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ABSTR ACT

An investigation 'was ‘conducted with 20 cohabiting )
dyads (total N=40) to assess the implications of exchange orientation Tl
(E0) on dyadic functioning. EO was Hdefined as the degree to which TR
individual members of the dyad seek reciprocity froam their partner. )
Most individuals tend to be gquite sensitive to their own work input

within the dyad, but-are less sengitive to.the—contribution of their. . . -
partner. This perceptual imbalance becomes a‘rproblem only if the

individual believes that a 50-50 "work™.or "privileges® approach is

necessary for bis/her satisfaction within the dyadic relationship. s

.predicted, the results demonstrated an inverse relatiomship tetveen

exchanged. orientation anrd dyadic functioning. Although EO was found

to be a more critical variable for females in their dyadic

functioning, high -EO:for both sexes proved to be inimical to pair

-coamitment. Additional analyses demonstrated that for females,

interactions with friendship networks tended to enhance dyadic

_functioning, while the reverse was true for males. Differential

~effects for males and females vere interpreted in terams of

traditional role patterns and expectations. (Anthor)
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Abstract _ - T

. An inyestigation was conducted with twenty cohabiting dyads'(tota]

N=40) to assess the implications of excﬁange ortentat1on (EO) on dyadic .
funct1on1ng EO was defined as the degree to wh1ch 1nd1v1dua] members

1

of the dyad seek rec1proc1ty from their partner. Most 1nd1v1dua]s tend

-

..to be quite sens1t1ve to their own work input w1th1n the dyad, but{are

less sensitive to the contribution pfhtheir partner. This perceptual
imbalance only becomes a problem if the individual believes that a fifty- . .
fifty "workzger~"privi]eges" approach is necessary for his/her satisfaction

within the dyad%c re]ationship . As pred1cted the results dennnstrated R
\ - .
an 1nverse re]at1onsh1p between exchange or1éntat1on and dyad1c

K4

————

females in their dyad1c ?“*ct1on+ng,\h1gh EO for both sexes proved to ¥ ‘
be 1n1m1ca] to pair comm1tnent ‘Additional analyses demonstratethhatNﬁL

for fema]es, 1nteract1ons w1th friendship networks tended to enharfce

dyad1c funct1on1ng, while the reverse was true for ma]es. D1fferent1a]

/K =~ |

teffects for males anq females were interpreted in terms of trad1t1ona] g

ro]e patterns and expectat1ons.
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Current]y, social exch3nge“ﬁéory\sugggsts that ip any soc1a]

*  encounter between two 1nd1v1dua]s the init tor of the 5°°“a1~§2319"- ”
© owill trg to max1m1ze,prof1ts (rewards minus costs) 1 In doing so, \\&‘:\\‘7~\\\“

‘ 1n1t1ators will assess the1r own assets and ]1ab1]1t1es to be applied

in determining the prof1tab1]1ty‘to the target person (Gergen, 1969;
Homans, 1961; Thibaut & Kelly, 1959);. This .model is both hedonistic,

“”E“‘

in that the individuats will try to maximize their own profits, and
) ’ - ‘ — /\ N r =

homeostatic, as individuals will associate only with those whose net ° - - -

prof1tab111ty is approx1mate]y balahced with their owd&{Murste1n, 1971,

- 197%). However, the extent and’ manner 1in wh1ch any individual in a set A

N

. of soc1a] encounter; seeks a balanced exchange imay be of critical T
1mportance ‘for the progress of the re]ationsh1p. For examp]e, if one oo

were to keep a<:;tr1ct account of work input, it s doubtful that a

I

] \

* - they do for others than what others do for them. Th1s‘part'

),

: - + ‘e
HA—l

e

4T Lot

\'the Muestein . C

d1mens1on of rec1proc1ty in social exchange is nea‘
jnald &, Cerr)/o 1977).

Ca e Exchange 0r1entat1on Scale (Murste1n Mag
/

S Exchange or1entat1on ,is defined as “the degree to wh1ch 1nd1v1dua1

< memp;rs of the dyad”seek rec1proc1ty from the1r partner in goods,
A=

//swfffxiees,/prly1]eges, and demonstrat1ons of affect1on A persbh h1gh in

- i

e exchange orientation would expect an egocentr1c équa]1ty\1n exchange on T
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’ : . : ~ R
. ¢ . - » ’] -
. —
— . L / ¢ rs J
. L] N - \ -
- . )’ B -~
- .
. .
.
®
.
.




i,
s,
N,

e N f

/ - Exchange Orientation . ~= =

’ ' .o . )
, .

an item—byfjtem\basis. For eXamp]e, such an individual would expect an
evening out on the town if his or her partner,didnso. In speaking of
egooentrictty we refer to the evaﬁuation of the actor which typjca]]y
' neg]egts the individuality of the partner's needs. Thus the pr1mary ,
emphas1s is on an equivalent or.1tem1;ed exchange (1n this exampte, of ’ o\,
‘ privi]eges) \fhe highly exchange oriented individua] not only rejects
another's 1nd1V1dua11ty of expression but the pos§Xb111ty that his own
express1on of needs may .be qua]1tat1ve]y d1fferent . It is as if the
highly exchanged oriented 1nd1v§gua] is unaware tha{~the eXpression of N
needs may be different from one individual to another. An individual
Tow in exchange orientation would be'more amenable to a mutually

\cpupat1b]e equity in exchange without the 1tem—by item analysis present

T r— . .

“in‘ the former type( *The d1st1nct1on is s1m1]ar to thét made. by
-, Rappoport and Rappoport (1975) where,.1n speak1ng of gender specific
réﬂe 1dent1f1oat1on, the authors distinguished equality: »from e§u1tx

Equ1ty is def1ned as a "fair a]]ocat1on both of opportunltles/and of -

constraints. . . and thus allowing for the poss1b1]1ty of (variation)

rather than (comgu]sor§7‘adherence to a new stereotype” (p. 421) The‘
:not1on of equ1ty allows for the poss1b1]1ty of 1neqya11ty in the sense
“of 'not the sape as ]ong as such an arrangement is free]y adopted byt
<-the 1nd1v1duals concerned. Therefore, 3 re]at1onsh1p based on an equity -
prJnc1p1e wou]d allow for the d1fferent1a] express1on of needs This" . ,
would be ent1re]y 1ncompat1b]e w$\p a hlgh]y eXChange oriented 1nd1v1dua]

whose pr1me concern is the ‘equality .of exchanges rather than equity in

Y l> N * . .‘
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«'exchanges‘ In fact, equa]1ty can never be ach1eved w1th1n a re]at1onsh1p

sance the needs, wants, and desires of the~actors dre 1d1osyncrat1c\

of the observer involved.

However, it would be poss1b]e for equ1ty to ex1st 1n re]at1onsh1ps and

certa1n]y desirable. Such’re]at1onsh1ps wou]d by def1n1t1on; be . .\\;> , .
>

character1zed‘by 1nequa]1ty simply because of individual d1fferences in,
rd

needs or in the'sat1sfact1on of similar needs. Therefore should the
actor look at the process, he or she may f1nd equ1ty However, should ' .

the components of the process (i.e., goods, ‘services or\privi]eges) be

analyzed, inequality would. be found, irrespective of the particular bias

§

It is ‘this particular attitu@ina] dimension of the reciprocal : ‘\ (_

exchange process which is of concern here Thosé individuals -who are

.pr1ma!u]y Cbncerned w1th equa]1ty of exchange will h\be d‘ff1cu]ty 1n

%yad1c ma:nteﬁance and deve]opnent for essentnally two reasons.'”
ll,typ1ca]]y the actor S subJect1ve assessment of a, set of soc1a1 ¢
encounters s egocentr1c -and 2) because the 1nd1v1dua] S needs wan S,

‘ - \

and des1res are idiosyncratic, an abso]ute ‘equality in exchanges of goods,

’Serv1ces, pr1v11eges, and demonstrat1ons<of affect1on will be v1rtua1]y ’%é B
i-unatta1nab]e - -~ ‘/, . '; ' a/;: P

~— We may’further d1fferent1ate individlals on a tembora]'dimension
with those high in exchange or1entat1on expecting/ﬂfmore Tmmedlate S

rec1prqc1ty in exchanges Th1s'pos1t1on (h1gh‘Exchange) may be’ of value” }

“J

1n 1n1t1a] encounters and fr1endsh1ps and yet be detr1menta] to.more-’

1nt1mate re]at1onsh1ps. Several.researchers have noted the rec1proca]
. . ‘v - . M res
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nature of the exchange process, in, encounters between strangers and‘;o
“some extent. fr1endsh1ps (see Altman & Taylor, 1973; Cozby, 1973).
However, w1th1n intimate dyads it is more likely. that rec1proc1ty of -

»

' exchangq takes on a d1fferent mean1ng, one wh1ch is less exactzng and
temporally bound, and is based -more on mutua] 1nterpersona1 trust and

commitment. . 2 . _ s

%

. In the initial work of Murstein,\MacDona]d & Cerreto (}97])%’

L ’ .. e A
hypotheses were-advanced 1linking high exchange orientation with Tow ‘
(a_ N e .

maritaT adjustment as measured by the &ocke-waflaceﬂshort/?orm marriagg\

adjust it scale (1959), As predicted, mar1ta] adJustment corre]ated \{ v

negat1vef\‘W1th exchange or1entat//n.‘ Thqpe 1nd1v1dua]s who were h1gh

in their expectations 'of reciprécal and 1nmed1ate exchange tended to T K

hd@e rather ]ow‘mar1ta1/ad§usi;znt scores In add1t10n, a popu]atron '.J'“'
. of co1Tege undergradiates’ were soW1c1ted and both the exchange sca]e T . i _'

’.’ and the’ Murs;efn/;ijjndsh1p Intenstgy Sc@]e were administered., As - iy PRI t

hypbthe zed high axchange oriented 1nd1v1dua]s demonstrated greater -
£ endsh1p 1ntens1ty than those low on exchange. Furthermore, in dydds Y

’

where both 1nd1u1dua]s were h1gh in exchange or1entat1on friendsh1p
\O
Tntens1ty Was found to be greater than other dyad1c gombwnat1ons
.' -
These resu]ts tend to support the tenet that an e%change or1entat1on .,

- is 1n1m1ca] to mar1ta] adJustment and yet of _Soame” value 1\\the 1n1t1a]'

[
¢ < \ ’, / "
. * ! a
\, . - . R P s

The presentz1nvsst1gat1on focuses on several paramaters of dyad1c

. deve10p1ng friendship.’

4%

A

' S
: adJustment deve]opment and ma1ntenance wh1ch ‘have typ1ca]]y been
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These parameters

.

“considered to be of critica],%mportance (Lewis, 1973a).
I were measured by the temjs Dyadic Formation Invehtory (henceforth DFI):Z,
.. Thiseinstrument, deue]oped by,Robert Lewis (see Lewis, T972 197éa;

1973b), had been previously employed with-dating, engaged " and mar1ta] ‘
dyads It was’ “Felt that this 1nstrument wou]d suit the needs of th1s .

. research for 1ts use with cohabiting dyadS/had already been documented
L2

~

xv d1scIosuce of s1gn1f1cant events to partners rather than s1gn1f1cant

. . L others, and and1c Crysta]]1zat1on - a global measure of the extent to C:fi\
~ o
. © which dyad1c members funct1on as, and’ are perce1ved by s1gn1f1cant .
% - - ]
./ others to, funct1on as a un1t ’
< Is‘ !{ w“;\' ‘. o.
B ' Ty , . ,
H . ‘ ] [
. ¢ » \\ ) N
« . X 8
) . 8

\\ (Lewis, Spanier, Storm & LeHecka, Note 1).

3

Inc]uded 1n the DFI areoe1ght scales which can be summarized as

fo]]ows.

Pa1r Comm1tment - the coup]e S determ1nat1on to éont1nue

-

————
their” re]at1onsh1p, Boundary Ma1ntenanqe - the 1nd1v1dual.sfpreference .
bl

for his/her companion to others and the degree to which th1rd persons ,
'f ' are excluded from the re]at1onsh1p, Pa1r Ident1chat1dh - the degree to
. N Py '
- which fam1]y membérs and fr1ends sée the couple as a pa1r, Va\ue

K t ' . . : )
* Consensus - - a measure of the couple’ S similarity of valued (evg., a1ms

-

 and goa]s, ph1]osophy of ]1fe, f1nanc1a] matters), H;pp1ness wmth Other\

a stra1ghtforward measure: of the 1nd1v1dua] s overall sat1sfact1on

w1th his/her companlon and1c Funct1on1ng - a measure of. the number4of
. X
act1v1t1es the coup]é do as'a pa1r rather—than .autonomously, Tota]

.

andlc Preference - a measure of the extent to which 1nd1v1dua]s prefer

-

LI

’"
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- engaged couples than friendships. Although severa] researchers have ”u’.-

. Lipetz & Dav1s, 1972, Arafat & Yorburg, 1973), these results are

‘data co]]ect1on; Researchers using the xse]f' def1n1t1on may be o

A'of Mack]1n S (1972) def1n1t1on was emp]oyed As 1t was 1ntended to ‘. o

Exchange Orientation

- e

e

o
e
an,

T Y M ° \N\\
. Based on'the arguments presented eawlier, a negative relationship |
between exchange orientation and the various DFI indices'would be

hypothesized if cohabiting cross-sex dyads were considered moye akin-to
found cohab1t1ng dyads to be 1ack1ng in dyad1c commi tment” (Lyness,

1nconc1us1ve at best. In the case of the Lyness et al. sample, some .
coup]es may have been attracted to,offers of therapeut1c .intervention which
they rece1ved Similar results were reported by -Arafat and Yorburg

(197?) but again these resu]ts\are 1nconc1u51ve as both the\tyness and g
Arafat stud1es fa:]ed to adeqﬁately def1ne cohabitation prior to the )

rep t1ng on 1nd1v1duals who nere]y spend-a few nights together

“

1rrégu1ar]y, perhaps on]y fo]]ow1ng weekend dates. An accurate & o I

def1n1t1o%?of cohab1tat1on is needpd¢ In the present research-a variation

g

' se]ect part1c1pants from a cg]]ege popu1at1on which had. been_ in session’

.consecutive months

‘ - 4
for approximately two months, the-def1n1t1on was changed to ref]ecﬁ this.

S

Thus .cohabitors were def1ned as heterosexual’ couples who shared a .
A

ther than three months as in the Mack]1n def1n1tlon) .

~

tedroom for a m1ny\thaof four nights per week*for at least two

-~

X
It is hypothes1zed‘that exchange or1entataon as in the cade of
Id
marr1ed ‘couples w111 be 1n1maca] to dyadic deve1opnent and ma1ntenance

for cohabdtors as measured by “the, various DF I- scales, but with one .
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x.' easing the reliance of each partner on the other. A well unetacsz_‘r_!g%\w

. R ) AN gfup]es wereNrequ1red to maﬁe'an appo1ntment and visit the

Ekchange Orientation

. . .
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" exception. We have predicted that Bdundary\Maintenance will vary

ifx‘\‘TNNQNNN?‘\“* ositively with exchande orientation The reason1n 1s that hav1n
;Positively g g g

many mutuaT%?;TenHSN(low Boundary ‘Maintenance) may 1nput add1tlona]

\

a 1 resources thereby enhanc1ng .the re]at1onsh1pﬁ while at the same t]me,

dyad may indeed act1ve]y ‘maintain friendships rathep than the reverse,

«ié; is .therefore not surpr1s1ng(to find mar1ta1 adJustment re]ated to

requency of interaction for ‘the coup]e and numher of fr1endsh1ps for

wf@es (W1ttmershaus* 1974) To be sure, faﬁkfrom exc]ud1n§ th1rd
persqQns fromtthe1r re]at1gnsh1ps; cpha61tors‘tena to spend much 0f~
,ﬁ— .
time with mutual friends (Macklin;, 1972). ‘- ¢
. . < v T

»>

Method. Ly

Research participants were gathered by a repu jonal method.: In.

all, twénty4four couples were contacted. One oup]e refused to

¢ \ ~
. part1c1pate and three did not meet the re uirement$ of our definition

NS
1eav1ng a total of twenty couples who/were f1na1]y,snterv1ewed (40
Hnd1v1duals) R I :

]
.

) Psycho]ogy Department at'a mutua]ly agreeab]e t}me Following a brief

ﬁ ‘; Sntroduction, each was “given a ]etter .of 1nstruct1on,and a copy of the'

questionnaire. Part1c1pants were not a]]owed to ta]k with, the1r
- ] e -

companions or, other coup]es dur1ng test1ng Upon comp]et1on of the
quest1onna1re each was g1ven a br1ef exp]anat1on of the purpose .of the

study and’ a]]owed to ask quest1on§\
f . ° . S

3 10 -

v

-
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Subjects. Participants were predominantly undergraduate students
(90.percent). The mean. age-for males was 20.95 years and for femeTES

v . { . .
20.57 years. By class there were freshmen 3%, sophomores 22%,/juniors

4 2 -
30%, and seniors 45%. Using the females''estimates,of how long the

§
couple had known each other; 20 percent had been acquainted for less
than one yea(, 50'petcent for 1-2 yearg, 20 pefcent 2-3 years; ‘and 10
.  percent over-4 years. ‘
At 1east 70 percent spent” every n1ght with their companvoniwh11e
20 percent 1nd1cated\al\\st every n1ght and 10 percent four n1ghts
‘per-week Most coup]es h;;\EZEF\EBhabltl\g more than four months (70 ST

percent) with many hav1ng done so for a year or more (Sohpercent)

Qpest1onna1ve Along with the Lewis Dyad1c Format1 n Inventory, an -

ear]y version of the Exchaqg& 0r1entat1on Scale deve]oped by Murste1n
et aL. was adm1n1stered. This scale conslsts of .eighteen 1teﬁs w1th a
Li:7gt formét The 1nd1v1dua1 1tems were ana]yzed by determining the

. pr/duct monent corre]at1ons'between each item and the comb1ned tota]

T scores. Thirteen 1tems were reta1ned being significant at the 05 Tevel

» or below. Re11ab11Tty was then determ1ned by the sp11t half method— .

a3

» yielding a Spearman-Brown coefficient of 87 (uanrrected 78)
; - Results "j‘

—

@4h ‘ "As predicted, the pfodu;t moment correlations for the pooled

individual scores between Exchange Orientation (EO) and Pair Commitment,

Dyadic Crysté]]ization,'Va1ue Consensus, Happiness with Other, and Total

Y . N . - -
3, : _ " ' . (V
. »,
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Exchange Orientation

, Dyadic‘Pr7ference were significant at the .06 level or wei].beiow (see

Individuals Tow in EO tended to be similar in values with

g
e

<
\

stﬁ/«
In&ﬁﬁ% Table 1 about here ’

.‘.

!
!

. "_t‘ prefel their

.« B
.

&
L)
i ad
‘s t’ A 3
S

. . l

the EO sca]e

between EO and Boundary Maintenance.

% .. - a$ vell as separate friends

-t

- 1
\

<t ll ..\' .. .: - . L. . v
) . respect to their partner, highly committed to their relationship, and to

partner to significant others. In genera],,these

rqd1v1dua]s were relatively.satisfied with their re]ationship

Also as predicted a significant positive correlation was ev1denced

Ind1v1duais ]ow on EO tended to

socia1ize w1th other coup]es frequent]y, ‘and enjoy the company of mutual

l (

';ii'&é‘ N
K {l,. 4 . . .
_ , %gr the degree to which 1nd1v1duais function and socia]ize primar#]y with
B é\- " W

. LLheir partner or autonomous]y, no signlficant corre]atlon was fOUnd withe

_Whether or- not 1nd1v1dua]s attended parties, v1sited

R o f: re1at1veszhor studied either separatgly or together,did\hot influence
. : the ded“ée of«exchang reciprocity. N . ;: P :

" L ‘ fn‘regards to Pag\\Tdentification, no significént'corre]ation was
:Af?f:%&‘ g%: -\ fgund mith E6“~ As the reader may recall the Pair Identification sca]e
L;'? # ) ﬁ B Teasures the degree t%»which family members and friends see the*dyad as

e . ;:~’ ’ unique: Itéms comprising this scale assessed the frequency w1th Wh1ch
v i“;‘ )- individuals were 1nyited to var;ous social functions (e.g., parties,
. fi.: j,'-weddings, and‘familyfyacations? as a couple. As in the case oﬁ_Dyadio

Es
o

. Functioning, ekchange reciprocity seems: to be unrelated to Pair Identificatiqn.

b 3

On a re]ated measure, DyadJc Functioning®

r

AN
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’ The data were further. analyzed by sex with_corre]ationS\cohputed

~

° between E0-and the various DFI indices. For females, corre]aﬁions of

the DFI indices with EO were generally simijar in magnitudé though
LR !

»

slightly_higher than those for the total sample (see Table 1).‘ Howerr,
for males‘all correlations except those’between EO, and the criterion -

) / » - - ’ 3 < ", » - . 0 \-. - - '
variables Pair Commitment and Dyadic Crysta]11?ataoq were insignificant. w
; .
N ! . v ® / .

To assess whether therglwgreAinherent differences in mean scores and

I3

hence, the distribution of scores For males and females, Student's

. Y - B iy

;;ppsts‘weré computed for a]i indices. No éignifiéént"diffgrence§

¢ 9
« -

between the twe groups wére demqnstrated for mean scores on EQ . ’ -
X

. (;(&8)=1113) ors in fact on any of the dependent variables. That i

_ néither group tended to sEore higher‘than the other on EQ or the DFI

[

) . ) N
“*indices. This being the Ccase, ié would seem that high exchange
. w . N

orientation is a.more crifica1'variabfe for the dyadic formation and

mainténance of females as compared with males. However, it should be .

noted that' in terms of ;ommftment to theqre]ationship, correlations for

.3

both ‘males and females were found.to be of the order of .70, imdicating

1

- oo ' : <
that for both sexes high EO is associated}with low~c¢ommitment. \Certainly,‘

. .
% -

the ‘degree of commitment is an important faqxorlin the deve]opmqu:“ '
<maintenance and functioning of any intimate relationship. .

. x

Concerning the issue of the effeéts of mutual and separate -

friendships on dyadic fupctioning for males vengés’fema]es, hnﬁadditioﬁalﬂw

ana]ysis‘was performed by compu?igé correlations between Boundary '

[

;;,Majntenance and the remaining.dél indices (see Table 2). . -

. -
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¢ of a set of social encounters is egocentric. Individual needs’, wants,

Exchange Orientation
, .
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XY

i
N ~

+ >

, +* 7 Insert Table 2‘about here

&

As is readily apparent in all cases, Boundary Maintenance is.negatively

correlated with the DFI indices fot fem21es, qu contrarily, bos%tive1y
SO forvméles. This ﬁiscrépéncy can not be explained by‘positing lower
overa]l dyadic functioning (adjustment) for\females as it has already
" been shqwn that no éignifibént differences exist between mean éco;es 1 )
for either sex on the various DFI indices. Thus,.for females, it wpula‘
seem that the ma%ntenéhce of ex;ra-dyadic friendships is assoqi;teq with
'hjgher overalT ayadﬁc functioning. Whereas the reverég‘ié the ease for
’ &nles in. that the exclusion of thirdﬁberspns séemsdto be positively

o s .Q
related to dyadic functioning.

v N

Discussion

) . N

. o - ) .
* - As hypothesized, the results demonstrated an inverse rg]ationship‘

between eichange orientation-and dyadic functioning and maintenance. -

o

. Exchange“orientgtibn is defined as the deéree to which.individuals séek

3 - » - ) - - . / * ) -
reciprocity in exchanges of goods, services, privileges, and demonstrations
» ' ‘

" ‘of affection. Essentﬁél1y, indﬁvidua}s high on this dimension may be

'cogfffffilj)ed as seeking equality din the components of the social
exchange brdcess,. This particular view is detrimental to the maintenance
* and enhanceTent of the relationship as the actors' subjective assessments

<

. and desires are also sufficiently idiosyncratic to render unbalanced any
. - L4 - \ -

~ P
- D .

itemized comparison of exchanges. -~ - .

*

14
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On the contrary, it may well be that the establishment of equity
"Within a:relatiohship may be quite positive in enhancing dyadic
'functioning. Such a relationship would be. characterized by rec{procjty"
in the exchange Qrggessirathef than the components of that process.

* Exemplary might be a coup]e who held mutual eupectations‘cdncerning‘the
“ open communication of feelings, thoughts, and experiences, but allowed
for the differential expression b9th in substance,_and in temporal )
sequence. Such a dyad might al]ow one member tb’express_the need.for
angnymﬂty by engaging'in a dramatic class one evening per. week,*while

the other menher‘ffnds no need whatsoever'for anonymity }n leisure t{me
pursuits. The nrincip]e of e§change‘ope?ating here'weu]d‘be, by
;deffnition, equity. Similarly, our prototypcal dyad maj gemanstrate
nefgprécjty in socia]—exchange by ho]dfng simt]ar expectattons in
regards to certa1n more genera] d1menS1ons of the re]at1onsh1p, for

example, nmtua] trust, and comm1tment However, the actual. demonstrat1on

¢ * of these d1menswons may be rather 1nequ1tab]e when, 1n the eyes of the

A

" actor- part1c1pant (or exper1menter) .an impediacy of exchange and/or

- equality of express1on is sought. In our view, actor part1c1pants must
_allow, at certa1n t1mes, for d1fferentqa1 express1on of trust and’

¥

comm1tment both 1n substance and in temporal sequence

[ 4

In more ‘general terms -the results c]ear]i suggest th\t 1nhfuture “
— — 4

o 1nvest1gat1ons of reciprocity and social exchange theory the researcher

* 5

must specify the type of re]at1onsh1p of concern (e.g.a intimate -

fr1endsh1p, or romant1c relationship), and additionally more exactihg
- - ' * b

3

- 15
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’ ’ -4 \ 1 ' ]:4 ’ . ) :__‘ .
specifications of the characteristics and dimensions of retiprocity. We &
/ ) - B .. .
‘ . ' have suggested three possible dimensions as re]evant to the construct of /

frec1protsty 1) the degree of component vgrsus process eva]uat1on by

the actor, 2) an equ1ty or equa]1ty or1entat1on rand 3) a temporal 3

.d1nens1on. Further research wil perhaps suggest add1t1ona] parameters

R - of critical amportance. . \ - I
' ‘ In regaro‘to sex oifferences, the data suggest that exchange
_ orientation is a more neutra] var1ab]e for ma]es as compared w1th

fema]es on several DFI 1nd1ces However, EO was more détrimental to p

.mar1ta1 adJustnent for ma]es rather than fema]es in the Mursté1n et a]
: .. . samp]e with a mean age of 38 years This is contrary to f1nd1ngs for ‘
the cohab1t1ng samp]e with a mean age of 21 years. Yet this apparent L " ’

3 paradox may be 1pterpreted in terms of a cohort effect That is, g1ven

=
. "« womens' chang1ng roles .and new emphas15'on,equa]1ty between the sexes, wes
) : \ 4 ) ‘ : .
" might expect womena amang the cohort represented herein, to be more

conscious of recﬁprocity Sn a‘dyadic relationship. Sugh an or1entat1on

1

may be contrany to trad1t1ona1 role models and hence, 1n1m1ca] to dyad1c

- ’ functioning However, with nonsignificant mean differences between the < 2

sexes on EO such an exp]anat1onfrema1ns to be more spec1f1ca]1y verified

-

’

by further research ) ‘ A C

4

Add1t1ana]1y, the inverse re]at1onsh1p between %oundary Ma1ntenance

and the remaining DEI 1nd1ces certa1n1y deserves further consideration
¥ .

as th g f1nd1n tra to d t on enerated b t
i ind] g is contrary predictions g y current theories <.

SR of intimate relationships. It has been proposed by several theorists * - T

~
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I

i friendship network (Huston & Lev1ngen, 1978).

o

T

- ) - i
) that dyadic deve]opment and functioning is enhanced hf\ih\\exciusg:n of

" females doe$ not seem to be entire]y an ~age related o% Situationally T -

. determined effect pecu]iar to the dormitory raised co]]ege student.

. . SIECEME
\ - '
(3\ ¢ P /
. xf". . - .. '/. . ’
e g -t Exchange Orientation
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friendﬂnps (e g., Lewis, 1973a), or at least-a reductipn in the - ~ t
However, as previously o
suggested;_researchers,have,denpnstrated that marital adjustment is
positive}yArelated td the number of friendships for the wife (Wittmershaus,, - .

>
1974).

1’

Our data‘would seem to support this finding. Furthermore,

L
L]

hacklin (1972) has reportéd that cohabitors do not avoid friendships . au
with third persons, but rather they tend to maintain pany mutual friends.

It is. worth noting that the Macklin samp]e was compose\qentire]y of

fema]es and may therefore further COrroborate our findings.; This | '”‘

differential effect of friendships on dyadic functioning for ma]es and

®

However as our data do not allow for further ana]ySis " for examp]e

concerning the number of mutua1 .versus separate friendships, the

EEY

/__1 .',

“intimacy of such friendships, or the sex composition, the meaning of %
this sex difference is not at all-clear. .Altho ; severa] sdcial

sciertists have implicated the imbortance of investigating the effects
o . .

of the socia] network on dyadic functioning much work remains yet to be

°

done (see Ridley & Avery, 1977; Secord, 1977). s _ '

’ f
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»

,Beprint requests and other\Eorrequpdence mayybé posted to Robert M.

Milardo, Divisibn of Individual‘and.FamiLy Studiess Co]]egg of Human ‘

‘ "R a . . .
Development, The Pennsylvania State University, State College, PA; 16802.

1Rare]y are interactions between more than two indtvjduals

considered and this in of itself représents a problem. BN
3 . ) .
Items comprising the Locke-wa]]abe-marital adjustment inventory,

-

employed in the ﬂurste1n, Goyette, and Cerreto study, are included

2

w1th1n the DFI in near]y 1dent1ca1 form. However, the QfI expands on

.

N
the dimensions presented,1q thé”Locke-Wallace ‘inventory in addition to

& L ] 2
adding several new scales. . - ( S
. . . 4 . - ; ~
[N ~ ' ) b . : =~
. ) ) |
% v ‘ . .
‘ : /
v * » & - \
. ~ . . . .
&
) L
N ..
~ PR
~ . - S ’ Y -
J, ( '-' R
/ ‘.
PR
\ [

A

v o




ﬁ *Pair Commitment

L}

+ ""probabi¥ity levels e A

" Dyadjc grystallization . Z s
~ Value Conséns_us ) =173 (.001): ] '
Happiness wih Qther ;-T2 (01)

N

A .,,{ q
. R [y = :/ A
AN=40, ’ ) L, N
¢ ]
bN=29". ) ' < *

~ - L Exchange Orientation / |
» . ) , . . - . - [\ ,
’ A ] / - . 20 :
hide s i s :
, AT 5 . / K i
. , % . , |
o ‘ - - . . 4
X . s : T}b]e ‘1 Z " o . |
L " - Correlations between Exchange Orientation . -~ ' J
" - "~ - T 2 . }
- . ~-and the Dyadic Formation Indices . - -
‘- . » ’ . ,

—_—

L Total Samp_]ef% Mates® « AFelpa']esb

<

=70 (T601) .~ -.70.(.001) :

-

L1l .42 ( .03)

Boundary Maintenance

5

Pair Identification -.15, &

.31 .

Dyadic Functioning -6 L

Total Dyadic Preference .t -.35 ( .06)
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T , T ~Table 2
T . Correlations betweer’ Boundary
\‘ - * . .
N Maintenance and the DFI indices s ]
I” \ . _ . * -
w(( F‘egma]esa Males
Pair Comitnert T 452 (.009)° 0, |
Pair Ideéwtification -.13 12 ' i
Dyadic Crystallization _ - -.26 . .48 (.017) ,
- . 1Y . i /' .
yta]ue Cansensus ‘ /-.38 ( .05) < ..23
- B . 5 . L
Happinéss with Other: - - -.17 .21 .
Dyadic I-junct'ioning o34 \ .47 (.018) ~
Total D‘ya.dic Preference -'-.41,( .04) .39 ( .05) .
J ) : * ( o
‘aFor both groups N=20. c
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