

with your breaking up” (structural commitment). Participants respond to the items on a 9-

point Likert scale (Johnson et al., 1999). The current study used a 5-point scale. The 

wording for married partners remained as the authors published it, and the participants 

were asked to respond as though they were in the type of situation reflected in the 

question. For example, participants who were reporting on a relationship in which they 

were not married would answer the question “Being married helps you feel good about 

yourself” as though they were. Items 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 17 and 33 were reverse scored.   

 The results for the Johnson et al. (1999) study indicated that the three sections 

(personal, moral, and structural commitment) correlate moderately with each other. Poor 

marital functioning was positively associated with personal commitment, but minimally 

with moral or structural commitment. Religiosity was positively related to moral 

commitment, but minimally related to personal or structural commitment. Structural 

commitment had little association with other life experiences. Johnson et al. suggested 

that structural commitment may only be important for people who are considering 

divorce.  

Cronbach’s alphas were reported for each subscale of the measure (Johnson et al., 

1999). Alphas for the three subscales of personal commitment were love, .75; marital 

satisfaction, .84; and couple identity, .73. Alphas for the three subscales of moral 

commitment were divorce attitudes, .74; partner contract, .76; and consistency values, 

.71. Alphas were not computed for the subscales of structural commitment (i.e., 
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alternatives, social pressure, termination, and investment) because they are constraints 

that may or may not be related to each other (Johnson et al., 1999).  

 

Communal Orientation Scale (Clark et al., 1987) 

The Communal Orientation scale (see Appendix D) assesses the degree to which 

people feel responsible for others, whether due to the situation or personal disposition. 

The measure is composed of 14 items. Sample items include “When making a decision, I 

take other people’s needs and feelings into account,” and “When I have a need, I turn to 

others I know for help.” Participants respond on a 5-point scale from extremely 

uncharacteristic of them to extremely characteristic of them (Clark et al., 1987). Items 3, 

4, 6, 9, 12, and 13 were reverse scored.  

 The Communal Orientation Scale has a reported alpha of .78. In research by Clark 

et al. (1987), scores were significantly correlated with Berkowitz’s and Lutterman’s 

(1968) social responsibility measure and a measure of emotional empathy by Mehrabian 

and Epstein (1972). Scores of the Communal Orientation Scale were not significantly 

correlated with the Crowne-Marlowe scale of social desirability (Crowne & Marlowe, 

1960).  

  

Relationship Assessment Scale (S. Hendrick, 1988) 

The Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; see Appendix E) is composed of seven 

items that assess general relationship satisfaction on a 5-point Likert scale. Sample 

questions include “How good is your relationship compared to most?” and “To what 
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extent has your relationship met your original expectations?” Items 4 and 7 were reverse 

scored. The author reported a mean inter-item correlation of 0.49 and a Cronbach’s alpha 

of .86. The RAS had a correlation of .80 with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; see 

Spanier, 1976), a more established measure. Test-retest reliability was reported as .85 (S. 

Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1998).  

 

Additional Scales  

Eight items comprise three brief additional scales (see Appendix F-H). The first 

four items relating to commitment are adapted from Lund (1985; Appendix F), and the 

other items were modeled on Lund and were developed to complement the commitment 

items (Appendix G-H; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1988). Examples of the items are “How 

likely is it that your current relationship will be permanent?” and “In your opinion, how 

committed is your partner to this relationship?” The measure uses a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from very unlikely to very likely or not much to very committed. The next scale of 

two items assessed the comparison level for alternative partners. An example of the 

questions is “How good are your chances of attracting another potential partner?” 

Participants responded to this on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from poor to very good. 

The last scale of two items measured investment in the relationship, and an example of 

the questions is “All things considered, how much effort (time, resources, emotion, etc.) 

have you put into your relationship?” The measure used a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from not much to very much. Reported alphas from previous research are commitment 
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(.87 and .89; Hendrick, Hendrick, & Adler, 1988), alternatives (.78; Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1988), and investment (.75 and .71; Hendrick et al., 1988).  

 In addition to the measures listed, participants were asked to respond to a 

demographic questionnaire (see Appendix I). Participants were asked to indicate their 

age; sex; length of current/reported relationship; length since reported relationship ended; 

type of relational ending; relational status; and so on. 

 

Procedure 

 Student participants were recruited through their courses (advanced 

undergraduate). At the discretion of their instructor, participants received extra credit for 

participation or used class time to complete the questionnaire. Community participants 

were recruited through several community organizations. The organizations were offered 

a small monetary contribution ($ 5.00) for each members’ participation, and members 

were told of the contribution to their organization for their participation. Responses to the 

measures were coded for the organizational source. The consent form required by the 

University of Houston - Clear Lake explained the process of protecting participants’ 

privacy, and noted that signed consent forms would be kept separate from the answer 

sheets and questionnaires. 

 Participants were asked to report on their current romantic relationship. 

Participants no longer in a romantic relationship were asked to report on their last 

romantic relationship of at least 6-month duration. People no longer married (e.g., 

divorced, widowed) were asked to report on their relationship when it was ongoing. 
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Participants were told to respond to different situations in the measures (i.e., dating, 

marriage) as though they were in the situation with their current knowledge of 

themselves, their partner, and the relationship.  
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

 

 Descriptive data including the means, standard deviations, and alphas for each 

variable are presented in Table 3.1. Alphas for the measures ranged from a low of .68 to a 

high of .96. Five of the scales had alphas below .80, and the alphas of the remaining 19 

measures were .80 and above. Frequencies are provided in Appendix L. 

 Principal components factor analyses were performed on the three commitment 

measures to substantiate their underlying structure. Correlation analysis was performed 

using all the variables. For clarity, a smaller group of variables was selected for further 

analysis of men’s and women’s correlations and university and community correlations. 

Correlation matrices were compared to determine any significant differences between 

men’s and women’s responses and between student and community responses, using the 

procedure developed by R. A. Fisher (1921; as cited in Bruing & Kintz, 1977). Multiple 

regression analyses were performed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) to determine any 

increase in the investment model prediction of commitment due to communal 

relationship orientation or perceived commitment of one’s partner. Finally, mediation 

analysis, using the statistical procedures established by Baron and Kenny (1986; also see 

Bui et al., 1996), was performed to clarify the mediating role of satisfaction. Research 

questions will be discussed as the analysis pertaining to them is presented. 
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Table 3.1 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach’s Alphas of Measures     
Measure  Mean Standard  Alpha 
    Deviation    

Rusbult et al.’s Investment Model    .83   

 Satisfaction scale, total 3.69 1.12 .93 

  Male 3.65 1.09 

  Female 3.71 1.14 

 Alternatives scale, total 2.74 1.13 .87 

  Male 2.70 1.13 

  Female 2.76 1.13  

 Investment scale, total 3.37 1.13 .87 

  Male 3.34 1.19 

  Female 3.39 1.10 

 Commitment scale, total 3.82 1.18 .91 

  Male 3.69 1.17 

  Female 3.89 1.18 

 Partner commitment scale, total 3.93 1.12 .91 

  Male 3.75 1.15 

  Female 4.03 1.10  

Johnson et al.’s commitment, total 3.60 .57 .92 

  Male 3.59 .65 

  Female 3.54 .52 

 Personal commitment, total 3.80 .89 .94 

  Male 3.74 .95 

  Female 3.83 .85 

  Love subscale, total 3.76 1.18 .83 

   Male 3.66 1.24 

   Female 3.81 1.14 
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Table 3.1 (continued) 

        
Measure  Mean Standard  Alpha 
    Deviation    

  Satisfaction subscale, total 3.71 1.05 .96 

   Male 3.76 1.01 

   Female 3.69 1.07 

  Couple identity subscale, total 3.91 .97 .80 

   Male 3.82 1.08 

   Female 3.96 .91 

 Moral commitment, total 3.80 .70 .86  

   Male 3.89 .78 

   Female 3.76 .65 

  Divorce attitudes subscale, total 3.40 .98 .78 

   Male 3.42 1.00 

   Female 3.39 .97 

  Partner contract subscale, total 3.62 .86 .72 

   Male 3.81 .93 

   Female 3.53 .82 

  Consistency subscale, total 4.38 .74 .87 

   Male 4.44 .85 

   Female 4.34 .67 

 Structural commitment, total 3.17 .71 .89 

   Male 3.09 .75 

   Female 3.02 .69 

  Alternatives subscale, total 3.41 .78 .68 

   Male 3.36 .78 

   Female 3.44 .77 
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Table 3.1 (continued) 

        
Measure  Mean Standard  Alpha 
    Deviation    

  Social pressure subscale, total 2.54 .96 .85 

   Male 2.73 1.00 

   Female 2.45 .92 

  Termination subscale, total 3.08 .93 .82 

   Male 3.12 .93 

   Female 3.05 .94 

  Investment subscale, total 3.63 1.13 .85 

   Male 3.15 1.14 

   Female 3.11 1.13 

Relationship orientation scale, total 3.79 .71 .88 

   Male 3.50 .69 

   Female 3.94 .68 

Relationship assessment scale, total 3.78 .92 .90 

   Male 3.78 .89 

   Female 3.78 .93 

Lund commitment scale, total 3.77 1.21 .90 

   Male 3.57 1.26 

   Female 3.88 1.18 

Hendrick alternatives scale, total 2.57 1.70 .79 

   Male 2.41 1.09 

   Female 2.66 1.20 

Hendrick investment scale, Total 4.10 .98 .77 

   Male 4.00 1.01 

   Female 4.15 .95 

          

Note. N = 304-328 (male N = 106-111; female N = 198-217) due to missing data. 
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Factor Structure of the Measures 

Principal components analyses were performed on the various measures of 

commitment (Rusbult, 1998; Johnson et al., 1999; Lund, 1985). Both Varimax and 

Promax rotations were performed on the three measures. This section will discuss the 

results of the Varimax rotations, since both rotation methods produced similar results.  

 

Investment Model of Relationship  

 The best rotated solution for the investment model (Rusbult et al., 1998) produced 

three components with eigenvalues greater than 1. The three components accounted for 

67% of the variance. Items that were greater than .5 in one component after rotation were 

as follows: 8 in component one, 9 in component two, and 6 in component three. 

Furthermore, the measure contained 6 items (out of 22 items) with loadings of .3 or 

greater on two or more components. High-loading items tended to follow the model: 

satisfaction, investment, and alternatives. Items from the commitment scale were 

distributed among the three components. Principal components analyses were performed, 

forcing loadings on 4 components in order to simulate the 4 scales of the investment 

model (satisfaction, alternatives, investment, commitment). The four components 

accounted for 72% of the variance. After rotation, the items greater than .5 in each 

component were as follows: 5 in component one, 7 in component two, 5 in component 

three, and 3 in component four. Seven items (six relating to commitment and one relating 

to investment) of the measure had loadings of greater than .3 on two or more scales. The 

distribution of items among the component followed the scale divisions, with the 
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exception of commitment items, which were loaded equally between the commitment 

component and the investment component. 

 

Tripartite Structure of Commitment  

 Principal components analyses were performed to test the tripartite structure of 

commitment measure (Johnson et al., 1999). The best rotated solution produced 10 

components with eigenvalues greater than one and accounted for 66% of the variance. 

Fifteen of the 42 items were complex, with loadings greater than .3 on two or more 

components. In general, loadings grouped in subscale patterns, with the exception of 

complex items. A Promax rotation yielded slightly better loadings, consistent with 

subscales. 

 

Commitment Scale Based on Lund 

 Principal components analyses were performed on the 4-item commitment scale 

based on a measure by Lund (1985). The analysis indicated that the scale was composed 

of one component with an eigenvalue greater than one. The component accounted for 

77% of the variance. Loading values for each of the four items of the measure were .82 or 

higher.  

 

Correlation Analysis of Measures 

Correlations were performed for the total group using the scale, subscale, and 

background variables of gender, age, and length of relationship. Further correlation 
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analyses were completed on a reduced number of variables for clarity: The subscales for 

the tripartite structure of commitment (Johnson et al., 1999) were subsumed in the three 

scales (personal, moral, structural) that are indicated as constructs of commitment. 

Correlations were performed for men and women and for student and community 

participants, due to possible significant differences. Correlation matrices were compared 

to determine any significant differences between men’s and women’s responses, as noted 

earlier. The significance level for all correlations was set at the .05 level, due to the 

exploratory nature of the research. However, since many correlations were computed, 

smaller values should be interpreted with caution. 

 

Correlations of All Variables 

 Correlations for the commitment measures only are presented in Table 3.2. A total 

score was computed for Johnson et al.’s measure, and a commitment total was computed 

for Rusbult et al.’s measure using the scales of the investment model (satisfaction, 

alternatives, and investment). As Johnson et al. (1999) found, the personal component of 

tripartite commitment tended to be related more strongly to other commitment scales than 

did the moral and structural components, and the structural scale tended to be unrelated to 

other scales (suggested as due to structural items reflecting external phenomena not 

directly related to the relationship itself). The measures developed by Rusbult et al. 

(1998) and Johnson et al. (1999) tended to have significantly correlated scales within the 

measures, with the exception of Johnson et al.’s structural subscales of termination and 

investment. Correlations (see Appendix M) were performed on variables of background 
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(age, gender, length of relationship), commitment measures and their subscales, 

communal orientation scale, RAS, and alternatives and investment scales developed by 

Hendrick and Hendrick (1988). Scales measuring satisfaction (Johnson et al., Rusbult et 

al., and RAS) were highly correlated. Scales measuring investment exhibited inconsistent 

relationships: Rusbult et al.’s investment was significantly related to the Hendrick 

investment scale (r = .66, p < .01) and to Johnson et al.’s investment subscale (r = .17, p 

< .01). However, Johnson et al.’s investment and the Hendrick investment scale did not 

correlate significantly, perhaps due to different focuses of the scales. Johnson et al.’s 

investment scale focused on the losses that would occur with relationship termination, 

and the Hendrick investment scale focused on the amount of time and effort dedicated to 

the relationship.  

 A similar condition occurred with Rusbult et al.’s alternatives scale, which was 

significantly related to the Hendrick alternatives scale (r = -.38, p < .01). The Rusbult et 

al. alternatives scale was reversed for investment model computation so that high scores 

indicate less perception of alternatives and high scores in the Hendrick alternatives scale 

measured greater perception of alternatives. The Johnson et al.’s alternatives subscale 

(high scores measured greater loss) related significantly (r = -.14, p < .05) with Rusbult et 

al. alternatives scale. However, Johnson et al.’s alternative scale did not correlate 

significantly with the Hendrick alternatives scale (r = .05, p < .05). Johnson et al.’s 

subscale focused on losses that could occur with termination of the relationship, and 

Rusbult et al.’s scale and the Hendrick alternatives scale had a greater focus on possible 

alternatives to the relationship.  
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Communal Orientation was significantly related to gender of the participant (r = 

.29, p < .01). Other significant relationships at the p < .01 level with communal 

orientation include personal commitment (Johnson et al., 1998; r = .16); couple identity 

(r = .21), and Hendrick investment scale (r = .17). Furthermore, communal orientation is 

significantly correlated at the p < .05 level with Rusbult et al.’s commitment (r = .14) and 

partner commitment (r = .13); Johnson et al.’s love (r = .13), moral commitment (r = 

.12), partner contract (r = .13), and total commitment (r = .12); and RAS (r = .14). 

 

Gender-Related Correlations and Mean Differences  

 Similar to the total group correlations, both men and women had significant 

correlations among the various commitment scales (see Table 3.3 for males and Table 3.4 

for females). Structural commitment for men and women tended to have few significant 

correlations, and those tended to be with other commitment measures. For women, 

communal orientation was significantly correlated with the Hendrick investment scale (r 

= .19, p = .01) and with personal commitment, perceived partner commitment, 

relationship assessment, and the Johnson et al. total commitment. For men, communal 

orientation was not significantly associated with any other variable. 

 Men’s and women’s correlations were compared using the Z score procedure 

developed by Fisher (1921; as cited in Bruing & Kintz, 1977; see Table 3.5). For men 

more than women, Rusbult et al.’s investment was significantly associated with the 

following variables: satisfaction (z = 3.30, p < .05), positive assessment of their 

relationships (RAS; z = 2.06, p < .05), Rusbult et al. commitment (z = 2.23, p  < .05), 
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Lund commitment (z = 2.06, p < .05), and perceived partner commitment (z = 2.39, p < 

.05). Also, for men more than women, moral commitment was significantly associated 

with Rusbult et al. satisfaction (z = 2.22, p < .05), positive assessment of their 

relationships (RAS; z = 2.10, p < .05), and various other commitment measures. Women 

did not have any correlations that were significantly higher than men’s correlations. 

 T-tests were performed to compare men’s and women’s means for the measures 

and are presented in Table 3.6. Women rated Lund commitment (t = -2.20, p < .05), 

communal relationship orientation (t = -5.49, p < .01), and perceived partner commitment 

(t = -2.17, p < .05) significantly higher than men rated them.  

 

Student and Community Correlations and t Values 

 Correlations for the student and community samples are presented in Table 3.7 

and Table 3.8. Similar to the total group correlations and men’s and women’s 

correlations, in the student sample the commitment measures were significantly 

correlated, except for structural commitment, which only related significantly to 

investment (Rusbult et al., 1998; r = .26, p < .01), moral commitment (r = .38, p < .01), 

and total commitment (Johnson et al., 1999; r = .65, p < .01). Communal relationship 

orientation was significantly correlated with Rusbult et al. satisfaction (r = .18, p < .01), 

RAS (r = .21, p < .01), Rusbult et al. investment (r = .21, p < .01), Hendrick investment 

scale (r = .29, p < .01), and all the commitment scales (p < .01) with the exception of 

Johnson et al.’s structural commitment. Also, communal relationship orientation did not 

correlate significantly with either of the alternative scales. 
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Table 3.6  
 
T-Test for Equality of Means Between Men and Women     

Measure  Means  t values 

   Men Women   

Rusbult et al. satisfaction 3.65 3.71 -.43 
  
Rusbult et al. alternatives 2.70 2.76 -.46 
 
Rusbult et al. investment 3.34 3.39 -.36 
 
Rusbult et al. commitment 3.69 3.89 -1.41 
 
Rusbult et al. computed commitment 3.43 3.44 -.14 
 
Rusbult et al. partner commitment 3.75 4.03 -2.17* 
 
Johnson et al. personal commitment 3.74 3.83 -.78 
 
Johnson et al. moral commitment 3.89 3.76 1.60 
 
Johnson et al. structural commitment 3.09 3.02 .78 
 
Johnson et al. total commitment*** 3.59 3.54 .61 
 
Communal relationship orientation 3.50 3.94 -5.49** 
 
RAS 3.78 3.78 -.05 
 
Lund commitment scale 3.57 3.88 -2.20* 
 
Hendrick alternatives scale*** 2.41 2.66 -1.84 
 
Hendrick investment scale 4.00 4.15 -1.36 
      

Note. N = 311-328 (male n = 106-111; female n = 205-217) due to missing data.   
* p < .05.  **p < .01. *** Equality of variances not assumed.  
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The community sample correlations were similar to the total group correlations with two 

major exceptions: correlates of structural commitment and communal relationship 

orientation. Structural commitment was related significantly to every variable except 

communal relationship orientation and Hendrick alternative scale. Communal 

relationship orientation did not relate significantly with any other variable.  

 The student and community correlations were compared using the procedure 

discussed earlier. The results are presented in Table 3.9. Satisfaction was associated with 

Rusbult investment (z = 2.81, p < .05) and structural commitment (z = 2.44, p < .05) 

significantly more in the community sample than in the university sample. Also, 

relationship satisfaction (RAS) was associated with structural commitment (z = 2.14, p < 

.05) significantly more in the community sample than in the university sample. 

Significantly greater associations for community members than university students were 

found for structural commitment with the following variables: satisfaction (z = 2.44, p 

<.05), RAS (z = 2.14, p < .05), Rusbult investment (z = 2.35, p < .05), Rusbult 

commitment (z = 2.34, p < .05), perceived partner commitment (z = 2.28, p < .05), and 

personal commitment (z = 2.29, p < .05).  

 Students reported greater associations than did community members between 

communal relationship orientation and Rusbult et al. investment (z = 2.16, p < .05), 

Rusbult et al. commitment (z = 2.03, p < .05), Johnson et al. personal commitment (z = 

2.81, p < .05), Johnson et al. structural commitment (z = 2.26, p < .05), and Hendrick 

investment scale (z = 2.45, p < .05). The means of student and community samples were 
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compared using t-tests (see Table 3.10). The groups differed significantly on 12 of the 15 

variables. See Table 3.10 for details. 

 

Research Questions 1, 2, and 6  

 Research Question 1: Is there a relationship between commitment (and its factors) 

and communal-exchange relationship orientation? Yes, a relationship between 

commitment (and its factors) and communal-exchange relationship orientation was found 

for the total group. 

  Research Question 2: If there is such a relationship, what is the nature of the 

relationship? A relationship was found between communal-exchange relationship 

orientation and commitment and its factors. Results from the total group of participants 

indicated that communal-exchange relationship orientation was associated significantly 

with several commitment scales and components of commitment, but the relationship was 

weak. 

 Student and community commitment and communal relationship orientation. 

Communal relationship orientation does not have the same relationship with commitment 

in student and community samples. A t-test of sample means indicates that the university 

sample had a significantly higher mean for communal-exchange relationship orientation 

(t = 2.36, p < .05) than the community sample did. In terms of simple correlations, 

students reported significant associations between communal relationship orientation and 

Rusbult et al. commitment (r = .24, p < .01), Johnson et al. personal commitment (r = .30, 

p < .01), Johnson et al. moral commitment (r = .19, p < .01), Johnson et al. total 
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Table 3.10 
 
T-Test for Equality of Means Between Student and Community Sample   
 
Measure  Means  t values 
  Students Community 
    Members   
 
Rusbult et al. satisfaction 3.59 3.94 -2.57* 
 
Rusbult et al. alternatives 2.89 2.34 3.97** 
 
Rusbult et al. investment 3.18 3.88 -5.17** 
 
Rusbult et al. commitment*** 3.63 4.32 -5.13** 
 
Rusbult et al. computed commitment 3.29 3.83 -4.80** 
 
Rusbult et al. partner commitment*** 3.77 4.38 -4.60** 
 
Johnson et al. personal commitment 3.68 4.13 -4.14** 
 
Johnson et al. moral commitment*** 3.82 3.76 .58 
 
Johnson et al. structural commitment 3.07 2.96 1.21 
 
Johnson et al. total commitment*** 3.53 3.64 -1.37 
 
Communal relationship orientation 3.84 3.63 2.36* 
 
RAS 3.70 4.01 -2.73** 
 
Lund commitment  3.56 4.35 -5.48** 
 
Hendrick alternatives*** 2.49 2.79 -1.92* 
 
Hendrick investment  3.97 4.43 -3.88** 
         
Note. N = 310-328 (community n = 80-89; student n = 230-239) due to missing data. 
* p < .05.  **p < .01. *** equal variances not assumed.  
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 commitment (r = .28, p < .01), Lund commitment (r = .21, p < .01), Rusbult et al. 

satisfaction (r = .18, p < .01), RAS (r = .21, p < .01), Rusbult investment (r = .21, p < 

.01), and the Hendrick investment scale (r = .29, p < .01). The community sample 

reported no significant relationships between communal relationship orientation and 

other variables. Furthermore, the student sample had higher correlations than the 

community sample between communal-exchange relationship orientation and the 

following measures: Rusbult et al. commitment, Johnson et al. personal commitment, 

Johnson et al. structural commitment, Rusbult et al. investment, and the Hendrick 

investment scale. Thus, communal relationship orientation was associated with 

commitment and its components for the student sample but not for the community 

sample. 

 Research Question 6: Does gender of the person affect the relationship between 

communal-exchange relationship orientation and commitment? Gender also seems to 

affect the relationship of communal relationship orientation with commitment and its 

components. Women reported significant associations between communal relationship 

orientation and personal commitment, Johnson et al. total commitment, and Hendrick 

investment scale. Men had no significant correlations between communal relationship 

orientation and other variables. When men’s and women’s correlations were compared, 

however, there were no significant differences for the correlations between communal 

relationship orientation and commitment variables.  
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Multiple Regression 

 Multiple regression analyses were performed for the total group using the three 

commitment measures as the dependent variables (Rusbult et al. commitment, Johnson et 

al. personal commitment, and Lund commitment) and related satisfaction, alternatives, 

and investment scales as the independent variables. The Johnson et al. personal 

commitment scale rather than Johnson et al. total commitment was used due to its 

similarity to Rusbult et al. commitment and Lund commitment scales. 

 

Rusbult et al. Commitment 

 A multiple regression analysis for the total group was performed using Rusbult et 

al. commitment as the dependent variable and the variables of the investment model 

(satisfaction, alternatives, investment; Rusbult et al., 1998) as the predictors. The 

variables of the investment model accounted for approximately 72% of the variance in 

commitment (r2 = .72; adjusted r2 = .71) with overall F = 267.31 (p < .01). Another 

multiple regression analysis for the total group was performed using commitment as the 

dependent variable and the variables of the investment model and communal-exchange 

relationship orientation as the predictors. When multiple regression analysis was 

performed including communal relationship orientation, the model accounted for 

approximately 72% of the variance (r2 = .72; adjusted r2 = .72) with overall F = 203.27 (p 

< .01). The addition of communal-exchange relationship orientation for the total group 

did not increase the prediction of commitment by the investment model. 
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 A multiple regression analysis for the total group was performed using Rusbult et 

al. commitment as the dependent variable and the variables of the investment model 

(satisfaction, alternatives, investment; Rusbult et al., 1998) and perceived partner’s 

commitment as the predictors. The model accounted for approximately 75% of the 

variance ((r2 = .75; adjusted r2 = .75) with an overall F = 234.51 (p < .01). The addition 

of partner commitment accounted for a non-significant increase of 3% of the variance in 

the ability of the investment model to predict commitment. 

 

Johnson et al. Personal Commitment 

 Multiple regression analysis was performed using the Johnson et al. personal 

commitment scale as the dependent variable and the RAS and the Hendrick alternatives 

and investment scales as the predictors. The predictor variables accounted for 

approximately 68% of the variance in commitment (r2 = .68; adjusted r2 = .68) with 

overall F = 228.49 (p < .01). A second multiple regression analysis for the total group 

was performed that used communal-exchange relationship orientation as an additional 

predictor. The resulting model accounted for approximately 69% of the variance (r2 = 

.69; adjusted r2 = .68) with an overall F of 170.24 (p < .01). The addition of communal-

exchange relationship orientation did not increase the prediction of commitment by the 

investment model. A third multiple regression analysis was performed using the Johnson 

et al. personal commitment scale as the dependent variable and the addition of perceived 

partner commitment to the predictor variables of RAS and the Hendrick alternatives and 

investment scales. The resulting model accounted for approximately 70% of the variance 
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in commitment (r2 = .70; adjusted r2 = .70) with an overall F of 181.97 (p < .01). The 

addition of perceived partner commitment to the predictors accounted for an increase of 

2% of the variance in the prediction of commitment by the model. 

 

Lund Commitment 

 Multiple regression analysis was performed using the Lund commitment scale as 

the dependent variable and the RAS and Hendrick alternatives and investment scales as 

predictor variables. The basic model accounted for approximately 70% of the variance in 

commitment (r2 = .70; adjusted r2 = .70) with an overall F = 247.74 (p < .01). A second 

multiple regression analysis was performed which used the same predictors plus 

communal-exchange relationship orientation as an independent variable. The resulting 

model accounted for approximately 70% of the variance of commitment (r2 = .70; 

adjusted r2 = .70) with an overall F = 184.26 (p < .01). The addition of communal-

exchange relationship orientation did not increase the prediction of commitment by the 

investment model. A third multiple regression analysis was performed which used RAS, 

Hendrick alternatives and investment, and perceived partner commitment. The resulting 

model accounted for approximately 79% of the variance (r2 = .79; adjusted r2 = .79) with 

an overall F = 296.83 (p < .01). The addition of perceived partner commitment accounted 

for an increase of 9% of the variance in the ability of the model to predict commitment. 
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Research Questions 3 and 4 

 Research Question 3: Does communal-exchange relationship orientation predict 

commitment? For research question 3, communal relationship orientation was associated 

with commitment for the total group, women, and university students. Results of the 

multiple regression analyses indicated that for the total group, communal-exchange 

relationship orientation did not add significantly to the Rusbult investment model or 

models using the RAS, and Hendrick alternatives and investment in the prediction of 

commitment.   

 Research Question 4: Does the perceived commitment of one’s partner increase 

one’s own commitment? In the current research, the association of Rusbult et al. 

commitment with Rusbult et al. partner commitment was high for the total group (r = .72, 

p < .01), men (r = .75, p < .01), women (r = .69, p < .01), university (r = .66, p < .01), 

and community (r = .82, p < .01). The community participants reported significantly 

greater (z = 2.84, p < .01) association between commitment and perceived partner 

commitment than the university participants did. The multiple regression analysis 

indicated that the addition of perceived partner commitment to the Rusbult et al. 

investment model increased the prediction of commitment by accounting for an 

additional 3% of the variance. If RAS and Hendrick alternatives and investment scales 

were used as predictors of the Lund commitment scale, the addition of perceived partner 

commitment accounted for an increase of 9% of the variance. 
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Mediation Analysis 

 Analyses were performed to investigate the potential mediation effects of 

satisfaction between communal relationship orientation and commitment. Analyses were 

performed using the mediation procedures of Baron and Kenny (1986; also see Bui, 

Peplau, & Hill, 1996). Mediation is established when 1) the potential mediator variable 

(satisfaction) significantly correlates with the predictor variable (communal-exchange 

relationship orientation); 2) the criterion (commitment) significantly correlates with the 

predictor variable (communal-exchange relationship); and 3) the potential mediator 

(satisfaction), but not the predictor variable (communal-exchange relationship 

orientation), significantly correlates with the criterion variable (commitment).  

 

Research Question 5: Does satisfaction mediate the relationship between communal-

exchange relationship orientation and commitment?  

 Satisfaction was not associated with communal-exchange orientation (r = .09, p > 

.05). Thus, the first condition of mediation was not met. Therefore, additional analyses 

were not conducted.   
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

 

Commitment 

 Commitment is seen as a stabilizing force for long-term relationships (Lauer & 

Lauer, 1986) that encompasses feelings of support, devotion, consideration, and fidelity 

(Marston et al., 1998). Commitment may involve conscious decision-making concerning 

beliefs and actions (Johnson, 1973). Commitment may involve lost alternative 

opportunities if the relationship continues, or social and economic losses if the 

relationship ends (Adams & Jones, 1997). Commitment also can be viewed as mutual 

commitment (Drigotas, Rusbult, et al., 1999) and a process of interdependence over time 

(Surra & Hughes, 1997).   

  

Structural Model of Commitment 

 Johnson et al. (1999) suggested a three component model of commitment: 

personal (i.e., desire to remain in the relationship), moral (i.e., obligation toward the 

partner/relationship), and structural (i.e., lost opportunities if remaining in the 

relationship or losses if ending the relationship). The current research supports the three-

part model of commitment. Principal component analyses of the measure produced ten 

components, which corresponded with the ten subscales. Consistent with Johnson et al., 

the personal commitment scale highly correlated with Rusbult et al. commitment and 

Lund commitment. Moral commitment had significant but weaker associations with 

  62  



 
Rusbult et al. commitment and Lund commitment, as did structural commitment. Johnson 

et al. suggested that moral and structural components were brought to awareness during 

relationship difficulties, and since this non-clinical sample may not have been 

experiencing relationship difficulties, the moral and structural components may not have 

emerged as strongly. Further discussion of student/community sample differences will be 

presented later. 

 

Investment Model of Commitment 

 The investment model of relationship commitment (Rusbult et al., 1998) was 

developed from the interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), which proposed 

that commitment was a result of more dependence on the satisfaction with the 

partner/relationship plus the investment one made in the relationship than was perceived 

in attractive alternatives to the relationship. Although the Rusbult et al. commitment scale 

is a separate scale and not computed from the satisfaction, alternatives, and investment 

scales, the commitment score that was computed in the current study was highly related 

to the commitment scale score. In the current study, the Rusbult et al. satisfaction scale 

was highly related to the Johnson et al. satisfaction subscale and to the RAS. Although 

the Rusbult alternatives scale and investment scale related significantly with similarly 

named scales, the relationships were not high. The lower correlations might indicate the 

different focus of the various scales (e.g., losses versus time and effort expended). If the 

scales were combined, they might account for more variance.   
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Student and Community 

 The difference between student and community participants was noticeable when 

comparing correlations between structural commitment and other variables. Except for a 

more significant student participant association between structural commitment and 

communal relationship orientation, community participants reported a stronger 

association of structural commitment with satisfaction, positive relationship assessment, 

partner commitment, and other commitment measures. Structural commitment included 

measurements of alternatives, investment, termination, and social pressure, and generally 

focused on the losses and difficulties incurred when ending a relationship. Perhaps 

students had more difficulty than did community participants gauging the emotional 

impact of leaving a long-term relationship. Perhaps the community sample reported 

significant associations between structural commitment and other variables due to 

experiencing relationship difficulties and deciding to remain in the relationship, which 

according to past research increases commitment (Gagné & Lydon, 2001; Johnson et al., 

1999; Johnson & Rusbult, 1989; Miller, 1997). Not surprisingly, community participants 

more than students reported significantly greater social pressure (subscale of structural 

commitment) to remain as a couple.    

 

Communal-Exchange Relationship Orientation 

 According to Kelley and Thibaut (1978), commitment is a process of 

interdependence based on people’s reactions to their partners’ behaviors. In the current 

research, community participants had no significant associations between communal 
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relationship orientation and relationship constructs. In contrast, students had significant 

associations between communal relationship orientation and commitment measures, 

relationship assessment measures, and assessment measures. Only alternatives and 

structural commitment, which were discussed previously, had no significant association 

with communal relationship orientation for students. The comparison of the student and 

community sample correlations indicated the significant difference in response to 

communal behavior orientation: students had significantly higher associations than did 

the community sample between communal relationship orientation and Rusbult et al. 

investment, Rusbult et al. commitment, Johnson et al. personal commitment, Johnson et 

al. structural commitment, and the Hendrick investment scale. The pattern of associations 

is consistent with previous studies that indicated communal cues are more important to 

people desiring but uncertain of a communal relationship (Clark, 1986; Clark, Dubash, & 

Mills, 1998). Perhaps the community sample uses behavior that was not measured to 

communicate communal orientation, and/or committed relationships may have less need 

of the communal behaviors measured to communicate a long-term orientation to the 

relationship.  

 

Influences of Gender 

 Consistent with past research, men more than women reported greater 

associations between investment, moral commitment, satisfaction, and commitment 

(Johnson et al., 1999; Rusbult et al., 1998). Men may feel more committed to 

relationships in which they invest more of their effort and emotions. In the current study, 
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women more than men had a greater mean communal relationship orientation and a 

greater mean for perceived partner commitment.  Also, women had a significant negative 

association between communal relationship association and age. Women, especially 

women in the student sample, may behave communally with their partners, and may 

expect similar behavior in return. Women’s high perceived partner commitment may be a 

projection of their own commitment (Drigotas, Rusbult, et al., 1999), and may support 

communal relationship orientation of a long-term relationship. 

 

Limitations 

 Although the participants were students and community members of a wide range 

of ages, the participants tended to be white and middle-class and committed to an 

organization (e.g., church) or education (advanced undergraduate). Further insight into 

commitment might be gained by using participants with greater ethnic/racial/cultural 

diversity and by seeking people whose relationships are more troubled (e.g., participants 

from a battered women’s shelter). Another limitation tended to be the wording of 

questions that were directed at a particular participant group (e.g., married, dating). 

Participants seemed to have difficulty interpreting the questions in light of their relational 

status.   

 

Conclusions and Clinical Implications 

 The current study was begun with the desire to provide research that would help 

clinicians work with individuals or couples with relationship issues. The current study 
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emphasizes a very basic issue: It is important to study the relationships of participants 

other than university students. Commitment to the partner/relationship differs in different 

relationship stages and by gender.  

 Women may associate commitment with communal behavior. Women may fulfill 

their partners’ expectations and meet their partners’ needs and may expect their own 

needs to be met without asserting themselves or their needs. Men may not behave 

communally and may be more satisfied within the relationship not only when they have 

their needs met, but when they have invested effort and emotions in the relationship. A 

woman’s complaint that she does everything around the house may indicate that she 

needs to both ask and expect her partner to do more around the house. A man’s complaint 

that he is expected to do housework or childcare may be less a true complaint then a 

negative manner of describing his investment. A couple in this situation may need to gain 

awareness of the different behavior they value, how they behave when they value a 

person/relationship, and ways in which they can communicate pro-relationship behavior. 

 As the relationship matures, love may be augmented by the perception that 

partners are committed to each other and the relationship. In those situations, moral 

commitment may become the gift of intimacy from a sincere, supportive partner. In times 

of relationship difficulties, partners may need to explore the possible losses of what they 

value in the relationship versus the possible gains in leaving the relationship. In some 

situations, the perceived losses/gains may be more accurately weighed through 

therapeutic discussion. In other situations, structural commitment may become, not 
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barriers to leaving the relationship, but tested boundaries of a relationship in which 

partners have chosen to remain.   

 

Directions for Future Research 

 Future study might include a commitment measure that is short, simple, and 

appropriate for a variety of groups. In the current study, the 4-item commitment scale 

based on Lund’s measure of commitment (1985) was highly correlated with Rusbult et 

al.’s measure (1998). However, the measures were given in a set order, with the Lund 

commitment measure almost last in the packet of several measures concerning 

commitment. Further study is needed to determine whether the measure is as effective by 

itself.   

 Several areas from the current study are areas of interest for the development of 

commitment constructs. Differences between student and community samples (e.g., 

communal-exchange orientation, structural commitment relationship with satisfaction and 

positive relationship assessment) need to be explored. Communal behavior may indicate 

a developing relationship to people exploring partnerships, but concern for the 

partner/relationship may be expressed in other ways in later stages of the relationship.  

Community members seem to perceive commitment in ways that are different from the 

perceptions of college students. Community members find a positive relationship 

between satisfaction and structural commitment (i.e., alternatives, social pressure, 

termination, and investment issues) that students do not report.   Further study may 
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indicate when the changes in commitment occur within the person/relationship and what 

instigates the changes. 

 Another direction for future study is communal behavior. The student sample, 

especially women, reported (possibly expected) communal behavior in developing 

relationships. However, community participants did not have an association of communal 

behavior and satisfaction or commitment. This indicates that the community sample 

might behave communally in different ways than the students do, or might have a greater 

exchange orientation than students who are in developing relationships. Finally, the 

differences between student and community participants emphasize the importance of 

using community samples when studying relationship variables. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 The current research explores the relationship between commitment and the 

communal-exchange relationship orientation. The literature review discusses 

commitment  (i.e., theory, components, structure, and related relationship variables), 

communal-exchange relationship research, and gender influence. A summary of the 

research findings indicates the connection of the three areas and provides for the 

development of the research questions. Furthermore, the importance of the present 

research is discussed. 

Commitment 

 Commitment is an important construct and is described in several ways. Harold 

H. Kelley, one of the developers of the interdependence theory for groups (Kelley & 

Thibaut, 1978), described a committed person as someone who is “likely to stick with it 

and see it through to its finish” (Kelley, 1983, p. 287). Commitment in a relationship 

focuses on duration of the relationship. People who are committed to their 

partners/relationships are expected to stay, even when difficulties arise. Thus, the 

relationships seem to have a stable (constant) membership. The idea of commitment in a 

relationship tends to evoke thoughts of a stable, long-term relationship.  

 Commitment is seen as a force for relationship stability and continued existence. I 

became interested in commitment as I saw the role it played in my friends’ marriages and 

my marriage. At times, commitment to partners and/or relationships seemed to be the 

major relationship bond, as energy and emotional availability were used for other tasks 
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and needs. At other times, commitment was the bond that kept people in abusive 

relationships. Other seemingly good relationships have dissolved due to the partners’ 

inability to last through a difficult period. Commitment, or lack of commitment, may be 

only part of the cause for continuing or discontinuing a relationship, but an understanding 

of commitment’s development, process, and decline may help therapists to strengthen or 

weaken their clients’ bonds of commitment with others.   

 

Commitment Construct 

People in relationships tend to evaluate their close relationships globally and on 

specific dimensions. Fletcher, Simpson, and Thomas (2000) studied the association of 

global relationship quality with perceived components of relationship quality (e.g., 

satisfaction, love, passion, intimacy, trust, and commitment). The results of the 

confirmatory factor analysis indicated that men and women do not evaluate relationships 

on a unidimensional scale. They tend to judge their partners/relationships relatively 

consistently, but somewhat variably across the different components of a relationship. 

Thus, people subjectively evaluate commitment as a separate construct of relationship 

quality, but also relate it to other components, such as love, satisfaction, trust, passion, 

and intimacy, that assess relationship quality. Consistent with these findings, participants, 

who responded to open-ended questions concerning their experience and understanding 

of relationship commitment, reported feelings of support, fidelity, consideration, 

devotion, and expressions of love and commitment (Marston et al., 1998). Lauer and 

Lauer (1986) found that participants reported commitment to one’s partner and the 
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relationship as one of the most important factors influencing stability and happiness of 

married couples.  

 

Commitment Components 

 Two component model. Johnson (1973) divided commitment into several parts: 

cognitive decision-making, behavioral actions, and barriers or restraints that hinder or 

encourage the process. He described two distinct meanings of commitment involving 

decision-making and behavior. The decision-making referred to one’s choice of a 

particular line of action without acting on the decision (e.g., a belief). The behavioral 

commitment referred to one’s action that creates constraints to changing the direction of 

behavior but does not include a personal decision to support the continuation of action. 

According to Johnson, behavioral commitment can be separated into two components: 

social expectations and the personal cost of discontinuing the ongoing direction of 

behavior. Social commitment referred to the cultural and social expectations that an 

individual will continue with a particular line of behavior (e.g., serious dating, 

engagement, marriage). The personal cost of commitment referred to the value of the 

individual’s losses due to discontinuing the commitment, such as time, financial 

resources, and lost opportunities. 

Barrier model. Lund (1985) studied the difference in the prediction of relationship 

continuation between a positive pull model (i.e., rewards and satisfaction) and a barrier 

model (i.e., investment and commitment). Using relationship continuation as the 

criterion, Lund found that both models predicted significantly discriminated between 
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those who would continue their relationship and those who would not. However, the 

positive pull tended to overpredict relationship continuation. Results indicated that 

expectation of relationship continuation rather than rewards of the relationship may have 

more predictive value for relationships lasting more than 6 months. 

Three component model. Adams and Jones (1997) defined marriage commitment 

as “the degree to which spouses intend to maintain their marriage” (p. 1177) due to 

satisfaction with their partner/relationship, sense of obligation to their decision, and 

avoidance of social and economic costs as a result of separation or divorce. In their study 

of commitment, the components reflected three distinct aspects. One aspect, commitment 

to partner, encompasses a positive, loving, and goal-oriented attitude that supports the 

partner’s well-being. The authors indicated that variables which focus on the self (e.g., 

guilt, shyness, loneliness, and extreme independence) are associated with lower 

commitment and less satisfaction with the relationship. The second aspect, commitment 

to marriage, tends to include attitudes concerning personal integrity and moral behavior, 

such as values and trustworthiness. The third aspect, feelings of entrapment, focuses on 

the negative aspects of the relationship and intrapersonal (i.e., self-confidence, emotional 

dependency) and external (i.e., legal, social) barriers to its dissolution.  

The three dimensions of commitment may provide stability for a relationship in 

various situations and in various ways throughout the life of the relationship. For 

example, different aspects of commitment may be important at different relationship 

stages. Commitment to the partner seems to be related to partner/relationship satisfaction. 

Commitment to marriage tends to be related to personality tendencies of positive attitudes 
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toward marriage, obligations, and general morality. Feelings of entrapment seem related 

to lower satisfaction or personal commitment with partner or relationship. M. P. Johnson 

(1999) argues that most measures of global commitment measure personal commitment, 

the desire for the partner/relationship, and miss the overall impact of commitment.  

Triparte model. Johnson et al. (1999) proposed a model of commitment that has 

three distinct components: personal, moral, and structural commitment to a relationship. 

The three components are moderately correlated. Johnson et al. found that measures of 

global commitment tended to assess only personal commitment. Personal commitment, 

the desire to remain in the relationship, is a function of three components: (a) attraction to 

partner, (b) desirability of the relationship, and (c) identification of self-concept with the 

couple identity.  The personal component is similar to the attraction component of Adams 

and Jones (1997), which indicates positive affect toward the partner and the relationship. 

Moral commitment, the personal obligation to remain in a relationship, is affected by 

three components: (a) personal values relating to dissolution of various relationships, (b) 

personal obligation to another individual, and (c) personal sense of consistency of 

behavior. The structural (or constraint) portion of commitment is affected by four 

components: (a) alternatives that are perceived to be available outside the current 

relationship, (b) social pressure that an individual’s social network may express or be 

perceived to hold, (c) termination procedures that an individual may find difficult or 

burdensome, and (d) irretrievable investments of time and resources that may be 

perceived as a loss if the relationship is broken. The components of structural 

commitment are relatively unrelated, which may result from their different external 
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sources. Johnson et al. suggested that structural commitment may be activated only when 

partners begin to think of dissolving the relationship. Also, the influence of one constraint 

may be sufficient to activate or maintain structural commitment to a relationship. The 

three aspects of commitment tend to be distinguishable and have different origins and 

effects.  

Attraction-barrier model. In contrast, Levinger (1999) suggests an attraction-

barrier model of commitment that consists of two parts: (a) personal attraction to the 

relationship and (b) internal and external barriers to dissolving the relationship. Internal 

constraints are equivalent to Johnson’s moral commitment, and external constraints 

match Johnson’s structural commitment. Levinger combines the two subgroups of 

constraint in order to emphasize the contrast with relationship attractions and to indicate 

the lack of clear distinction between moral and structural barriers (e.g., social norms, 

religious teachings, irretrievable investments, alternatives attractiveness and availability). 

The attraction-barrier model has four components: net attraction, barriers, alternative 

attraction, and alternative barriers. Net attraction refers to perceived rewards less 

perceived costs of the primary relationship. Barriers are the costs of terminating the 

primary relationship. Alternative attraction refers to the net attraction to the most salient 

alternative. Alternative barriers refer to the costs of leaving other relationships (e.g., 

work, family members) that can weaken the primary relationship. Thus, Levinger’s 

model of commitment results in primary attraction (rewards less costs) and barriers to 

leaving the principal relationship and attraction (perceived rewards less perceived costs) 

to other alternatives and barriers to leaving ongoing alternatives.      
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Interdependence Theory 

Kelley and Thibaut (1978) developed a theory of interdependence concerning the 

components and process of personal interaction and relationships. They suggested that 

people tend to relate to others on a continuum based on the degree of dependency they 

have on the other and/or relationship. Interdependence (or mutual dependence) occurs 

when the behavior of each partner affects the behavior of the other partner.  

Interdependence only occurs if each partner has a preference (or evaluation) for 

the other partner’s actions and their joint activities. If only one has preferences 

concerning the other partner’s actions and joint activities of the partnership, then the 

relationship becomes one of dependency for the partner without preferences. If neither 

partner is affected by the other’s choice, the relationship is independent. The partners’ 

evaluation of the relationship activities depends on the goodness of outcome, which can 

be measured in rewards (i.e., gratification, pleasure) minus costs or other factors that 

inhibit behavior (i.e., effort, embarrassment, anxiety, pain). The rewards and costs may 

vary for individuals depending on their values, needs, abilities, and if the required 

behavior is congruent with their needs and values. An abundance of the same reward may 

decrease its value, and fatigue may increase the cost of performing a behavior (Kelley & 

Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).  

 The outcomes (i.e., rewards minus costs) of partners’ actions and activities are 

compared with their personal expectations for the relationship, which are based on 

personal experience and information about other relationship models (e.g., parents, 
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friends, television, books). The individuals’ evaluation of relationship outcomes above or 

below their comparison level determines the amount of satisfaction they experience in 

their relationship. In addition to the comparison level for their current relationship, people 

have a comparison level for alternate opportunities to the current relationship. The 

comparison level for alternate opportunities is based on the lowest relationship outcome 

level that they will accept. Thus, if their outcomes for the current relationship are below 

their comparison level for alternate opportunities, they may begin to search for an 

acceptable alternative relationship or situation. However, as their outcomes in the current 

relationship surpass their comparison level for alternate opportunities, people find more 

satisfaction within the relationship and become more dependent upon it (Kelley & 

Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). 

 Each person’s dependency on the relationship is the basis for the other member’s 

power within the relationship. Power in the relationship is the control people have on 

their own and their partners’ behavior. Interdependence patterns of mutual power and 

dependency vary on several dimensions. First, the degree of mutuality of interdependence 

determines whether partners have similar levels of dependence and power or one has 

more power to influence the other’s behavior and/or more dependence than the other on 

the relationship’s effects. Second, the degree of dependence indicates the amount of 

influence on behavior that the partner can use or will accept in order to maintain the 

relationship. Third, the bases of dependence specifies whether the power is absolute, 

contingent, or a combination of the two. Fourth, the correspondence of outcomes 

indicates the amount of agreement between the partners’ outcomes (e.g., satisfaction 
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level). Higher satisfaction levels tend to encourage more dependence on the relationship. 

The relative interdependence within the relationship may be controlled by one person’s 

actions, the sum of both partners’ actions, or a process of joint and coordinated actions 

(Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). 

A close relationship provides opportunities for repeated actions between the 

partners (e.g., choice of activities), and repeated actions provide opportunities for a 

variety of choices for action by one or both partners. A person may choose to maximize 

the other’s outcomes, maximize both partners’ outcomes, maximize her/his advantage, or 

minimize the difference between the outcomes. Some of the action-response strategies 

are part of self-regulation motives of the partners. Self-regulation concerns a broad range 

of factors, which makes regulating the self an effective tool in relationship interactions. 

Many self-regulation actions are associated with social norms and are a basis for settling 

or avoiding conflict. Others have a functional value that may be useful in some situations 

or be internalized to some extent as “rules.” The ability to delay gratification is an 

important self-regulation for interdependent relationships (e.g., taking turns). The ability 

to delay satisfaction focuses on coordination of outcomes and behavioral alternatives for 

action within a sequential framework (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).  

As relationships develop from acquaintances to close relationship, partners 

perform actions and interpret the other’s behavior. Partners assess each other’s intentions 

(i.e., personal or mutual benefit) about the relationship and may decide to increase or 

reduce their participation in the relationship based on their interpretation. Increased pro-
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relationship behavior indicates an increased commitment to the relationship by exhibiting 

a desire to continue the relationship (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).   

The definition of commitment in the theory of interdependence (Kelley & 

Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) focuses on the duration of the relationship and 

partner/relationship stability. Some causal conditions of commitment promote the 

development and/or maintenance of the relationship, such as love, desirable benefits, 

social status, and the difficulties and costs of leaving the partner/relationship. Other 

causal conditions move the individual out of the relationship, such as psychological costs 

(i.e., effort, anxiety, abuse) of the relationship, desirable alternatives to the current 

relationship, and pressure from internal or external sources to take advantage of 

opportunities. Each causal condition fluctuates in strength over the length of a 

relationship, resulting in variations in importance of the pros and cons of a relationship. A 

stable relationship generally tends to have relatively stronger pro-relationship conditions 

than con conditions to promote an individual’s desire to maintain or enhance a 

relationship. The causal conditions are assumed to be quite stable and thus maintain the 

relationship as relatively stable. This assumes that a higher level of commitment indicates 

a longer lasting relationship (Kelley, 1983). 

 

Investment Model of Developing Relationships 

 Rusbult (1980, 1983) developed the investment model of developing relationships 

from the interdependence theory developed by Thibaut and Kelley (Kelley, 1983; Kelley 

& Thibaut 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Rusbult suggested that people desired to 
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maximize their rewards and minimize their costs for a personally beneficial outcome in a 

relationship. The global measure for relationship outcome is the summed result of the 

various rewards (e.g., companionship, physical attractiveness of partner) or costs (e.g., 

effort, time, money, privacy) and their importance to the person.  The rewards and cost 

items may be tangible (e.g., material goods) or intangible (e.g., being part of a couple) 

and objectively measured (e.g., length of time spent together) or subjectively perceived 

(e.g., attractiveness of partner; Rusbult, 1980, 1983).  

The level of satisfaction (i.e., attraction to or dependence on the relationship) that 

partners perceive is influenced by the relationship outcome value (rewards minus costs) 

of the current relationship in comparison to the person’s expectations for the relationship 

quality. If the person has high relationship rewards, low costs, and low expectations for 

the relationship, their satisfaction level should be high (Rusbult, 1980, 1983). According 

to interdependence theory, people who are satisfied with the relationship tend to depend 

on the relationship for uniquely providing for their needs. Thus, they continue to interact 

with their partner in order to maintain the relationship (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut 

& Kelley, 1959). 

 Satisfaction with the relationship and commitment to the relationship are related 

to each other but are not the same construct. Rusbult (1980, 1983) suggested that 

commitment is related to the probability of leaving the relationship. She defined 

commitment as the “the tendency to maintain a relationship and to feel psychologically 

‘attached’ to it” (Rusbult, 1983, p. 102). Studies indicate that relationship commitment is 

related to a combination of the satisfaction level, investment made, and perceived 
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alternatives to the relationship.  Investment in the relationship is determined by resources 

devoted to the relationship (i.e., time, effort, emotional connection) weighted by their 

importance to the person. The resources may be intrinsic to the relationship (e.g., time, 

money, self-disclosures) or they may be extrinsic (i.e., previously neutral but now linked 

with the relationship, such as home or friends). Commitment is also influenced by 

investment size, which tends to increase with the length of the relationship. The resources 

that have been invested into building the relationship may be lost if the relationship ends. 

Perceived alternatives to the relationship may include other possible relationships or time 

alone. Alternatives to the relationship tend to be compared to the current relationship for 

the desirability of their relative merits. If the alternative is desirable, it may influence one 

partner to be less committed and possibly leave the relationship. If the alternative is 

perceived as having little value, the partner may be influenced to be more committed to 

the relationship (Rusbult, 1980, 1983).  

 

Research Findings Supporting the Investment Model.  

 Rusbult, Johnson, et al. (1986b) examined the investment model and found 

general support for the model, which was tested with participants who varied on such 

characteristics as gender, marital status, age, education level, income level, and length of 

relationship (Rusbult, Zembrodt, et al., 1986). Increases in relationship satisfaction 

related to an increase in rewards and/or a decrease in relationship costs (Rusbult, 1980, 

1983; Rusbult, Zembrodt, et al.,1986). Increases in costs related to decreases in 

satisfaction in the later stages of relationship involvement (i.e., 3 to 7 months). The 
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author suggested that costs may not be apparent during early stages of a relationship 

when partners may be overlooking problems and presenting their best selves (Rusbult, 

1983).  

Increased commitment to the relationship was associated with increases in 

satisfaction (Rusbult, 1983; Rusbult, Zembrodt, et al., 1986) and rewards and/or 

investments. Commitment decreased with high quality alternatives to the current 

relationship (Rusbult, 1980, 1983; Rusbult, Zembrodt, et al., 1986). A 4-factor model 

(i.e., commitment = (rewards – costs) + investment - alternatives) tended to predict 

commitment better than a 3-factor model (i.e., commitment = satisfaction + investment – 

alternatives; Rusbult, 1983). However, the cost value did not increase the prediction 

accuracy significantly (Rusbult, 1980, 1983; Rusbult, Zembrodt, et al., 1986). Rusbult 

suggested that costs may impact when they are high or high in proportion to rewards 

(Rusbult, Zembrodt, et al., 1986).  

Men tended to report that an increase in costs of the relationship increased their 

commitment. People who remained in their relationships also reported an increase in 

commitment in relation to increased costs (Rusbult, 1983). In general, Rusbult found 

gender differences were inconsistent. However, when differences were observed, women 

tended to report greater dependence (i.e., greater investment, higher satisfaction, poorer 

alternatives) than men did (Rusbult et al., 1998). Sacher and Fine (1996) found that 

women’s scores of higher commitment, lower quality relationship alternatives, and later 

satisfaction were more predictive than men’s scores for relationship stability. However, 
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men’s view of the relationship predicted women’s later satisfaction, and women’s scores 

were not as predictive of men’s later satisfaction.  

Duffy and Rusbult (1986) utilized Rusbult’s investment model to study the 

components of satisfaction and commitment among female and male heterosexuals and 

female and male homosexuals. The model predicts that relationship costs and rewards 

should indicate the satisfaction level of the relationship. The authors found this 

relationship for the total sample and the subgroups. Furthermore, the model predicts that 

commitment is a summation of satisfaction, investments, and quality of alternatives (i.e., 

3-factor model) or costs, rewards, investments, and alternatives (i.e., 4-factor model). 

Both the 3-factor and the 4-factor models were appropriate for the total sample and the 

four sub-groups within the sample. Women, both heterosexual and homosexual, reported 

greater relationship commitment and higher investment levels than men did. Gay males 

reported the lowest levels of commitment and investment of the 4 groups.  

Bui, Peplau, and Hill (1996) explored relationship commitment and stability over 

a 15 year period using Rusbult’s investment model. They found that high commitment 

was associated with satisfaction, investments, and a lack of quality alternatives. Also, 

they found support for the Rusbult 4-factor model (i.e., commitment is a result of rewards 

less costs plus investment size less perceived attractive alternatives) where rewards 

directly affect commitment rather than indirectly through satisfaction. The authors found 

that satisfaction related significantly to a combination of rewards and costs and mediated 

between rewards and commitment for men, but only partially for women. Satisfaction 

and investments had little impact on the stability of a relationship. The authors indicated 
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that the investments that were assessed may be important early in a relationship, but not 

as important for stability in more established relationships. The study indicated that some 

factors of stability in a relationship can be assessed early in the dating relationship.  

Attridge et al. (1995) studied partners’ predictions of stability and resulting 

relationship outcomes after 6 months using the investment model (Rusbult, 1980, 1983). 

The results supported the investment model, and prediction was significantly improved 

by having both partners respond to the measures. Even though there was significant 

improvement, the actual amount of improvement in predictive accuracy was 6%. The 

authors found that no significant improvement in the stability predictions occurred when 

only the female partner responded. However, the partner who was less dependent and/or 

less satisfied with the relationship tended to predict the stability most accurately. Partners 

who were less committed tended to have less distress after the relationship ended than the 

more strongly committed partner.   

D. J. Johnson and Rusbult (1989) compared the different perspectives of more 

committed and less committed individuals when evaluating alternative partners. People 

who remained in relationships tended to assess alternative partners more negatively than 

people who left their relationships. Feelings of commitment mediated the negative 

evaluation most directly (D. J. Johnson & Rusbult, 1989; Rusbult, 1983). In continuing 

relationships, a highly committed partner exhibited less attraction to alternative partners 

than less-committed partners, which was more apparent when the highly committed 

partner had the opportunity to develop a relationship with an attractive alternative (D. J. 

Johnson & Rusbult, 1989). Also, commitment was an inverse predictor of later emotional 
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and physical intimacy with non-partners (Drigotas, Safstrom, et al., 1999). The authors 

found that devaluation of alternatives related slightly to satisfaction and more strongly to 

commitment. Thus committed relationships tend to remain stable due to the partners’ 

perceptions of attractive and available alternatives as less attractive than less committed 

partners view them (D. J. Johnson & Rusbult, 1989; Miller, 1997).  

Rusbult et al. (1991) examined the processes involved in accommodation (i.e., 

willingness to inhibit destructiveness for a constructive reaction) of a person to their 

partner’s potentially destructive act. Results indicated that people in situations of low 

social concern or in a relationship with low interdependence tend to be unwilling to 

accommodate to others who utilize a destructive act. However, people tend to be willing 

to accommodate to the level that they are committed, satisfied, invested, perceive poor 

alternatives, experience normative support for their relationship, and consider their 

relationship as a central meaning of their lives. Also, accommodation is more likely 

among those who are able to view their partner’s perspective and/or who are more 

psychologically feminine. The authors found inconsistent or weak evidence concerning 

gender, self-esteem, empathy, general perspective taking, Machiavellianism, and 

cognitive rigidity. Higher expectations (i.e., comparison level) for a relationship related 

to more accommodation, which may be due to behavior that confirms a self-fulfilling 

effect or indirectly indicated satisfaction. Although the other variables were linked with 

accommodation, most influenced accommodation through commitment as the mediator. 

People did not report accommodation due to being in a less powerful position, but due to 

a personal motivation (Rusbult et al., 1991). 
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Drigotas, Rusbult, et al. (1999) studied the association of commitment and 

perceived mutual levels of dependence. They found that couples’ well-being was related 

to perceived mutuality of the relationship commitment without regard for the level of 

commitment. Further results indicated that couples’ perceptions of relative commitment 

reflected the actual commitment levels of the partners rather than levels that were biased 

by other variables (e.g., attachment style, self-esteem). The variable of trust seems to 

mediate between couples’ well-being and mutuality of commitment, which may indicate 

the impact of trust on reducing relationship vulnerabilities.  

In a longitudinal study, Rusbult (1983) examined the different responses of people 

who stayed in their relationships, those who left the relationships, and those who were 

left by their partners. People who remained in their relationships reported that over time 

satisfaction, rewards, investment size, and level of commitment increased, and minimal 

costs and quality of alternative decreased. People who left the relationship experienced a 

prior decline in satisfaction with a slight increase in rewards and a large increase in costs. 

Their level of commitment and investment decreased, while their attractive alternatives to 

the current relationship increased. People who were abandoned by their partners reported 

smaller increases in satisfaction and rewards and larger increases in costs than those who 

remained in their relationships. Furthermore, the quality of their alternatives decreased, 

they invested more than those who stayed, and they reported moderate commitment 

levels. Thus they tended to remain in unsatisfactory relationships until their partners 

ended the relationships. Rusbult suggests that commitment may be the best predictor of 
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relationship continuance or ending of all the constructs and variables in the investment 

model (Rusbult, 1983).  

Le and Agnew (2003) performed a meta-analysis of Rusbult’s Investment Model 

using 52 studies. Results indicated that the variables (satisfaction, alternatives, and 

investments) accounted for almost two-thirds of the variance in commitment. Moreover, 

they found that the association between investments and commitment was more 

significant for relationship less than 18 months than for those more than 18 months.   

 

Other Models of Relationship Commitment 

Commitment process. Commitment may also be defined as a process using 

“events that create causal conditions favoring stable membership” (Kelley, 1983, p. 293). 

The processes may refer to the historical components that provide the causal structure, 

such as an activity that initiates commitment (e.g., promise, engagement, wedding) or 

sustains commitment (e.g., celebration of anniversary, birth of a child). Some activities 

may be oriented toward promoting commitment, and other activities may be focused on 

decreasing the anti-commitment factors (e.g., decreasing interaction with attractive 

alternatives). Commitment processes vary in type, timing, and extent of their activity, 

such as processes that are initiation versus maintenance; public versus private; internal 

versus external to the relationship; voluntary versus non-voluntary; and immediate versus 

cumulative increments (Kelley, 1983). 

Kelley (1983) suggested that a major component of commitment is the 

individual’s relatively stable subjective perception that membership pros outweigh the 
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cons. The evaluation of the subjective assessments of commitment may be determined by 

an event that prompts the reevaluation of the pros and cons of a relationship (e.g., birth of 

a child, infidelity). The relative change in the evaluation of commitment indicates its 

variability. Thus, commitment may be a subjective assessment of the variability of the 

average pro-con difference. 

Surra (1987) studied the process of commitment by assessing participants’ 

likelihood of marriage to their current partners and the perceived causes of or changes in 

commitment over time. Four areas of change were identified: (a) Dyadic reasons 

involving intrapersonal-normative reasons that evaluate the partner/relationship against 

socialized norms for relationship behavior; (b) interactions and/or attributions about the 

partner/relationship; (c) reactions of one’s social network to the partner/relationship and 

partner’s reaction to one’s social network; and (d) circumstantial reasons, such as 

distance, timing, and external events. Dyadic reasons tended to be related to positive 

changes in marriage commitment. Behavioral interdependence, such as mutual activities, 

and self-disclosure between partners tended to increase adjustment. Other reasons, 

especially social network issues, tended to be related to rapid (greater than 5% per 

month) negative changes in commitment (Surra, Arizzi, & Asmussen, 1988).  

According to the process approach suggested by Surra et al. (1999), commitment 

seems to develop either continuously or by episodic events. Commitment due to increases 

in love, satisfaction, and social interactions with friends and/or family tends to begin at a 

low level and increases as the relationship develops. Episodic items tend to be linked 

with specific occurrences that strongly increase or decrease commitment. For example, 
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self-disclosure may lead to major changes in commitment level by expression of feelings. 

Redefining the stage of the relationship may change the level of commitment (e.g., 

physical intimacy, engagement, pregnancy, marriage). Also, conflict (e.g., arguments) 

and/or interaction with one’s social network (e.g., friend indicating dislike of partner) 

may change the level of commitment.   

Surra and Hughes (1997) analyzed participant responses for commitment 

differences between relationship-driven (i.e., interdependence reasons for relationship) 

and event-driven (i.e., singular external event reasons for relationship) relationships. The 

study’s results indicated that partners in relationship-driven relationships gave more 

behavioral interdependence reasons for commitment, and women in relationship-driven 

associations provided more positive dyadic attributions in relationship to commitment. 

Participants in event-driven relationships reported more diverse and negative dyadic 

attributions (i.e., references to conflict). Partners in event-driven relationships expressed 

more ambivalence about being in a serious relationship.  

The two commitment processes (i.e., event-driven and relationship-driven) 

differed on the stability of commitment. Relationship-driven commitments tended to 

change positively at a slow rate, with few reversals in commitment level over time. 

Event-driven commitments tended to be turbulent, with more reversals and a greater 

degree of positive and/or negative change within a short time span. Relationship-driven 

partners described less negativity and conflict, less ambivalence about the commitment, 

and increasing satisfaction during a one-year study. The relationship-driven women 

indicated more compatibility with their partners’ interests in leisure activities and less 
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conflict and/or tension in planning mutual activities than event-driven women. 

Relationship-driven partners tended to integrate their social networks and receive positive 

social reactions. Event-driven commitments tended to keep the social networks separate. 

Self-disclosure in event-driven commitments tended to provide positive interactions and 

reverse negative commitment trends. Partners in an event-driven relationship tended to 

realize the negative aspects of their relationship. However, relationship-driven and event-

driven partners were similar on measures of involvement, length of relationship, 

commitment and love scores. The authors suggested that the two types of commitment 

processes may fit with various love styles, such as passionate, pragmatic, or 

companionate love (Surra & Hughes, 1997). 

Surra et al. (1999) explored the course of commitment in married couples 

throughout a one-year study. They found that ambivalence concerning a relationship 

increases as the variability of commitment increases. Partners who remained in the 

relationship tended to have a more stable level of commitment than those whose 

relationship broke up during the year, even though the mean level of commitment was 

similar for both groups.  Women whose relationships broke up tended to have a larger 

proportion of declines in their commitment changes than those who remained in their 

relationships. Men whose relationships ended during the year reported greater changes in 

their commitment level than those who remained with their partner. The findings suggest 

that the perception that the level of commitment changes frequently and drastically may 

predict more information about relationship stability than information concerning the 

average level of commitment. 
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The phenomenology of commitment consists of people’s experiences and 

cognitions about a relationship. These subjective factors are reasons for commitment. The 

experiences and thoughts are given weight by people as they evaluate their relationship. 

At times, individuals may interpret their experiences in unusual ways that may be 

contrary to the way others might see the event (e.g., the other’s affair as proof of the 

other’s desirability). People may also interpret their relationship in relation to their 

expectations for the relationship (e.g., couples make up by having sex, the partner caters 

to the individual’s every whim, my partner supports me when others criticize; Surra et al., 

1999). 

Salience model. Adams and Spain (1999) suggested a salience model of 

commitment in which the partners focus on the most important factors in their 

relationship at the moment. Thus, partners who are satisfied with their relationship focus 

on the attractive commitment features of their partners and the relationship, and partners 

who are not satisfied in the relationship tend to focus on structural aspects of the 

relationship. In satisfactory and unsatisfactory relationships there are attractive and 

structural aspects, but their proportional importance differs. The authors suggested that 

the changes in quality of the relationship tend to change partners’ attributional styles. 

Happily married couples tend to attribute the spouse’s positive behaviors to the person 

and negative behaviors to the situation, and unhappily married couples tend to attribute 

the spouse’s positive behaviors to the situation and negative behaviors to the person. This 

finding is consistent with the attribution literature (see Sabatelli, 1999). Also, the shift 

from a satisfactory to an unsatisfactory relationship may prompt partners to evaluate 
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reciprocity of rewards and costs and the level of relationship expectations and to focus on 

their importance. Lydon and Zanna (1990) suggested that a person’s values have little 

significance when using Rusbult’s model of commitment in situations of low adversity, 

but their self-relevant values (i.e., meaning attached to their experiences) were positively 

associated with commitment in situations of high adversity. Results of the short 

longitudinal study indicated that value relevance predicted higher levels of commitment 

to tasks when later adversity appeared. 

 

Additional Variables Related to Commitment 

 Social support. Sprecher and Felmlee (1992) examined the effects of family and 

friends’ support of relationships and found that social network support was related to 

positive effects on the quality of the relationship (i.e., satisfaction, love, and 

commitment) and was a significant predictor of future positive perceptions of relationship 

quality. In addition, Cox et al. (1997) found that the perception of support from family 

and friends for the continuation of the relationship (“ought to” influence) accounted for 

unique variance in commitment beyond satisfaction, size of investment, and quality of 

alternatives of the Rusbult model, even though personal beliefs of relationship 

continuance were not significant.  

 Floyd and Wasner (1994) examined the social exchange aspect (i.e., comparison 

level for current exchange and of alternatives) of Thibaut and Kelley (1959) theory 

concerning the factors that precede development of stability or dissolution of social 

interaction. The study indicated that increased commitment results from increased 
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relationship satisfaction and fewer attractive relationship alternatives, but these scholars 

did not consider other possible relationship variables (i.e., investment). The authors 

expanded the model to include inequity, which exhibited a direct relationship with 

satisfaction and an indirect relationship with commitment.  

Approach-avoidance. Frank and Bradstätter (2002) studied the relationship of 

approach versus avoidance motivations with types of commitment. Higgins’ (1998) 

regulatory theory indicates that personal motivations that use positive incentives versus 

those that are used to avoid negative incentives result in differences in affect, cognition, 

and behavior. Frank and Bradstätter suggested that positive relational incentives (e.g., 

relationship identity, affection) are linked with Johnson et al.’s (1999) personal 

component, which emphasizes the desire to be in a relationship with the partner (positive 

commitment). Johnson et al.’s moral-normative and structural aspects tend to represent 

avoidance of negative incentives of breaking up a relationship (negative commitment). 

Using the two commitment types (i.e., positive and negative), Frank and Bradstätter were 

able to predict relationship quality (e.g., satisfaction, well-being) 6 to 7 months later. 

Approach commitment predicted increased relationship satisfaction, and avoidance 

commitment predicted decreased relationship satisfaction. Approach commitment was 

associated with pro-relationship values, and avoidance commitment was significantly and 

positively related to prevention focus values. Also, they found that relationship 

investments only related to avoidance commitment.   

 Attachment. According to Morgan and Shaver (1999), Bowlby’s (1969; 1980) 

attachment processes provide some of the basis for relationship commitment. Children 
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tend to form attachments with their primary caregivers and seek closeness and feel secure 

in the caregiver’s presence. Adults, like children, are seldom able to rationally decide 

whom to love (attachment) and tend to develop a bond that is minimally influenced by 

the partner’s anti-relationship behavior. Patterns of attachment of adults are similar to 

those of children: secure, avoidant, and anxious. A securely attached individual tends to 

be trusting and positive. An individual who has an avoidant attachment style tends to be 

distant and detached, and an individual with an anxious attachment style tends to be 

anxious and uncertain. These styles of relating to others are considered to be self-

perpetuating reflections of past experiences with close relationships.  

 People’s ability to commit to a relationship is closely linked to their attachment 

style. Those with an anxious attachment style tend to become committed in a relationship 

quickly and easily. They fall in love rapidly, which may make them vulnerable to unsafe 

and/or dysfunctional partners. People who have an anxious attachment style indicate 

more commitment to confrontational relationships (e.g., battered women) than those who 

exhibit less anxious attachment. People with an avoidant attachment style exhibit 

tentativeness about commitment (Morgan & Shaver, 1999).  

 People’s style of attachment influences their perceptions of their partners’ 

commitment to the relationships. They are inclined to compare their own commitment 

behavior with their perception of their partner’s behavior. Their perception tends to be 

biased by the selective filter of the attachment style, which focuses on bits of information 

that fit their expectations. Thus, the style of attachment developed in other significant 
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relationships may influence the degree of commitment that is perceived in the current 

relationship (Etherton & Beach, 1999).  

 Etherton and Beach (1999) suggested that expectation of particular attachment-

related behaviors tends to elicit the behavior that is expected. People may behave in a 

way to protect themselves, and their behavior may indicate their belief that the behavior 

is already occurring and signal their partners to behave as expected. Those with an 

anxious-ambivalent style may fear a lack of commitment in their partner and thus be less 

committed themselves, which their partners in turn interpret as low commitment and 

react by exhibiting less committed behavior. Those with avoidant attachment styles may 

view themselves as undesirable and others as unreliable. Thus, they may distance 

themselves from the partner/relationship that could be emotionally painful. In contrast, 

securely attached individuals, who have expectations of others’ responsiveness and 

regard, are inclined to invest time and energy in their relationships, which often promotes 

the pro-relationship behavior of their partners.  

 Furthermore, Impett and Peplau (2002) indicated that perceptions of commitment 

and attachment style were related to women’s participation in unwanted sex. Women 

with an anxious attachment style were more willingly than those with another attachment 

style to consent to unwanted sex when dating due to fears of abandonment. Women with 

an avoidant style of attachment reported that they complied with their partners’ requests 

to meet relationship obligations. 

 Simpson (1990) examined the influence of attachment styles (i.e., secure, 

avoidant, and anxious) on romantic relationships over six months. He found that higher 
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levels of relationship commitment, interdependence, trust and satisfaction were more 

likely to be related to secure attachment style than to anxious or avoidant attachment 

behavior. People with anxious or avoidant styles tended to exhibit more negative 

emotions within the relationship, and those with the secure attachment style tended to 

experience more positive emotions within the relationship. Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994) 

studied the stability of relationships involving people with differing attachment styles. 

The results indicated that relationships of anxious women and of avoidant men were as 

stable as those of secure and relatively satisfied participants, even though the anxious and 

avoidant persons’ relationships were rated negatively. The relationships of avoidant 

women and of anxious men tended to be of shorter duration than those of persons with 

other attachment styles. Mikulincer and Erev (1991) examined the relationship between 

attachment styles and romantic love. People with a secure attachment style tended to have 

relationships with high intimacy, and people with an avoidant style experienced less 

intimacy than those with a secure style, but more commitment than those with an 

ambivalent style. 

 Pistole, Clark, and Tubbs, Jr. (1995) studied the relationship between Rusbult’s 

investment model of relationships and attachment styles. The results indicated that people 

who were securely attached reported experiencing greater rewards, fewer costs, greater 

satisfaction, and more commitment than those with other attachment styles. People with 

an avoidant style indicated less investment in their relationship than those with other 

attachment styles, and anxious-ambivalent people indicated high costs of their 

relationships. Participants who were currently in a relationship reported higher pro-
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relationship aspects (i.e., satisfaction, commitment, investments, rewards), and those 

whose relationship had ended reported more negative investment model aspects (i.e., 

costs, perceived alternatives). Davis (1999) examined the relationship between 

attachment styles and Rusbult’s investment model of relationships. A small sample of 

follow-up reports suggested that an anxious-ambivalent attachment style provides 

personal motivation (i.e., abandonment issues) to maintain a relationship that is 

unsatisfactory, which the investment model does not measure.  

Wieselquist, Rusbult, Foster, and Agnew (1999) studied the relation of a person’s 

attachment style to trust, dependence, accommodation, perceived partner 

accommodation, and commitment (i.e., the 5 variables in the model). A secure 

attachment style related strongly to accommodation and marginally to perceived partner 

accommodation and trust. The anxious-ambivalent attachment style related negatively to 

the 5 model variables and to partner trust (i.e., the partner experiences difficulty 

developing trust for one who exhibits an anxious-ambivalent attachment style). The 

avoidant style of attachment was negatively related to two variables (i.e., commitment 

and accommodation). Although attachment was associated with the model variables, its 

relationships were comparatively weak when evaluated against the other correlations of 

the model’s variables.  
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Commitment in Relation to Other Marriage Relationship Variables 

Love. Sternberg’s (1986) triangular theory of love proposes that love is composed 

of three parts that provide the various experiences of love (i.e., romantic, parental, 

friendship) depending on their absolute and relative strength to each other. The three 

components in a relationship include (a) intimacy, which includes feelings of 

connectedness and closeness, (b) passion, which includes the physical attraction and 

drives that lead to sexual consummation, and (c) decision/commitment, which includes a 

cognitive determination that one loves another person (e.g., short-term) and that one 

wishes to maintain the relationship (e.g., long-term). An individual tends to have the most 

control over the decision/commitment component as compared with intimacy and 

passion. However, an individual is more likely to be aware of the passion component than 

the intimacy or decision/commitment components.  

Commitment in Sternberg’s (1986) triangular theory of love refers to a continuing 

investment in a loving relationship, but does not necessarily represent a decision to love. 

Commitment often provides the stability for a relationship to persist through difficult 

times and may be evident in preventing relationships with alternative partners. 

Commitment often follows emotional intimacy and/or passionate arousal. However, in 

some loving relationships (i.e., parents, family members, arranged marriages) in which 

one has little or no choice, commitment may come before intimacy or passion. 

Decision/commitment is a component of love that is often present in companionate (e.g., 

long-term friendship of some marriages), fatuous (e.g., commitment on the basis of 

passion), consummate (e.g., all 3 strong components), and empty love (e.g., decision to 
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love without intimacy or passion). It tends to play a small part in romantic love, nonlove 

(e.g., casual interactions), liking (e.g., friendship), or infatuated love. Over the course of a 

relationship, commitment generally develops slowly in the beginning and then speeds up 

until it levels off for a long-term relationship. However, if the relationship deteriorates, 

the level of commitment decreases and may fade away as the relationship nears its end. 

Fehr (1988) studied the subjective relationship between love and commitment. 

Generally, the attributes of love indicated positive affect, and the attributes of 

commitment focused on following through on a decision, behavioral aspects, mutual 

agreement, and expectation of a long-lasting relationship. The most important attributes 

of commitment were faithfulness, loyalty, responsibility, and trustworthiness. Increases 

in central attributes indicated an increased level of commitment. The results of the study 

indicated that approximately half (21 of 40 attributes) of responses for commitment were 

shared with love and approximately one third (21 of 68 attributes) of the responses for 

love were shared with commitment. Therefore, the author agrees with Kelley (1983) that 

the concepts of commitment and love are partially independent but overlap. Love 

promotes positive interaction, and commitment promotes stability in a caring and 

enduring relationship. The positive and parallel interaction of partners may increase their 

dependence on each other and the relationship, which contributes to a satisfying and 

long-lasting relationship. The relationship commitment will tend to be equal, if it 

develops from mutual understandings.  

Trust. Wieselquist et al. (1999) studied the relationship of commitment, trust, and 

pro-relationships behavior. Trust in a relationship is a unique quality to each relationship 
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and partner. Trust is composed of three aspects of belief about the other: (a) consistency 

of behavior, (b) dependability of being honest, benevolent, and reliable; and (c) 

confidence that the motivation and behavior will continue to be caring and responsive. 

Wieselquist et al.’s results indicated that trust in a partner does not produce commitment, 

but trust produces more dependence on the relationship, which increases the person’s 

commitment level and likelihood of pro-relationship behavior. The partner perceives the 

behavior, which increases his/her level of trust. The process produces a cyclical model of 

commitment, trust, and pro-relationship behavior linking the partners. The authors 

suggest that trust and commitment are ways in which relationships are regulated. The 

model indicates that as people become increasingly dependent (or satisfied) with their 

partner/relationship, their commitment to the relationship strengthens, which increases 

their willingness to forego their own interests for those of the partner and/or for the 

benefit of the relationship. Furthermore, the authors suggest that people are aware of the 

interdependence structure of their relationship.   

Equity. Sprecher (2001) reported on a longitudinal study examining the strength 

of relationship equity, alternatives, rewards, and investments in the prediction of 

commitment, satisfaction, and stability. The perception of equity in a relationship 

involves the perceived balance between partners as to individual relational input and 

outcome. Results indicated that underbenefiting (i.e., more contributions and/or fewer 

benefits than partner) inequity related negatively to satisfaction for men and commitment 

for women. Overbenefiting (i.e., more benefits and/or fewer contributions than partner) 

inequity did not related significantly with commitment or satisfaction for men or women. 
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Sprecher studied the change over time (i.e., 6 months to 1 year) in satisfaction (or 

commitment) on underbenefiting inequity by controlling for the previous level of 

commitment (or satisfaction). The results indicated that inequity was negatively 

associated with commitment and satisfaction (Sabatelli & Cecil-Pigo, 1985) at a specific 

measurement period for both men and women. However, inequity was not indicated as a 

factor in future period changes in commitment or satisfaction. Women reported a greater 

perception of underbenefiting inequity following a decrease in satisfaction. The best and 

most consistent predictors of relationship breakup over a 4-year period were the woman’s 

commitment and perception of alternatives. Commitment (men and women), rewards 

(women), and satisfaction (women) were related negatively with a probability of 

relationship breakup, and alternatives (women) and underbenefiting inequity were related 

positively with the probability of relationship breakup (Sprecher, 2001). 

 Michaels, Acock, and Edwards (1986) calculated the absolute inequity (measure 

of 6 relationship resources to indicate participant’s input and outcome and partner’s 

perceived input and outcome) and found that both overbenefiting inequity and 

underbenefiting inequity inhibited the development of commitment in relationships. 

However, when outcomes, duration, current outcomes minus alternative outcomes, and 

satisfaction were controlled, neither overbenefiting nor underbenefiting inequity had a 

significant effect on commitment.  Furthermore, results indicated that underbenefiting 

inequity adversely affects satisfaction (Michaels et al.). Thus, people may be committed 

to inequitable and unsatisfying relationships.  
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Acceptability. Hynie, Lydon, and Taradash (1997) studied women’s perception of 

another woman who provided a condom to a partner versus the male partner providing 

the condom. Results indicated that women considered the woman’s behavior of providing 

the condom, as well as her personality traits, as socially acceptable within a committed 

relationship, but unacceptable in an uncommitted relationship. When her partner provided 

the condom, her behavior and personality traits were rated as similarly acceptable in 

uncommitted and committed relationships.   

Satisfaction. Sprecher (1988) studied the several possible predictors of 

commitment in relationships. The participants reported that high commitment levels were 

associated positively and significantly with investments, social approval and satisfaction, 

and negatively and significantly with acceptable alternatives and inequity. Women 

indicated more investments and fewer acceptable alternatives than men. Investments in 

the relationship were not found to be a predictor of commitment. The study revealed 

differences in variable levels depending on the stage of the relationship. Dating couples 

had lower levels of investments, social support, satisfaction, and commitment, and a 

higher level of acceptable alternatives than couples who were dating exclusively, living 

together, engaged, or married. 

 Sprecher (2002) studied the association of relationship satisfaction, commitment, 

and love with sexual satisfaction over several years. Both men and women tended to 

report high levels of sexual satisfaction with high levels of love, relationship satisfaction, 

and commitment. Dating couples who indicated a change in sexual satisfaction also 

indicated the same direction changes in their levels of love, commitment, and relationship 
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satisfaction, especially early in the relationship. Men tended to have stronger associations 

between sexual satisfaction and love, commitment, and relationship satisfaction. The 

author found no indication that changes in sexual satisfaction predicted future changes in 

love, commitment, and relationship satisfaction or vice versa. 

 Weigel and Ballard-Reisch (1999) investigated the relationship of relationship 

maintenance behaviors and husbands’ and wives’ perceptions of marital quality (i.e., 

love, commitment, and satisfaction). The relationship maintenance behaviors included 

positivity (being cheerful and uncritical), openness (self-disclosure concerning the 

relationship), assurances (personal desire to continue the relationship), social networks 

(common interactions with friends and relatives), and sharing tasks (doing one’s tasks 

within the relationship). The results of the structural equation model for marital quality 

indicated that separate structural equation modeling of satisfaction, commitment, and 

love reflected the different but related aspects of the three variables better than a structure 

that combined them. Both husband and wife maintenance behaviors of positivity, 

assurances, and openness were strong indicators of maintenance behaviors used to 

promote couple satisfaction. However, the wives’ maintenance behaviors had a 

significant relationship to couple satisfaction, and the husbands’ maintenance behaviors 

did not. Couple commitment, couple love, and couple satisfaction exhibited similar 

patterns: (a) positivity, assurances, and openness were strong indicators of maintenance 

behaviors and (b) wives’ maintenance behaviors were significant to couple commitment, 

whereas husbands’ maintenance behaviors were not. The results suggest that husbands’ 

and wives’ perceptions of love, commitment, and satisfaction are based mainly on wives’ 
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relationship work in performing maintenance behaviors, even though the couple reported 

similar levels of commitment, love, and satisfaction. 

Interpersonal. Jaequet and Surra (2001) studied the consequences of parental 

divorce on their children’s romantic relationships over a 9 month period. Effects of 

parental divorce were exhibited more during the casual dating stage for young adults (19 

to 35 years of age) than at other stages of relationship or ages of the participants. The 

young adults from divorced and intact families reported similar levels of commitment. 

However, women whose parents were divorced indicated that consistency of 

commitments was less important than did women whose parents were still married. Men 

whose parents were divorced reported less social network concern for their relationship 

continuance and more investment of material items and money in a relationship than men 

whose families were intact. Women whose parents were divorced tended to be more 

ambivalent about involvement, less trusting of their partners’ goodwill, and experienced 

more negativity and conflict in their current relationship than did women whose families 

were intact.  

 Men’s perception of their current relationships differed depending on the 

relationship status of their parents and their partners’ parents. Men with divorced parents 

reported greater trust in their partners’ goodwill than other men when paired with women 

whose parents were not divorced but trusted in their partners’ honesty less then other men 

when paired with women whose parents were divorced. Men whose parents were not 

divorced reported the most negativity and conflict when paired with women whose 

parents were divorced, as compared to all other groups of men and their partners (based 
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on relationship status of parents). The authors suggested that women may be socialized to 

the fragility of relationships. They may mistrust or have realistic views of family 

problems, and be ambivalent or dissatisfied when their relationships do not meet their 

expectations (Jaequet & Surra, 2001).  

 Swann, Hixon, and De La Ronde (1992) studied a sample of couples for the 

relationship between self-concept and commitment to their spouses. The results indicated 

an association between commitment to the relationship and the congruency of their 

assessment of their spouse’s evaluation of them and their self-concept. Thus, people with 

a negative self-concept tended to be most committed to partners who evaluated them 

negatively. Participants reported that they felt they were “known” when their self-concept 

and their spouses’ evaluation were similar. People with negative self-concepts did not 

seem to expect help in improving themselves from their partners, hope their partners’ 

evaluations would improve, and/or believe that their partners were perceptive.   

Gagné and Lydon (2001) studied the affects of people’s mind-set (i.e., 

deliberative, implemental) on relationship predictions. People with a deliberative mind-

set tend to impartially incorporate negative and positive information when they are in the 

process of choosing a goal. People who have chosen a goal tend to be in an implemental 

mind-set in which they predict by using positive information and disregarding negative 

information. The results of the study suggested that people’s mind-set indicated the 

stability of their close relationship: in a deliberative mind-set, people’s level of moral 

commitment significantly predicted the survival of their close relationship. In an 

implemental mind-set, moral commitment was not significantly associated with survival 
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of the close relationship. The mind-set condition (i.e., implemental, deliberative) tended 

to influence the degree of accuracy of people’s predictions in both relational and personal 

goals.  Thus, the authors found that people tend to be less accurate in predicting the 

survival of their relationships when they are considering implementation of their goal 

than when they are considering the merits of competing goals.  

Lessening of Commitment 

 Although the development of commitment has received considerable attention, 

decreases in commitment are important also. Drigotas and Rusbult (1992) studied 

relationship breakup decisions and suggested a dependence model in which relationship 

continuation or breakup is based on needs being satisfied within the relationship 

compared with perceived satisfaction in alternatives. The results indicated that 

relationship continuation and voluntary termination could be predicted from an 

assessment of current relationship satisfaction of the person’s weighted needs for 

intimacy, physical and emotional involvement, companionship, security, and reflection of 

self-worth. In a limited number of instances, the contrast of the current relationship and 

the perceived ability of an alternate relationship to satisfy needs provided information 

about the stay-leave decision. The authors suggested that the decision to stay or leave the 

relationship may result from a lower satisfaction level than expected or decreased level of 

need satisfaction than previously experienced. For continued versus ended relationships, 

need satisfaction appeared to have a direct affect on decision-making. However, for 

remaining in the relationship, voluntarily leaving, or being abandoned, breakup decisions 
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and dependence may be mediated (wholly or partially) by one’s commitment to the 

relationship.  

 Relationship dependence. Rusbult and Martz (1995) studied the effects of 

nonvoluntary relationship dependence on stay/leave decisions. They found that 

commitment was an important factor in whether battered women returned to or left their 

relationships. Commitment tended to be higher when women had poor alternatives (e.g., 

less education, limited resources), large investments (e.g., children, relationship 

duration), and felt less dissatisfied with their partner/relationship (e.g., situational 

attribution of abuse, positive feeling for partner). Commitment tended to mediate 

between satisfaction and breakup decisions. Furthermore, Follingstad et al. (1988) found 

that women in ongoing violent relationships reported higher levels of love and 

commitment toward their partner than women with no history or a single instance of 

physical abuse. 

 Dissatisfaction. Rusbult, Johnson, and Morrow (1986a) explored four typical 

responses (exit, neglect, voice, and loyalty) to dissatisfaction. The study indicated that 

higher levels of satisfaction before problems arose were related to a tendency to use 

discussion (voice) to work out problems and less tendency to use neglect and/or exit. Exit 

and inhibition of loyalty were used when attractive alternatives were available. Finkel, 

Rusbult, Kumashiro, and Hannon (2002) examined the role of commitment in the process 

of forgiving a partner. Results revealed that strong commitment was associated with 

interpersonal forgiveness and restrained the use of neglect or exit behaviors. Also, the 

link between commitment and forgiveness was associated with the person’s intent to 
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persist in the relationship rather than one’s long-term orientation or psychological 

attachment to the partner/relationship. Gender differences were inconclusive. 

 

Summary of Commitment 

 As one of many relationship variables, commitment centers around stability, 

duration, and continued existence of the relationship. Research has explored the 

components of commitment (see Table 1.1). Other research has explored the process of 

commitment and the activities that promote or sustain commitment, such as the 

development of commitment as a continuous or episodic interaction within the 

relationship. The continuous process of commitment (i.e., relationship driven) tends to 

produce greater compatibility, integrated social networks, and less conflict and 

negativity. Episodic commitment tends to produce more ambivalence and negativity in 

the relationship. Researchers suggest that during different stages of the relationship 

different components of commitment may become more important.   

Rusbult developed investment models of relationship commitment of 3 and 4 

factors that are based on Kelley and Thibaut’s interdependence theory. The models of  

Commitment = satisfaction - alternatives + investment  

Commitment = (rewards - costs) - alternatives + investment  

investment predicted commitment and stability of relationships for various populations 

and duration of relationships. Level of commitment tends to predict attraction to 

alternative partners, willingness to exhibit pro-relational behavior, acceptability of some 

intimate behaviors, and couple well-being. Secure attachment, social support, and equity 
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(indirectly through satisfaction) tend to increase commitment. Love, trust, and 

satisfaction tend to interact with the development of commitment within a relationship. 

The perceptions of self, partner, and partner’s reaction to one may influence an 

individual’s commitment. Perceived partner’s commitment tends to be a reflection of 

one’s own commitment level. People with a negative self-concept tend to be most 

committed to partners who evaluate them negatively. Level of commitment tends to 

mediate (wholly or partially) decisions to stay in or leave a relationship.  

 

Communal-Exchange Relationship Orientation 

Commitment is generally one aspect of a relationship that is maintained through 

the mutuality of pro-relational behavior. One of the prominent systems used to classify 

types of relationships is Clark and Mill’s (Clark & Mills, 1979; Mills & Clark, 1982) 

theory of communal and exchange relationships that is based on Goffman’s (1961) 

distinction between economic and social exchange. The theory of communal and 

exchange relationships is concerned with the giving and receipt of benefits and the debts 

or obligations that may be incurred in the process. Exchange relationships are oriented 

toward immediate reciprocation and communal relationships are oriented toward long-

term continuing care. An exchange relationship indicates that if a person receives a 

benefit, the person owes a comparable benefit to the one who provided the benefit (e.g., 

money for goods). People in an exchange relationship expect to receive an equal benefit 

in return. Many of the exchanges within developing or close relationships involve 

intangible benefits that are given subjective valuations. Thus, each person in the 
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relationship may be concerned about the amount of benefits received versus the amount 

of benefits owed to the other (Clark & Mills, 1979; Mills & Clark, 1982).  

Communal relationships indicate responsiveness to each person’s well-being by 

providing benefits according to needs rather than in anticipation of a comparable benefit 

or to eliminate a past obligation. Thus, the exchange of receiving and giving of benefits is 

not the focus; the focus is on the responsiveness to each member of the group.  Members 

of a communal relationship relate to each other on the assumption that each person in the 

relationship is concerned about others in the group, will remain in the group, and tend to 

benefit the other when the other has a need. The receipt of a benefit does not create any 

more obligation on the recipient in addition to being responsive to the other’s needs. The 

communal orientation tends to maintain a similarity of affect between partners through 

the response of one member to the other (Clark & Mills, 1979).  

People may not be explicitly aware of the differences between the two types of 

relationships, understand the different behavior patterns, or distinguish relationships in 

the same manner (Clark & Mills, 1979; Mills & Clark, 1982). In some cases, 

relationships are neither communal nor exchange (e.g., exploitative in which one party 

does not care about the other’s needs and also does not reciprocate with a comparable 

benefit), or relationships may be both communal and exchange (e.g., family business may 

be exchange concerning business and communal concerning family interactions; Clark, 

1984a). 

Relationship expectation. Clark and Mills (1979) found that people did respond to 

others with different actions depending on the type of relationship they expected. When 
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people expected an exchange relationship, the participants reported more attraction if the 

other person provided a benefit after receiving their help than if the person did not 

provide a benefit after receiving help. Those participants who anticipated a communal 

relationship reported less attraction for someone who gave them a benefit after receiving 

their help than for someone who provided no benefit after receiving their help. Clark and 

Mills reported similar findings when others helped the participants first. When people 

expected an exchange relationship, they reported more attraction to the person who asked 

for help afterwards than the person who did not request help. When people expected a 

communal relationship, they reported less attraction to the person who requested help 

afterwards than the person who did not request help. Clark and Mills suggested that 

people who anticipate an exchange relationship tend to prefer others who reciprocate 

receiving and giving benefits, and those who anticipate a communal relationship tend to 

prefer others who accept or give benefits without immediate reciprocation. 

In clarifying the differences between communal and exchange relationships, Clark 

(1984b) found that participants in exchange-oriented situations tended to choose a 

method of tracking individual contributions to a project, and participants who were 

primed for communal orientation tended not to choose a method of tracking their 

contributions. Furthermore, Clark et al. (1986) found that those who desired a communal 

relationship paid attention to others’ needs without regarding whether the other could 

reciprocate or not. When people had no opportunity to reciprocate, those desiring a 

communal relationship paid more attention to others’ needs than did those who desired an 

exchange relationship. Those who desired an exchange relationship tended to track the 
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other’s needs more than those desiring a communal relationship only when an 

opportunity to reciprocate existed. Furthermore, people tend to pay more attention to the 

needs of friends than strangers and more attention to the benefits provided by strangers 

than friends (Clark, Mills, & Corcoran, 1989).  

 

Strength and Certainty of Relationships 

Whether one uses communal norms for relationships beyond family tends to be 

determined by one’s availability for a communal relationship, the general attractiveness 

of each person, and the ability to meet each other’s needs. Communal relationships tend 

to provide a sense of belonging and security, but also require one to be responsive to 

another’s needs. A person’s time and energy tend to have limits, and the benefits received 

may not be adequate to justify the time and energy investment. Communal relationships 

develop when two people can fill each other’s needs, especially those needs that are not 

filled by other communal relationships (Clark, 1984a). 

Communal relationships have an implicit expectation for long-term interaction, 

which exchange relationships do not have. Communal relationships may vary in strength 

(i.e., spouse, friend) unlike exchange relationships, which either exist or do not exist. The 

strength of communal relationships may depend on the nature of the bond (e.g., child, 

spouse, friend). Generally, people respond to the needs of those with whom they have the 

strongest bond if the needs are equal. Also communal and exchange relationships may 

have an uncertainty about their existence. People tend to be uncertain about the other 

person’s expectations for communal behavior in weak communal relationships or when 
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communal relationships first develop. Exchange behavior may be uncertain if one person 

in the relationship tends to accept benefits without reciprocating within an appropriate 

period (Mills & Clark, 1982).  

Those who desire a communal relationship tend to be interested in evidence of the 

other’s consideration of the person’s needs (Clark et al., 1998). The studies indicated that 

people desiring but uncertain of a communal relationship tend to be more concerned with 

providing (Clark, 1986) and receiving (Clark et al., 1998) communal relationship cues 

than those in an established communal relationship.  

Clark (1981) found that observers distinguish between relationships in which 

benefits are simply repayments and relationships in which benefits are provided to satisfy 

needs or please the other person. Thus, the observed basis for the benefit indirectly 

indicates exchange or communal relationships. However, Törnblom and Fredhol (1984) 

enlarged the definition of “comparability” of benefits and found that a stronger friendship 

was indicated when the benefits exchanged were comparable in kind, absolute value, and 

relative value to each person than when the benefits were noncomparable (i.e., different 

kinds of absolute and relative values). Törnblom and Fredhol suggested that the giving of 

comparable or noncomparable benefits as a way of distinguishing between exchange and 

communal relationships may vary between different relationship stages and that the 

nature of benefits (i.e., money, love, status, information, goods, or services) given and 

reciprocated may be an important cue to the type of relationship. 

Lydon, Jamieson, and Holmes (1997) studied the differences in behavior between 

acquaintances, potential friends, and friends. They found that potential friends anticipate 
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acting like friends, but are more uncomfortable with communal behavior than actual 

friends are. Also, potential friends tended to attribute more social meaning to nice 

gestures and greater importance to the return of favors than did people who were 

acquaintances or already friends. Lydon et al. attributed the lack of comfort and the 

importance of social cues with the process of development of an exchange relationship 

(i.e., acquaintances prior to becoming potential friends) into a communal relationship 

(i.e., friends).  

 

Affect 

Clark et al. (1987) supported the idea of communal norms by manipulating a 

communal orientation for participants that resulted in more helping behavior and more 

responsiveness to the emotions of others than occurred for those participants exposed to 

an exchange relationship manipulation. Clark and Taraban (1991) studied self-disclosure 

of emotions in communal and exchange relationships. Participants reported that they 

were more likely to discuss emotional issues in a communal relationship (i.e., existing 

friendship) than in an exchange relationship (i.e., stranger) and reacted more positively to 

the other person’s emotional topics when a communal relationship rather than an 

exchange relationship was desired.  

Williamson and Clark (1989) found that participants indicated improved self-

evaluations and moods when they helped another, versus participants who were not asked 

to help. Also those who helped the other person tended to show an increase in self-

evaluations and mood over participants who agreed to help but were prevented from 
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doing so. The difference between the self-evaluations increased significantly when 

participants desired a communal relationship with the person needing help (Williamson 

& Clark, 1989). When an exchange relationship was desired, the participants’ affect did 

not improve, but had a tendency to decline (Williamson & Clark, 1992).  Participants 

either desiring or already in communal relationships reported that refusing to help 

decreased their positive affect. Participants who desired exchange relationships reported 

little or no change of affect after refusing to provide help (Williamson et al., 1996). 

 

Satisfaction 

Murstein and MacDonald (1983) studied exchange orientation and commitment 

along with marriage adjustment. The results indicated that marriage adjustment has a 

significant positive association with commitment and a significant negative association 

with exchange-orientation for relationships. The study of Zak et al. (1999) concerning 

personal insecurity and satisfaction for exchange- and communally-oriented people 

indicated that exchange-oriented partners tend to report dissatisfaction when they become 

insecure about their relationship. 

 

Costs of Relationships 

 Clark and Grote (1998) examined the relationship of costs to marital satisfaction 

to ascertain causes for the mixed results (i.e., positive, negative, almost none) that are 

found in the literature. They suggested that relationship costs involve three constructs: 

intentional, unintentional, and communal behaviors. Behaviors classed as intentional 
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costs (e.g., partner using and leaving one’s car without gas) indicate a lack of concern by 

the partner for one’s needs. Unintentional costs (e.g., partner’s relatives who are 

annoying) are unpleasant aspects of the relationship that are not due to the partner’s 

actions or needs. Unintentional and intentional costs were found to have a negligible to 

negative association with relationship quality. However, communal behavior (e.g., doing 

an errand, favor, or taking time to meet the partner’s needs), which is used in the 

development and maintenance of relationships, may be considered a positive part of 

belonging in the relationship. The responses of the study’s participants indicated that 

communal behavior tended to have a greater positive association with relationship quality 

than intentional or unintentional costs. Thus, costs could be separated into two 

components (intentional and unintentional) that may be related negatively to relationship 

quality and one component that may be related positively to relationship quality. 

Furthermore, Clark and Grote found that participants in earlier stages of a relationship 

reported a lower level of intentional and unintentional costs and more communal 

behavior than did the participants who were married.  

 

Exploitation in Relationships 

Mills and Clark (1986) suggested that communal and exchange relationships have 

different rules for providing benefits and incurring debts between partners. The difference 

between the two types of relationships also occurs in opportunities for perceived 

exploitation within the relationship based on the rules of each relationship. Exchange 

relationships, which are based on reciprocating comparable benefits, have seven types of 
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exploitative communication. Two exploitative types of communication concern 

minimizing or exaggerating the value of the benefits given or received and thus changing 

the amount of debt a person owes. The next two exploitative communications in 

exchange relationships involve the amount of cost incurred. Costs that are incurred to 

provide the other benefits may be exaggerated or minimized to increase or decrease a 

person’s debt. The fifth type of exploitative communication happens when one person 

minimizes any ability to reciprocate after receiving a benefit. A sixth type of interaction 

involves one person deliberately ignoring the other’s costs of providing benefits, thus 

lowering his/her own debt. If the other insists on her/his costs of providing the benefit, it 

may be perceived that the other has not incurred a cost but is seeking an unjustifiable 

reduction of the debt. A seventh communication type that is exploitative in an exchange 

relationship occurs when one of the partners pretends that the current relationship is a 

communal relationship, which obligates the other to provide benefits without the 

exploiter incurring debt. The seven types of exploitative communications involve 

increasing the obligations of the other person or decreasing one’s own obligations to the 

other. 

Mills and Clark (1986) suggested that benefits do not incur debts in a communal 

relationship. Instead, each member has an obligation to provide for the other’s needs or to 

please the other. Thus, the eight types of exploitative communication are not based on 

each other’s debt, as occurs in exchange relationships, but are based on each other’s 

needs. The first two exploitative communications in communal relationships involve 

exaggerating one’s needs and minimizing the other’s needs. The next two exploitative 
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communications decrease the person’s responsibility to meet the other’s needs by 

exaggerating the level to which the other’s needs have been met or minimizing one’s own 

ability to meet the other’s needs. The fifth type minimizes the degree to which the other 

has met the person’s needs, and, sixth, the person ignores the other’s needs. The seventh 

and eighth exploitative communications involve misrepresenting the relationship’s 

strength and using past exchange obligations to receive unneeded benefits. Thus, 

exploitation in communal relationships is generally related to meeting each other’s needs. 

The exploitative communications of exchange relationships can also occur in communal 

relationships, but the reverse is not possible, because people in exchange relationships do 

not take responsibility for meeting each other’s needs (Mills & Clark, 1986). 

Thompson et al. (1995) found that caregivers of cardiac patients were more 

resentful when they felt underbenefited and had a higher exchange orientation. 

Furthermore, only the caregivers who reported a low communal relationship orientation 

indicated an association between resentment and underbenefitting. Younger spouses and 

male caregivers tended to be more exchange oriented with their spouses.  

 

Summary of Communal-Exchange Relationship Orientation 

 Communal and exchange relationships are distinguished by the timing and 

comparability of benefits. Communal relationships focus on being responsive to the 

other’s needs, and exchange relationships focus on debts incurred and repayment with 

similar benefits in a timely manner. People who desire an exchange relationship prefer 

others who reciprocate receiving and giving benefits, and those who desire a communal 
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relationship are more attracted to others who accept or give benefits without immediate 

reciprocation. People who desire or are in an exchange situation (a) track their 

contributions to a project, (b) track needs of others only when reciprocation is possible, 

and (c) engage in less helping behavior and responsiveness to others’ emotions. Those 

desiring a communal relationship tend to be more interested in evidence of the other’s 

consideration of their needs and communication of communal relationship cues, 

especially those pertaining to a long-term orientation.    

 Exchange orientation is negatively associated with marriage adjustment and is 

positively associated with dissatisfaction, especially under conditions of insecurity. 

Relationship costs may be divided into intentional and unintentional negative behaviors 

of the partner and/or conditions of the relationship (negative association with 

satisfaction), and communal behaviors that provide benefits for the partner (positive 

association with satisfaction). Partners may exploit exchange or communal relationships 

by not following the implicit rules for reciprocation of benefits.   

 

Gender 

 Gender plays an important part in our perception of others and in our activities 

within a relationship. Gender not only refers to the biological sex of a person, but often 

refers to the psychological and cultural aspects which provide a sense of being male or 

female (Baslow, 1992). Another aspect of gender refers to society’s view of behavior. 

The gender role involves “many sophisticated actions, such as how to manage emotions, 
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cognitions, and behaviors in ways that conform to society’s dictates and expectations for 

their sex category” (Hendrick, 2004, pp. 211-212). 

 

Gender Theories 

Evolutionary psychology. Two of the theories that account for the differences 

between male and female gender roles are evolutionary psychology and the social 

structural perspective. In 1995, Buss indicated that differing adaptive responses of males 

and females to pressures to survive and reproduce produced psychological sex 

differences. Women looked for long-term relationships to gain the resources to bear and 

raise a child, while men pursued short-term relationships to increase their genetic output 

(e.g., number of offspring). Men increased risk-taking, competition, and violence in order 

to compete for sexual access to women, and women developed nurturing abilities to care 

for children. Women looked for men with resources to support them and their children, 

while men worked to gain the resources that made them attractive to women. These 

adaptations are maintained as part of a person’s evolutionary psychological sex 

differences. However, Eagly and Wood (1999) indicated that the majority of arguments 

(e.g., society organization, control of women’s sexuality, high survival and reproductive 

rate for those who adapt) are not necessarily true of existing hunter-gatherer societies 

today and, therefore, may not have been likely in the past.  

Social structural theory. If evolutionary psychology does not explain gender 

differences, perhaps social structural theory does. Social structural theory attributes 

gender differentiation to different activities performed by men and women, some of 
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which are biologically determined. Women’s childbearing and childcare placed them in 

roles in which it was more efficient that they stayed home and cared for the young, 

whereas men’s greater strength was useful for hunting or other strenuous activities away 

from home. These activities (e.g., herding, warfare, hunting) produced greater access to 

resources and, therefore, increased men’s power and wealth relative to women. In order 

to be successful within their social structure, men and women developed their gender-

appropriate skills (Eagly & Wood, 1999). Women concentrated on their interpersonal 

behavior, which involved caring for others (i.e., communal relationship), and men 

developed their independence and assertiveness in preparation for competition (i.e., 

exchange relationship; Chen, Lee-Chai, & Bargh, 2001; Eagly & Wood, 1999). 

 One social structure theory relates to the function or use of an identifiable 

behavior or structure of society in terms of overall functioning of society. Functionalism 

emphasizes a stable system of integrated parts that usually changes gradually according 

to a relatively durable and accepted value system. Physiological and functional 

differences (e.g., childbearing, size, strength) of men and women initiated differences in 

behavior for each gender. Although typical gender behavior patterns are difficult to 

change, the functional theory of social structure allows for a slowly evolving society as 

needs change with new situations or attitudes (Lindsey, 1994). For example, the 

commercialization of the oral contraceptive in 1960 (Trager, 1979) separated reliable 

contraception from the sexual act. Family size slowly reduced, and married women could 

anticipate long-term employment. The ability to adapt gender roles as the society evolves 
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is important in order to reduce gender-role biases and develop the equality of men and 

women. 

 

Gender and commitment.  

Men and women tend to report differences in commitment factors (i.e., personal, 

moral, structural) and the ways in which commitment affects their perspective of the 

relationship. Johnson et al. (1999) found that husbands’ value to remain consistent was 

strongly related to their degree of global moral commitment, whereas wives’ global 

moral commitment was moderately correlated with each component (i.e., personal 

contract with partner, should stay thoughts, attitudes about divorce, and consistency 

values) and with social pressure and perceived alternatives. Sacher and Fine (1996) found 

that women’s scores of higher commitment, lower quality relationship alternatives, and 

later satisfaction were more predictive than men’s scores for relationship stability. Gagné 

and Lydon (2003) indicated that men’s commitment mediated couple identity with pro-

relationship thinking. In contrast, women tended to report relationship illusions unrelated 

to their commitment level, which associated couple identity directly with pro-relationship 

thinking. 

In general, Rusbult et al. (1998) found gender differences were inconsistent. 

However, where gender differences occurred in studies, Rusbult et al. also found that 

women tended to report greater commitment (i.e., greater investment, higher satisfaction, 

poorer alternatives) to the relationship than men reported. Men tended to report that an 

increase in costs of the relationship increased their commitment.  Duffy and Rusbult 
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(1985) studied satisfaction and commitment in homosexual and heterosexual 

relationships. The results indicated that when differences occurred between males and 

females, relationship behavior was associated more with gender (17 out of 43 analyses) 

than sexual orientation (2 out of 43 analyses). Duffy and Rusbult suggested that the 

results may be influenced by boys and girls using traditional gender behavior for almost 

ten years prior to awareness of sexual preferences.  

Gender and communal-exchange orientation.  

 Swap and Rubin (1983) explored interpersonal orientation (i.e., concern and 

responsiveness to others). Results indicated that interpersonal orientation was more 

significant than gender differences in self-disclosure and equity. Murstein et al. (1977) 

found that husbands who had an exchange orientation were more dissatisfied with their 

relationship if their wives were also exchange oriented than other combinations. Wives 

reported little effect. 

 

Summary 

 Commitment has been defined in positive (i.e., decision, desire for) and negative 

terms (i.e., barriers to leaving, entrapment) and recently been enlarged to a 3-factor 

structure consisting of personal desire for partner and/or relationship, moral values and 

obligations to continue in the relationship, and external structural constraints against 

leaving the relationship. Kelley and Thibaut’s interdependence theory as interpreted by 

Rusbult’s theory of relationship commitment indicates that the stability of the 

relationship lies with commitment of partners that is based on their relationship 
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satisfaction (rewards less costs), investment, and perceived alternatives. Commitment 

tends to increase with increased satisfaction (rewards greater than costs), investment 

(irretrievable time, energy, and/or resources), and poorer alternatives to the relationship. 

Commitment is associated with long-term expectations and perception of partners’ 

behavior and commitment levels. The level of commitment tends to predict attraction to 

alternative partners, couple well-being, and pro-relational behavior as well as mediates 

(wholly or partially) decisions to stay or leave a relationship. 

 Communal and exchange relationship orientations indicate the manner in which 

one is interdependent on the other person. Exchange relationships involve recognizing a 

comparable debt owed for a benefit received. Communal relationships involve 

recognizing and providing for the others’ needs as a condition of the relationship, tend to 

have an implicit long-term orientation, and foster pro-relational behavior. Communal 

relationships are linked with higher partner satisfaction.  

 Commitment and communal orientation to relationships have been linked with 

traditional feminine gender role, although experimental results have been ambiguous. 

Commitment in a relationship may be a function of one’s perception of the other’s 

commitment or one’s reliance on the relationship. Communal relationships, which have 

been attributed to the traditional gender role, may be a function of interpersonal 

orientation (exchange-communal).  
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APPENDIX B 

INVESTMENT MODEL OF RELATIONSHIP  

COMMITMENT SCALE 
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Investment Model of Relationship Commitment 

 
Satisfaction 
 Facet items. 
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following statements 
regarding your current relationship. 
 
1.  My partner fulfills my needs for intimacy (sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.) 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
 
2.  My partner fulfills my needs for companionship (doing things together, enjoying each 

other’s company, etc.) 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
 
3.  My partner fulfills my sexual needs (holding hands, kissing, etc.) 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
 
4.  My partner fulfills my needs for security (feeling trusting, comfortable in a stable 

relationship, etc.) 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
 
5.  My partner fulfills my needs for emotional involvement (feeling emotionally attached, 

feeling good when another feels good, etc.) 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
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Global items. 

6.  I feel satisfied with our relationship 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
7.  My relationship is much better than others’ relationships. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
8.  My relationship is close to ideal. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
9.  Our relationship makes me very happy. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
10.  Our relationship does a good job of fulfilling my needs for intimacy, companionship, 

etc. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
Quality of Alternatives 
 Facet items 
11.  My needs for intimacy (sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.) could be fulfilled in 

alternative relationships 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
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12.  My needs for companionship (doing things together, enjoying each other company, 

etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative relationships. 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
 
13.  My sexual needs (holding hands, kissing, etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative 

relationships. 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
 
14.  My needs for security (feeling trusting, comfortable in a stable relationship, etc.) 

could be fulfilled in alternative relationships. 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
 
15.  My needs for emotional involvement (feeling emotionally attached, feeling good 

when another feels good, etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative relationships. 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4   
 
 Global items 
16.  The people other than my partner with whom I might become involved are very 

appealing. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
17.  My alternatives to our relationship are close to ideal (dating another, spending time 

with friends or on my own, etc.). 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
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18.  If I weren’t dating my partner, I would do fine – I would find another appealing 

person to date. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
19.  My alternatives are attractive to me (dating another, spending time with friends or on 

my own, etc.). 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
20.  My needs for intimacy companionship, etc., could easily be fulfilled in an alternative 

relationship. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
Investment Size 
 Facet items 
21.  I have invested a great deal of time in our relationship 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4  
 
22.  I have told my partner many private things about myself (I disclose secrets to 

him/her). 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4  
 
23.  My partner and I have an intellectual life together that would be difficult to replace. 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4  
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24.  My sense of personal identity (who I am) is linked to my partner and our 

relationship. 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4  
 
25.  My partner and I share many memories. 
 
 Don’t Agree Agree Agree Agree   
 At All Slightly Moderately Completely 
 1 2 3 4  
 
 Global items 
26.  I have put a great deal into our relationship that I would lose if the relationship were 

to end. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
27.  Many aspects of my life have become linked to my partner (recreational activities, 

etc.), and I would lose all of this if we were to break up.  
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
28.  I feel very involved in our relationship – like I have put a great deal into it. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
29.  My relationships with friends and family members would be complicated if my 

partner and I were to break up (e.g., partner is friends with people I care about). 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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30.  Compared to other people I know, I have invested a great deal in my relationship 

with my partner. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Commitment Level Items 
31.  I want our relationship to last for a very long time. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
32.  I am committed to maintaining my relationship with my partner. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
33.  I would not feel very upset if our relationship were to end in the near future. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
34.  It is likely that I will date someone other than my partner within the next year. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
35.  I feel very attached to our relationship – very strongly linked to my partner. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
36.  I want our relationship to last forever. 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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37.  I am oriented toward the long-term future of my relationship (for example, I imagine 

being with my partner several years from now). 
 
 Do Not Agree  Agree  Agree 
 At All  Somewhat  Completely 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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Components of Commitment 

 
Please respond with the number that best describes each statement: 
 
Personal Commitment 
 Love 
1.  To what extent do you love your partner at this stage? 
 
 Very little    Very much 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2.  How much do you need your partner at this stage? 
 
 Not at all    Very much 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 Marital satisfaction 
3.  Describe your marriage over the past (last) 2 months 
 
Miserable    Enjoyable 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4.  Describe your marriage over the past (last) 2 months 
 
Hopeful    Discouraging 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
5.  Describe your marriage over the past (last) 2 months 

Empty  ___ __  Full 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6.  Describe your marriage over the past (last) 2 months 

Interesting ___ __  Boring 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
7.  Describe your marriage over the past (last) 2 months 

Rewarding ___ __  Disappointing 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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8.  Describe your marriage over the past (last) 2 months 

Doesn’t give me Brings out  
much chance  ___ __   the in me 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
9.  Describe your marriage over the past (last) 2 months 

Lonely___ __   Friendly 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
10.  Describe your marriage over the past (last) 2 months 

Worthwhile ___ __  Useless 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
11. Using this scale please tell me how satisfied or dissatisfied have you been with your 
marriage over the last two months 
     
 Completely    Completely  
 Satisfied    Unsatisfied 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 Couple identity 
12.  You would miss the sense of being a couple. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
13. Being married helps you feel good about yourself. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
14.  You really like being a husband/wife. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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Moral Commitment 
 Divorce attitudes 
15.  You would be disappointed in yourself because you had broken a sacred vow (by 
getting a divorce). 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
16.  Getting a divorce violates your religious beliefs. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
17.  It’s all right to get a divorce if things are not working out. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*18.  If a couple works hard at making their marriage succeed and still cannot get along, 

divorce is the best thing that they can do.  
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
19.  When you agree to get married, you are morally bound to stay married. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
  Partner contract 
20.  You would feel bad about getting a divorce because you promised that you would 

stay with him/her. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
21.  You could never leave your partner because he/she needs you too much. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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22.  It would be difficult to tell your partner that you wanted as divorce. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
23.  You could never leave your partner because you would feel guilty about letting 

her/him down. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
  Consistency values 
24.  Whenever you promise to do something, you should see it through. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
25.  It’s important to stand by what you believe in. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
26.  You feel that you should always finish what you start. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
27.  Even when things get hard, you should do the things you have promised to do. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Structural Commitment 
  Alternatives 
28.  If you and your partner were to break up, you would miss important income, 

insurance, or other property. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
29.  You would miss just having somebody around. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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30.  You would miss living in your house. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
31.  You would miss the help you get around the house from having a partner. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
32.  You would miss being about to see your child/children regularly. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*33.  You would not have to work around the house so much.  
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
  Social pressure 
34.  You would be upset because you would lose your place or standing in the 

community. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
35.  You would be upset because your family would be uncomfortable with your 

breaking up. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
36.  You would be upset because your in-laws would be uncomfortable with your 

breaking up. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
37.  You would be upset because you would lose some respect from friends. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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38.  It would be difficult to face your friends and family after you broke up. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
39.  You would lose some of your child’s/children’s love. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 Termination procedures 
40.  It would be hard to work out who would get what property. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
41.  It would be hard for you to find a new place to live. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
42.  Having to move your things would be a burden. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
43.  Dealing with the legal system would be difficult. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
44.  It would be hard to work out who would get the kid(s). 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
45.  It would be awfully difficult to do the things necessary to get a divorce. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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 Investment 
46.  You would lose all the time you had put into the marriage. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
47.  You would feel like all the effort you had put into keeping the two of you together 

had been wasted. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
48.  You would lose money you’d put into the marriage. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
49.  You would feel like you’d wasted the best years of your life. 
 
Strongly disagree  Not sure  Strongly agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
* Note: Items 18 and 33 are reverse scored. 
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Communal Orientation Scale 

 
Please respond with the number that best describes each statement: 
 
1.  It bothers me when other people neglect my needs. 
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2.  When making a decision, I take other people’s needs and feelings into account. 
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*3.  I’m not especially sensitive to other people’s feelings.  
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*4.  I don’t consider myself to be a particularly helpful person.  
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
5.  I believe people should go out of their way to be helpful. 
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*6.  I don’t especially enjoy giving others aid.  
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
7.  I expect people I know to be responsive to my needs and feelings. 
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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8.  I often go out of my way to help another person. 
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*9.  I believe it’s best not to get involved taking care of other people’s personal needs.  
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
10. I’m not the sort of person who often comes to the aid of others. 
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
11. When I have a need, I turn to others I know for help. 
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*12. When people get emotionally upset, I tend to avoid them.  
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*13. People should keep their troubles to themselves.  
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
14. When I have a need that others ignore, I’m hurt. 
 Extremely    Extremely  
 Characteristic    Uncharacteristic 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
*Note: Items 3, 4, 6, 9, 12, and 13 are reverse scored. 
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Relationship Assessment Scale 

 
Please respond with the number that best describes each statement: 
 
1.  How well does your partner meet your needs? 
     Extremely  
 Poorly  Average  well  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2.  In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 
     Extremely  
 Unsatisfied  Average  satisfied  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3.  How good is your relationship compared to most? 
       
 Poor  Average  Excellent  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*4.  How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten into this relationship?  
       
 Never  Average  Very often  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
5.  To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations? 
       
 Hardly at all  Average  Completely  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6.  How much do you love your partner? 
       
 Not Much  Average  Very much  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*7.  How many problems are there in your relationship?  
       
 Very few  Average  Very many  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
*Note: Items 4 and 7 are reverse scored. 
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Lund Commitment Scale 

 
Please respond on the answer sheet with the letter that best describes each item: 
 
1. How likely is it that your current relationship will be permanent? 
 
 Very unlikely  Uncertain  Very likely  
 A B C D E 
 
2.  How likely is it that you and your current partner will be together six months from 
now? 
 
Very unlikely  Uncertain  Very likely  
 A B C D E 
 
3.  In your opinion, how committed is your partner to this relationship? 
 
 Not much  Average  Very committed 
 A B C D E 
 
4.  How committed are you to this relationship? 
 
 Not much  Average  Very committed 
 A B C D E 
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Hendrick Alternatives Scale 

 
1.  How good are your chances of attracting another potential partner? 
 
 Poor  Average  Very good  
 A B C D E 
 
2.  How good are your partner’s chances of attracting another potential partner? 
 
 Poor  Average  Very good  
 A B C D E 
 

  159  



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX H 

HENDRICK INVESTMENT SCALE 

  160  



 
Hendrick Investment Scale 

 
1.  All things considered, how much effort (time, resources, emotion, etc.) have you put 

into your relationship? 
 
 Not much  Average  Very much  
 A B C D E 
 
2.  All things considered, how much effort (time, resources, emotion, etc.) has your 
partner put into your relationship? 
 
 Not much  Average  Very much  
 A B C D E 
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Background Inventory 

 
Please mark the answer sheet with the letter that answers the question accurately for you.  

 
1. I am a:   (A) Male  (B) Female 
 
2. My ethnic heritage is: 

(A) Asian or Pacific Islander   (C) Mexican-American (Hispanic) 
(B) African-American (Black),    (D) European-American (Anglo) 
 not of Hispanic origin   (E)  Not listed 
 

3. My age is: 
 (A) 21 or less (B) 22-25 (C) 26-35 (D) 36-50 (E) 51 or over 
 
4. Are you reporting on a current relationship?  (A) Yes  (B) No 
 
5. Length of romantic relationship you are describing: 
 (A)  Not in a relationship   (D)  6 - 15 years 
 (B)  Less than 6 months    (E)  Over 15 years 
 (C)  6 months - 5 years 
 
6.  Status of your current romantic relationship? 
 (A)  Not in a relationship   (D)  Married 
 (B)  Dating     (E)  Married but separated 
 (C)  Living together 
 
7. If reporting on a past romantic relationship, how long has it been since it ended:  
 (A)  Not reporting on past relationship  (D)  6 - 15 years 
 (B)  Less than 6 months    (E)  Over 15 years 
 (C)  6 months - 5 years 
 
8. If reporting on a past romantic relationship, how did it end? (If reporting on a 

current relationship, leave the question blank.)  
 (A) I broke if off    (D) legal divorce 
 (B) partner broke it off    (E) death of partner 
 (C) mutual agreement for breakup 
 
9. The nature of the relationship you are describing:: 
 (A) dating   (D) married    
 (B) engaged   (E) long-term relationship but  
 (C) living together   not living together    

         
10.  The romantic partner I have in mind is  (A) male (B) female 
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Informed Consent 

 
Title: An Association of Commitment and Communal-Exchange Relationship Orientation  
 
Principal Investigator: Nadine Bartsch, M.A.; Faculty Sponsor: Robert Bartsch, Ph.D. 
  
 
I am being asked to participate in the above-mentioned project.  My participation in this 
study is entirely voluntary and I may refuse to participate, or may decide to cease 
participation once begun.  Should I withdraw from the study, which I may do at any time, 
or should I refuse to participate in the study, my decision will involve no penalty or loss 
of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled.  I am being asked to read the consent form 
carefully and will be given a copy of it to keep, if I decide to participate in this study.   
 
I was told that the purpose of this research is: to survey people 18 or older 
concerning various aspects of their current or past romantic relationship   
 
I was also informed about the following research procedures: no names or identifying 
information are to be made on the answer sheets for anonymity; answer sheets will be 
kept confidential     
 
I have been advised that the total anticipated time commitment will be approximately:  

30-60 minutes        
I have been advised that there are no physical risks associated with participation 
in this project. 
 
I have been advised that I will receive no direct benefit from my participation in 
this study, but my participation will help the investigators better understand: 
beliefs and attitudes about romantic relationships      
 
Every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of my study records. I have been 
advised that the data collected from the study will be used for educational and publication 
purposes, however, I will not be identified by name.  The confidentiality of the data will 
be maintained within allowable legal limits. 

I am aware that no financial remuneration will be offered for participation in the 
study. 

I have been told that the investigator has the right to withdraw me from this study at any 
time.  
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The investigator has offered to answer all my questions.  If I have additional questions 
during the course of this study about the research or any related problem, I may contact 
the Principal Investigator (Dr. Rob Bartsch   ) at phone number (281-283-3327 ). 

In the event of injury resulting from this research, the University of Houston is not 
able to offer financial compensation nor to absorb the costs of medical treatment; 
however, necessary facilities, emergency treatment and professional service will 
be available to research subjects, just as they are to the general public. 

My signature below acknowledges my voluntary participation in this research project.  
Such participation does not release the investigator(s), institution(s), sponsor(s) or 
granting agency(ies) from their professional and ethical responsibility to me. 

I HAVE READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE AND HAD MY 
QUESTIONS ANSWERED TO MY SATISFACTION.  I VOLUNTARILY AGREE TO 
PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.  AFTER IT IS SIGNED, I WILL RECEIVE A COPY 
OF THIS CONSENT FORM. 
 
_______________________________________     
  Name (Please print) 
 
 
_______________________________________          _______________ 
  Signature of Research Subject                                       Date 
 
 
_______________________________________          _______________ 
  Signature of Witness                                               Date 
 
 
_______________________________________          _______________ 
  Signature of Principal Investigator                                Date 
 
 

ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR RIGHTS AS A 
RESEARCH SUBJECT MAY BE ADDRESSED TO THE 
UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON-Clear Lake COMMITTEE FOR THE 
PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS (281-283-3015).  ALL 
RESEARCH PROJECTS THAT ARE CARRIED OUT BY 
INVESTIGATORS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON ARE 
GOVERNED BY REQUIREMENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY AND 
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.  
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Experiment Debriefing  
An Association of Commitment and Communal-Exchange Relationship Orientation 
 

The present research explores various associations between commitment, 
communal-exchange orientation to relationships, gender, and satisfaction in romantic 
relationships. Relationship commitment focuses on the stability of a relationship, its 
maintenance and interdependence (Rusbult, 1983). Johnson, Caughlin, and Huston (1999; 
Johnson, 1973) suggest that commitment involves three dimensions (i.e., personal desire 
to be in the relationship, moral obligation to remain in the relationship, and external 
constraints to leaving the relationship). Rusbult’s investment model of relationship 
commitment (1983, 1980) indicates that commitment is predicted by a combination of 
relationship satisfaction plus the investment of resources in the relationship less the 
perceived attractive alternatives to the relationship. Communal-exchange orientation 
(Mills & Clark, 1982; Clark & Mills, 1979) is one of the prominent systems used to 
classify types of interdependent relationships. Relationships are distinguished by the 
timing and comparability of benefits. Communal relationships focus on being responsive 
to the other’s needs, and imply long-term relationships. Exchange relationships focus on 
debts incurred and repayment of similar benefits in a timely manner. Results from past 
research indicate that exchange orientation is negatively associated with marriage 
adjustment and positively associated with dissatisfaction.  
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Table I.1 
 
Participant Demographics for Gender, Ethnicity, Age, and Relationship Questions   
 
                                                       Total                       Male                        Female        
    
Demographic                         Number   Percent     Number   Percent     Number   Percent     
 
Gender 328 100 111 34 217 66 
        

Ethnicity 

 Asian 8 2 3 3 5 2  

 Black 15 5 5 5 10 5 

 Hispanic 34 10 15 14 19 9 

 Anglo 245 75 81 73 164 76 

 Other 26 8 7 6 19 9 
         
   
Age 

 21 or less 179 55 52 47 127 59 

 22-25 73 22 33 30 40 18 

 26-35 19 6 10 9 9 4 

 36-50 22 7 4 4 18 8 

 51 or over 35 11 12 11 23 11 
        
  
Report on current relationship 

 Yes 207 63 67 60 140 65 

 No 120 37 44 40 76 35 
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Table I.1 (continued)      
 
                                                       Total                       Male                        Female        
    
Demographic                         Number   Percent     Number   Percent     Number   Percent     
 
Length of Relationship described 

 0-6 months 112 34 45 41 67 31 

 6 months-5 years 155 47 49 44 106 49 

 6-15 years 18 6 6 5 12 6 

 15 or more years 43 13 11 10 32 15 
        
  
Status of current romantic relationship 

 No relationship 100 34 40 36 70 32 

 Dating 138 42 42 38 96 44 

 Living together 20 6 8 7 12 6 

 Married 57 17 20 18 37 17 

 Married but separated 2 1 1 1 1 1 
        
 
Length since past romantic relationship ended 

 Not reporting past 211 64 69 62 142 65 

 0-6 months 37 11 11 10 26 12 

 6 months-5 years 75 23 31 28 44 20 

 6-15 years 4 1 0 0 4 2 

 15 years or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table I.1 (continued)      
 
                                                       Total                       Male                        Female        
    
Demographic                         Number   Percent     Number   Percent     Number   Percent     
 
Reason for ending past relationship* 

 I broke it off 49 15 18 16 31 14 

 Partner broke it off 38 12 16 14 22 10 

 Mutual agreement 38 12 17 15 21 10 

 Legal divorce 6 2 1 1 5 2 

 Death of partner 8 2 1 1 7 3 
        
 
Gender of partner 

 Male 210 64 0 0 210 97 

 Female 113 35 108 97 5 2 
         
 
Nature of relationship being described 

 Dating 143 44 55 50 88 41 

 Engaged 18 6 9 8 9 4 

 Living together 19 6 6 5 13 6 

 Married 66 20 20 18 46 21 

 Long-term/ 
 not living together 80 24 21 19 59 27 
         
Note. N = 212 to 217 due to missing data; * N = 139 due to question not pertaining to all 
participants. 
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