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ABSTRA.CT 

Compatibility is a concept that has enjoyed considerable attention in the arena of 

close relationship research and has emerged as a consistent factor in tlie experience of 

positive relational outcomes such as relationsliip satisfaction and stability. Despite this 

attention, however, the treatment of compatibility has generally been limited to domains 

specific to the studies in which it has been utilized. The present study sought to integrate 

research and theory in two distinct domains, need fulfillment aitd compatibility, in an 

attempt to provide an overarching explanation for findings HnJdng compatibility to 

relational outcomes based on interpersonal need fulfillment. This task involved two 

distinct, but related, domains. First, general associations among interpersonal need 

fulfillment, well-being, and social network structure were examined in an attempt to 

develop a more refined understanding of the interaction between need fulfillment and 

specific relationships with respect to overall effects on well-being. Analyses were 

confined to the consideration of interpersonal needs (tliose requiring others for 

ftilfillment) and relied on the three-dimensional model proposed by Schutz (1966) and 

comprised of needs for affection, inclusion, and control. Second, need fulfillment was 

examined in the context of exclusive romantic relationships, and a form of compatibility 

based on the interpersonal need levels of the partners was introduced and posited to 

represent an overarching fomi of compatibility and a major predictor of relationship 

satisfaction. 

Analyses involved 91 couples involved in exclusive romantic relationships and 

105 individuals who were not involved in exclusive relationships at the time. Results 
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ABSTRACT - continued 

indicated that interpersonal need fulfillment plays an important role in the experience of 

overall well-being. Furthermore, the folfillment of specific needs and the experience of 

well-being were associated with the presence of certain relationships in one's social 

network (specifically an exclusive romantic relationship). Interpersonal need 

compatibility in the areas of inclusion and control was found to be a significant predictor 

of relationsliip satisfaction, supporting the validity of tlie interpersonal need compatibility 

construct. Overall, the proposed framework demonstrated utility value, and important 

insights regarding need fulfillment and network structure emerged, but additional 

research is needed to fully understand the interplay of these factors. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Throughout tlie history of research on relationships, considerable attention has 

been offered to the multitude of factors that contribute to an individual's satisfaction with 

particular relationships and the association between these relationships and well-being. 

Partner compatibility has emerged as one of the most consistent predictors of satisfaction. 

While the definition of conipatibilit}^ has been a subject of disagreement, research has 

demonstrated that compatibility generally involves partner similarity on certain key 

dimensions such as personality (Mehrabian, 1989) and leisure interests (Houts & Robins, 

1996). Despite receiving considerable attention overall, much of the research involving 

compatibility has been concerned with specific domains, and therefore compatibility has 

received comparatively little attention at the general level. In an attempt to develop a 

common basis for the diverse body of compatibility literature, Ickes (1985) suggested 

that it is possible to conceptualize all forms of compatibility in terms of need fulfillment. 

Although this perspective appears to be worthy of further attention, it has not yet been 

empirically examined. 

The present study offers a direct, empirical test of Ickes' (1985) suggestion. 

Understanding compatibility in terms of need fulfillment, however, is impossible without 

a complete understanding of need fulfillment in general Therefore this study also seeks 

to develop a more refined understanding of need fulfillment. Specifically, integrating the 

dyadic concept of compatibility with the largely individualistic concept of need 
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fulfillment focuses attention on the role of relationships in the fulfillment of needs and 

ultimately tiie experience of well-being. 

Reflecting these goals, the present examination is divided into two major sections. 

The goal of tlie first section is the analysis of need fulfillment and its general relationship 

to well-being. Specifically, di.scussion is limited to consideration of interpersonal needs, 

or those requiring others for fulfillment, and the three-dimensional (inclusion, affection, 

and control) model of interpersonal needs outlined by Schutz (1966) is chosen for 

analyses. Because the present examination is primarily concerned with the association 

between need fulfillment and relationships, analysis of the general need fulfillment— 

well-being link is supplemented by more precise analysis of the role of specific 

relationships in need fulfillment. Weiss (1974) suggested that need fulfillment is, in part, 

a function of the presence of specific relationsliips in one's social network, and that 

specific relationships are linked to the fulfillment of specific needs. Furthermore, Weiss 

suggested that deficiencies in fulfillment resulted in deleterious effects on well-being. 

Drawing from these concepts, the first section also examines the associations among 

network structure, need fulfillment, and well-being. 

In the second section, interpersonal need compatibility, or the extent to which 

partners hold compatible need levels on affection, inclusion, and control is presented as 

an overarching form of compatibility. The basic ideas fi-om the finst section drive the 

second such that interpersonal need compatibility is ultimately discussed in terms of its 

reflection of the general concepts in section one within a specific relationsMp. Therefore, 

while the first section focuses on needs at the general level, the second section is confined 
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to analyses and discussion of exclusive romantic relationships. The presentation of 

compatibility represents an important extension of need Mfilhment because of its 

independence from behavioral assessment. In a practical sense, the study of need 

fulfillment as a determinant of relationship satisfaction is limited to explanation of 

current and past events. Compatibility can be assessed using general psychological 

measures and thus possesses predictive power not possessed by fulfillment. The second 

section culminates in the analysis of interpersonal need compatibility in the tliree areas as 

determinants of rel ationship satisfaction. 

In order to accomplish the primary goals outlined thus far, several steps are taken. 

First, the relevant literature involving need fulfillment and compatibility is briefly 

discussed. This review is divided into two sections. The first section examines need 

fulfillment, well-being, and network structure at the general level. Tlie second section 

reviews relevant findings regarding compatibility and presents the concept of 

interpersonal need compatibility. Hypotheses related to each area are presented at the 

end of the appropriate section. Following these reviews, the participants, procedures, and 

measures involved in the study are presented. This discussion of methodology is 

followed by the presentation of empirical findings relevant to the proposed hypotheses. 

The examination concludes with interpretations of the results and a brief discussion of 

limitations and possible directions for future research. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Interpersonal Needs 

The first primary purpose of this examination involves analysis of the association 

between need fulfillment and well-being. Given this focus, a necessary first step involves 

the explication of the need construct. According to Schutz (1966), a need can be defined 

as "a situation or condition of an individual the nonrealization of which leads to 

undesirable consequences" (p. 15). These consequences can involve anxiety, illness, or 

even death (Schutz, 1966). Building on this general conceptualization, needs are 

ultimately individual level, psychological constructs. Similar to other psychological 

constructs such as aspects of personality, need levels for any individual are assumed to be 

relatively stable over time. As a caveat to tliis, however, Schutz (1966) stated tliat needs 

are subject to minor fluctuations due to current life circumstances or current 

enviromnental influences. Therefore a need level for an individual is essentially a cross-

sectional snapshot of what that individual perceives to be necessary at the time for well-

being in the particular domain with which the need is concerned. 

Although this defines the need construct at a basic level, a second critical aspect 

of needs is the domains they encompass. According to Maslow (1970) needs can be 

grouped into five distinct categories: physiological needs, safety needs, belongingness 

and love needs, esteem needs, and die need for self-actualization.. These five categories 

can further be divided into two subsets defined by the necessity of other individuals for 

ftilfillment. Fulfillment of physiological needs and safety needs, despite involving the 
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presence of others at some level, can still occur through the enactment of individual-level 

behaviors that are constrained primarily by environmental factors. Belongingness, love, 

and esteem needs, however, require the presence of others for fulfillment and tlius 

fulfillment of these interpersonal needs occurs and must be studied at the interactional, 

relationsMp level. While need fulfillment at both levels certainly contributes to the 

experience of well-being, the present examination is limited to analysis of interpersonal 

needs. 

One intriguing facet of Schutz's (1966) basic definition is the almost inextricable 

intertwining of need fulfillment and well-being at the definitional level. To the extent 

that hmnans are driven to seek well-being, the pursuit of need fulfillment becomes a 

central feature of human activity. This proposition is reflected by Maslow's (1970) 

assertion that virtually all human activity is driven by attempts at need fulfillment and has 

emerged as a fundamental premise in several theoretical and practical approaches. For 

example, the social provisions perspective (Carbery & Buhrmester, 1998: Weiss, 1974), 

and social exchange perspectives (Rusbult, 1980, Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) are prominent 

approaches reflecting the view that interpersonal need fulfillment is the primary 

determinant of social behavior. These approaches have not only offered prominence to 

the motivational effects of need fulfillment, they have produced a consistent body of 

findings linking lack of fulfillment with negative outcomes such as loneliness (Weiss, 

1974) and relationship dissatisfaction (Rusbult, 1980). 

Despite tliis apparent consistency, research linking well-being and need 

fulfillment has suffered somewhat due to the fact that the association is often a secondary 
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element of research. Specifically, categories of needs and discussions of fulfillment 

generally reflect specific goals of the given study. For example, exchange research 

conceptualizes need Mfillment in terms of specific categories of rev^'ards and/or costs. 

The present examination seeks to establish a Uiik between need Mfillment and 

well-being using a general model of needs that encompasses the Jli.ll range of 

interpersonal acti vity. The accomplishment of this goal involves primary reliance on the 

three-dimensional model of interpersonal needs advanced by Schutz (1966). According 

to Schutz (1966,1973), three fundamental, interpersonal needs exist, each composed of a 

behavioral and an emotional component. Schutz states that individuals differ on these 

needs such that the three needs are universal but each individual will seek a different 

level of fulfillment for each need. 

The fundamental interpersonal needs include inclusion, affection, and control. 

Inclusion involves "the need to establish and maintain a satisfactory relation with people 

with respect to interaction and association" (Schutz, 1966, p. 18). Behaviorally, inclusion 

is manifested in attempts at garnering the attention of others, while emotionally it 

involves feelings of being important. Affection involves "the need to establish and 

maintain a satisfactory relation with others with respect to love and affection" (Schutz, 

1966, p.20). Behaviorally, affection is manifested in intimate disclosure and the .sharing 

of secrets, while emotionally it involves the desire to be loved and maintain strong 

emotiorial connections to others. Control involves "the need to establish and maintain a 

satisfactory relation with people with respect to control and power" (Schutz, 1966, p. 18). 

Behaviorally, control is manifested in attempts at the regulation of others' behavior, and 
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emotionally it refers to feelings of competence. Need Mfillment is ultimately the extent 

to which one's perceptions of received levels of inclusion, affection, and control match 

desired levels. Overall need Mfillment is construed as a function of one's entire social 

network. However, specific Mfillment behaviors occur in the context of specific 

relationships such as friendships or romantic relationships. 

Although some may take issue with the framework outlined by Schutz (1966), tlie 

validity of the three-dimensional model is supported both theoretically and empirically. 

At the theoretical level, Schutz's ideas are consistent with the view of personality 

outlined by McAdams (1982). McAdams identifies two distinct social motives that 

motivate and direct social behavior—an intimacy motive and a power motive. Intimacy 

motivation reflects an individual's concern with warm, close, communicative interaction, 

while power motivation reflects a concern with having control and influence over people 

and situations (McAdams, 1982). This view of personality is consistent with Schutz in 

that the motives essentially reflect fundamental desires and social goals. Furthermore, 

the definitions of the motives appear to reflect the affection and control needs outlined by 

Schutz. 

Outside the realm of psychology, the validity of the three-dimensional perspective 

is also bolstered by its consistency with research and theory on the dimensions of 

interiDersonal behavior. A substantial portion of the research and theory on interpersonal 

behavior reflects a belief that interpersonal behavior can be reduced to two primary 

dimensions—affiliation and control (Carson, 1969; Kiesler, 1983; Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 

1982). Kiesler stated that all interpersonal behavior can be mapped onto a two-
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dimensional circumplex composed of axes reflecting these dimensions. The control axis 

represented a bipolar continuum anchored by dominance and submission, while the 

affiHation axis was anchored by friendliness and hostility. Kiesler suggested that all 

interpersonal behavior could be placed into this circumplex. Reflective of tliis 

perspective, Dillard, Solomon, and Palmer (1999) state that social activity unfolds across 

two dimensions: dominance and affiliation. Dominance is defined as the degree to which 

one attempts to regulate the behaviors of others. This possesses a clear relationship to 

Schutz's (1966) contTol need, which is defined behaviorally in terms of attempts at 

behavioral regulation. Affiliation is defined as "the extent to which one individual 

regards another positively" (Dillard et al., 1999, p. 53). Dominance and affiliation are 

posited to provide the two frames through which individuals interpret social information 

because they represent tlie two dimensions necessary for human survival (cooperation 

and control). 

Although this two-dimensional view appears contradictory to the three-

dimensional model presented by Schutz, closer examination reveals that the two present, 

in reality, a consistent view of social existence. In support of the dominance-affiliation 

framework, Dillard et al. (1999) performed a factor analysis on the 12 dimensions of 

Burgoon and Hale's (1987) Relational Messages Scale (RMS). Although this analysis 

yielded only two factors, considerable differences existed in the structure of these factors. 

Dominance emerged as a relatively simple factor composed of only the dominance scale 

of the RMS. However, affiliation emerged as a more "complex and nuanced construct" 

(Dillard et al., 1999, p. 61) that subsumed six RMS scales. Therefore, while two 
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siiperordinate dimensions may exist, at a microscopic level, aftlliation involves a greater 

number of specific relational dimensions (such as inclusion and affection). Support for 

the extraction of affection and inclusion specifically will be discussed at length later. 

Empirical work also supports the validity of the three-di mensional view of needs 

for use in examinations of botli relationships and well-being. Indvik and Fitzpatrick 

(1986) found that the dimensions of affiliation (affection), inclusion, and control could be 

used to differentiate five distinct relationship types (workers, acquaintances, friends, best 

friends, and intimates). This suggests needs are met differentially by different 

relationships and illustrates the utility of the three-dimensional framework for the study 

of relationships. Further support for Schutz's framework is offered by studies utilizing 

the FIRO~B (Schutz's assessment instrument) to demonstrate links between the three 

dimensions and important relationship variables. Williams (1983) found that lack of 

control fulfillment predicted loneliness in delinquent adolescents. Similarly, Jones, 

Freeman, and Goswick (1981) found that loneliness correlated with deficiencies on all 

FIRO scales, thus illustrating that inclusion, affection, and control can be used to predict 

loneliness. Further support for the association between need fulfillment and loneliness is 

provided by the findings of Green and Wildermuth (1993) that fulfillment deficiencies in 

several of the FIRO areas correlated with a general measure of loneliness. Also utilizing 

FIRO-B, control differences have been fouud to differentiate batterers from normative 

(teachers, for example) groups in both heterosexual (Allen, Calsyn, Fehrenbach, & 

Benton, 1989) and lesbian (Poorman & Seelau, 2001) partnerships. Finally, FIRO has 

been used to assess intimacy (Waring, McElrath, Lefoe, & Weisz, 1981). 



19 

These studies demonstrate the utility of Schutz's framework for the examination 

of several relationship variables. Further support is also provided by research utilizing 

the Interpersonal Communication Motives scale (ICM, Rubin, Perse, & Barbato, 1988). 

Although the ICM includes six dimensions, Rubin, Perse, and Barbato (1988), in their 

validation of the scale, conclude that their research supports Schutz's conceptualization 

and the three scales represent important motivational dimensions of interpersonal 

communication. In support of this assertion, using tlie ICM Anderson and Martin (1995) 

found that affection is a direct predictor of satisfaction in groups, while inclusion and 

control are predictors of responsive communication behaviors. Although this study 

examined groups, it seems reasonable to believe that inclusion, affection, and control are 

also related to satisfaction and communication behaviors in dyads as well. 

Collectively, these findings support the theoretical validity of the three-

dimensional framework and illustrate its utility for the study of well-being. Because the 

link between fulfilbnent and well-being is a major component of this study, research 

demonstrating this association but not utilizing FIRO dimensions is also relevant. 

Bohlander (1999) found that need fulfillment emerged as the strongest predictor of 

overall well-being. Although FIRO-B was not used, Bohlander's measure of need 

fulfillment reflected needs for both affection and companionship that reflect needs for 

ajffection and inclusion. In addition, Prager and Buhrmester (1998) found significant 

associations between need fulfillment and higher life satisfaction, higher relationship 

satisfaction, lower loneliness, and lower incidences of depressi ve symptoms. Tliis is a 

significant finding because the measures of well-being utilized reflect most of the 
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measures used in the present investigation and demonstrate a ciear association between 

well-being and need Mfillment. Finally, a diary study by Le and Agnew (2001) found 

tliat need fulfillment ser\'ed as a significant predictor of day-to-day emotional experience. 

Specifically, increased fulfillment predicted increased experience of positive emotions 

and decreased experience of negative emotions. 

While the three-dimensional model serves as the organizing framework, the 

present examination also draws heavily from the research on social provisions. This 

research is critical to the present study because it directs focus to the role of specific 

relationships in fulfillment and tlie associations among well-being, fulfillment, and 

relationships. Reflecting this focus, social provisions approaches focus on what 

relationships offer rather than on the individual-level nature of needs. This perspective is 

reflected in the work of Weiss (1974), Furman and Buhrmester (1985), and Carbery and 

Bulirmester (1998). 

Weiss identified six provisions offered by various relationships and stated diat an 

individual's social network must make all provisions at an adequate level for the 

individual to achieve socioemotional well-being. Despite using the relationship as the 

unit of analysis, the ideas presented by Weiss are consistent with those of Schutz (1966) 

in that both state that well-being is linked to certain factors that can only be achieved in 

social interaction. The original conceptualization offered by Weiss was revised by 

Furman and Buhrmester and again by Carbery and Buhrmester to eventually include nine 

social provisions. They are: companionship, reassurance of worth, intimate disclosure, 

reliable alliance, guidance, instrumental assistance, opportiraity for nurturance, emotional 
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support, and affection. Because all nine provisions are necessary for socioeimotional 

well-being, the ideal social network organization includes relationships that make all nine 

provisions at adequate levels. 

The obvious discrepancy between Schutz's (1966) three-dimensional approach 

and die nine-dimensional approach outlined by Carbery and Buhrmester (1998) raises the 

question of how many fundamental interpersonal needs should be considered. Although 

factor analysis has not been applied to the social provisions work, a conceptual 

examination of these dimensions offers some insight. Schutz's tliree-dimensional model 

offers a conceptually-sound view of needs that separates behavioral attempts at 

fulfillment from psychological desire, hi contrast, the social provisions perspective 

combines behavioral and emotional components and treats both as if they were equal. 

For example, companionship in the Social Provisions Questionnaire is measured using 

only behavioral frequency measures of shared activities. Conversely, affection is 

measured by perceptions that the other "likes" the participant. As a result, at a 

conceptual level the social provisions perspective appears to offer a list of items that can 

be viewed as a combination of hybrid subsets of Schutz's needs and specific fulfillment 

strategies. Therefore, Schutz's perspective appears to offer a more parsimonious view. 

Despite the adoption of three-dimensional perspective in the present examination, 

several aspects of the provisions research are critical to present purposes. Although 

Schutz (1966) offers what appears to be a parsimonious, yet comprehensive model of 

needs, his discussion remains general and primarily confined to the experience of the 

individual. The provisions tradition provides the basis for examination of the link 



between specific relationships and need folfillment. The findings of Weiss (1974) and 

Carbery and Bulirmester (1998) on social network organization suggest that different 

relationship types are associated with the fiilfillment of different needs and different 

contributions to overall well-being are made by fulfillment of different needs. 

Weiss (1974) explored this assertion in what has become one of the seminal 

studies in the area of loneliness, hi his research on social provisions, Weiss stated that 

each of the six social provisions was qualitatively different and adequate provision of 

each was necessary for well-being. In addition, Weiss posited that deficiencies in any of 

the provisions would result in severe distress, but the specific type of distress was a direct 

consequence of the deficient provision. For example, divorced women were found to 

report a type of distress related to the lack of affection and emotional attachment to a 

romantic partner (labeled emotional loneliness, Weiss, 1974). However, Weiss found 

that a sample of married women who had relatively few friends reported similar levels of 

distress, but experienced a type of distress that originated from a lack of social integration 

(labeled social loneliness). Empirically, both the distinction between social and 

emotional loneliness as well as Weiss's assertion that allayment of each is primarily a 

function of different relationships in the social network have been supported by Russell, 

Cutrona, Rose, and Yurko (1984) and Green, Richardson, Lago, and Schatten-Jones 

(2000). 

These findings are critical to the present examination for several reasons. First, 

they offer additional support for the validity of Schutz's (1966) three-dimensional 

conception. Based on definitions of the fundamental interpersonal needs, the divorced 



women suffered from unfalfilled affection needs^ while the married women suffered from 

unfulfilled inclusion needs. Therefore, wMle Weiss identified six provisions, only those 

associated with inclusion and affection were explicitly discussed and empirically linked 

to well-being. These differential experiences and sources of emotional and social 

loneliness suggest that while affiliation may represent a superordinate dimension of 

social activity, the subdimensions of affection and inclusion should be treated separately 

due to their unique associations with well-being. Second, the separation of social juid 

emotional loneliness suggests that network structure is an important variable to consider 

when examining the link between well-being and need fulfillment. 

As mentioned previously, the first purpose of this examination is the analysis of 

the association between need fulfillment and well-being. The theory and findings 

discussed thus far present tlie rationale for a generalized conception of interpersonal need 

structure and suggest that need fulfillment is a critical determinant of individual well-

being. Reflective of this, tlie following hypothesis is proposed: 

HI: Overall need falfillment is positively associated with general well-being. 

In addition, the present examination seeks to extend the findings of Weiss (1974) 

by examining the relationship between network structure and need fulfillment. 

Specifically, the findings of Weiss (1974) suggest that romantic attachments are the 

primary source of affection fulfillment. Therefore, the absence of a primary romantic 

attachment should result in deleterious effects on affection fulfillment. This is tested by 

the following hypothesis: 
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H2: Individuals in exclusive romantic relationships experience significantly 

higher levels of affection fiilfillment than individuals not involved in an 

exclusive romantic relationship. 

Given that all provisions must be met at adequate levels for an individual to 

experience v^^ell-being (Carbery & Buhrmester, 1998), it is also proposed tliat individuals 

in exclusive romantic relationships experience higher levels of well-being than 

individuals whose network does not include an exclusive romantic relationship. This is 

addressed in the following hvpothesis: 

H3: Individuals in exclusive romantic relationships experience significantly 

greater well-being than individuals not involved in an exclusive romantic 

relationship. 

Compatibility 

The second purpose of this examination turns attention from the general 

association between need fiilfillment and well-being to the role of need fulfillment in 

specific romantic relationships. This is accompl ished through the integration of the 

primarily individual-level factors associated with need fiilfillment and the dyadic 

experience of compatibility. Besides reflecting a shift toward a more specific level of 

analysis, it is also important to note that this shift is accompanied by a shift in the level at 

which well-being is considered. For the analysis of relationships, satisfaction with the 

relationship becomes the primary measure of relationship-specific well-being and thus 

assumes a position of primary importance in this section. 
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In order to understand the relationship between need fulfillment and 

compatibility, it is first necessary to define compatibility and briefly discuss its role in the 

determination of relationship satisfaction. In general, compatibility in close relationships 

is a concept that possesses a rich history and has emerged in multiple areas as a major 

determinant of satisfaction, despite controversy over its exact nature. Some early studies 

suggested that compatibility was primarily a function of partner complementarity on key 

dimensions (Winch, 1958, for example). Overall, though, support for this view has been 

weak (Gate & Lloyd, 1992). Conversely, most research has conceptualized compatibility 

as a function of partner similarity on key dimensions and consistent positive associations 

with relationship satisfaction and mate selection have emerged. Studies have linked 

partner similarity to satisfaction in the area of personality/temperament (Blum & 

Mehrabian, 1988; Kim, Martin, & Martin, 1989), and have linked partner similarity to 

mate selection for personality (Mehrabian, 1989) and leisure interests (Houts & Robins, 

1996). In addition, Hahn and Blass (1997) found that students exhibited preferences for 

partners witli similar love styles while Wiggins. Moody, & Lederer (1983) found that an 

index of general compatibility was the single best predictor of satisfaction. 

In addition to mate selection and satisfaction, compatibility has also been linked 

to stability. In a longitudinal study by Amato and Previti (2003), incompatibility (defined 

as disagreement on goals, sex, et cetera) emerged as the second most-frequent reason for 

divorce behind infidelity. Furthermore, indirect support for both the equation of 

compatibility with similarity as well as its importance to satisfaction and stability can be 

found in the various typological approaches to the classification of couples. Research on 



these approaches illustrates that partner similarity in areas such as interdependence 

(Fitzpatrick, 1988), conflict style (Fitzpatrick, 1988; Gottracin, 1993), and ideology 

(Fitzpatrick, 1988; Nugent & Constantine, 1997) is critical to satisfaction. Moreover, 

similarity on these dimensions was a primary detenninant of stability in each typology. 

Fitzpatrick found that "mixed" types (those in which partners were dissimilar on key 

dimensions) comprise a relatively small proportion of intact couples and they tend to 

have control problems in their relationships. The importance of similarity to stability is 

further echoed by Nugent and Constantine's clinical findings. According to Nugent and 

Constantine, partners expressing the same marital paradigm (essentially, the same mental 

model of marriage) were 32% more likely than mismatched partners to reconcile and 

remain together following marital therapy. 

Although the findings on compatibility reveal a consistent association with 

positive outcomes such as satisfaction and stability, studies have not been unified by a 

consistent theoretical explanation. Certainly this does not negate the importance of these 

findings, as compatibility is clearly a critical determinant of positive outcomes. 

However, a deeper understanding of how compatibility enhances satisfaction would 

certainly be beneficial. Conversely, research on need fulfillment has been limited 

primarily to explanation of past and current relational activities with less attention 

devoted to analysis of the factors that predict need fulfillment. The present examination 

suggests that these two areas can be integrated to create a general framework based on 

individual need fulfillment and dyadic compatibility that is capable of both explaining 

and predicting relationship satisfaction. 
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At a theoretical level, the marriage of need fulfillment and compatibility is not 

novel. Schutz (1966) offers a discussion of compatibility and defines it as "a property of 

a relation that leads to mutual satisfaction of interpersonal needs and hamionious 

coexistence" (p. 105). Furthermore, within the compatibility literature Ickes (1985) states 

that at a fundamental level all forms of compatibility can be conceptualized in terms of 

need fulfillment. This perspective is echoed by Shaver and Hazan (1985) who address 

traditional compatibility approaches and state tliat need fulfillment is more important than 

behavioral compatibility. Tliese statements reflect what appears to be a consistent belief 

within both lines of research that compatibility and need fulfillment possess an important 

association. This belief raises two primary questions. First, what is the mechanism that 

links compatibility and need fulfillment? Second, does direct empirical support exist for 

this association? Interestingly, despite this consistent belief, neither question has 

received considerable attention, although Berscheid (1985) represents a notable exception 

for the first question. In terms of empirical support, Schutz found a relationship between 

interpersonal needs and compatibility, but limited his work to the analysis of groups. The 

present examination addresses this empirical deficiency. 

As previously mentioned, the mechanism linking need fulfillment and 

compatibility was discussed by Berscheid (1985) using an explanation based primarily on 

Thibaut and Kelley's (1959) discussion of interdependence. According to 

Interdependence Theory, relationships inherently involve two individuals engaging in 

behavioral choices (represented over time as action sequences). Interdependence is 

defined at a basic level in terms of the degree to which each partner's behavioral choices 
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affects and is affected by the choices of tlie other. According to Berscheid, each partner 

makes behavioral choices aimed at personal goal attainment and compatibility involves 

the degree to which the choices of the partners facilitate mutual goal attainment. 

Tlierefore, using interdependence concepts, interpersonal need Mfillment can be seen, in 

part, as a consequence of compatibility while compatibility can be posited to affect 

satisfaction by enhancing mutual need fiilfillment. 

Following this line of reasoning, the present examination suggests that 

relationships in general can be conceptualized in terms of several defining features. First, 

a relationship occurs between two individuals, each of whom makes individual 

behavioral choices that are motivated by attempts at need fulfillment. Specifically, in a 

social context these choices reflect primarily attempts at individual fulfillment of 

interpersonal needs. Therefore, the set of interactions that defines any relationship is a 

manifestation of the attempts of two people to construct lines of joint action that are 

mutually-fulfilling in terms of interpersonal needs. The level of interdependence between 

any two individuals thus becomes a function of the extent to which the individuals come 

to rely on each other for fulfillment. 

This view of relationships and need fulfillment fits easily into the interdependence 

framework at a dyadic level. From this perspective, the factors that enable or hinder 

mutually-fulfilling interaction are a key consideration in examining the association 

between any given relationship and satisfaction. Considering past findings on 

compatibility, one common explanation for the consistent associations with satisfaction 

would thus be tliat compatibility in the areas under study facilitated mutual need 
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fulfillment. Extending tliis link to a more general level of abstraction, the present 

examination suggests that interpersonal need compatibility, defined as the extent to which 

partners are compatible in teims of levels on the three fundamental needs, is the umbrella 

determinant of satisfaction. If individual behaviors are driven by attempts at fiilfilling 

these three fiandamental needs, tlien one of the primary determinants of mutually-

fulfilling (and satisfying) interaction should be the extent to which partners are pursuing 

fulfillment of those needs at similar levels. 

This is not to say tliat fulfillment is wholly dependent on compatibility. However, 

fulfillment in the absence of compatibility is posited to be extremely difficult because the 

partners are essentially pursuing competing goals. Furthermore, it is possible for one 

partner in a relationship to experience fulfillment while the other does not. If, for 

example, one partner has much lower need levels than the other in a particular area then it 

is likely that the low need partner will be satisfied while the high need partner is not. 

Although both of these scenarios are theoretically plausible, relationships marked by 

extreme incompatibilities and one-sided fulfillment are probably relatively rare in the 

actual population because these circumstances would likely lead to termination as long as 

constraining external factors were not present. 

While this forms a basic framework for the need fulfillment-compatibility model, 

the integration of findings discussed previously offers important insight into the specific 

features of tlie model. Given that the process of fulfillment through mutually-satisfying 

interaction is dependent upon cooperation, the present examination posits that affiliation 

is the fundamental, primary aspect of social existence. This position is consistent with 
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the finding of Dillard, Solomon, and Samp (1996) that tlie affiliation frame is enacted 

more frequently. Drawing from the findings of Weiss (1974), base level interactions in a 

given relationship are posited to be reflective of the primary affiliation dimension 

associated witli the particular relationship. In other words, the interactions defining 

primary romantic attachments should first and foremost reflect individual attempts at 

affection fulfillment, with attempts at fulfillment of inclusion and control reflected to a 

lesser extent. This framework further hypothesizes that the primary determinant of 

satisfaction with any particular relationship for an individual will be perceived fulfillment 

of the primaiy need associated with that relationship. Given that they still reflect 

important dimensions of compatibility, fulfillment of the other two needs should 

contribute to satisfaction as well but to a lesser extent. 

The final area that requires explication is the exact nature of compatibility in the 

three need areas. As mentioned, interpersonal need compatibility can be defined at a 

basic level as the extent to which partners are compatible in terms of their need levels. 

The meaning of compatible, however, differs among the needs and can be understood by 

considering what is necessary for facilitation of mutually fulfilling interactions. Defining 

compatibility in the areas of inclusion and affection appears to be a relatively 

straightforward endeavor. The robust literature base defining compatibility in terms of 

partner similarity on other key dimensions can be easily applied to both affiliation needs. 

If an individual possesses a high need for affection, tlien his or her behavioral attempts at 

fulfillment will be facilitated in a relationship with anotlier individual pursuing similarly 

high levels of affection fulfillment. The same logic can be applied to the desire for social 
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integration reflected in inclusion needs. Therefore, inclusion and affection compatibility 

are both defined in terms of partner similarity. 

Defining dominance compatibility is considerably more complex. As mentioned 

previously, little support has been found in past research for partner complementarity as a 

determinant of satisfaction. Therefore, it would seem as though dominance compatibility 

should also be defined in terms of partner similarity. At a logical level, however, this 

appears to be an invalid approach. Assuming that compatibility essentially involves the 

facilitation of mutual need fuJfillment, a logical case can be made that dominance 

compatibility is best conceptualized in terms of complementarity. Empirically, some 

support does exist for this perspective. Dryer and Horowitz (1997) found that individuals 

assigned to a dyadic laboratory task reported higher levels of satisfaction when matched 

with a partner that reported control needs that were complementary to their own. In 

terms of interpersonal behavior, Orford (1986) found evidence for the behavioral 

existence of control complementarity in a review of 14 studies. This supported Kiesler's 

(1983) assertion that behavioral reciprocity should be normative in the area of 

dominance. Finally, Markey (1973) found that individuals high in autonomy expressed 

preferences for friends who were high in deference. 

While these studies offer some support for the conceptualization of control 

compatibility in terns of complementarity, none directly examined need levels in specific 

relationships. However, they do provide evidence for a general link between control 

complementarity and positive outcomes. Furthermore, it seems logically tenable to 

define control compatibility in terms of complementarity. For example, if both partners 



in a relationship have high control needs, then their attempts at individual need 

fulfillment in the area of control v^ill lead to frequent power struggles and ultimately a 

mutually dissatisfactory relationsMp. Conversely, two highly submissive individuals will 

likely experience anxiety and dissatisfaction if saddled with decision-making 

responsibilities in the relationship. Therefore, the present examination defines control 

compatibility as a function of partner complementarity. 

Considered together, this line of reasoning and these findings form the basis for 

the second purpose of this examination. By integrating the findings on need fulfillment 

and compatibility, a framework has been constructed that locates both concepts within a 

common model. The second purpose of this examination is the empirical investigation of 

this framework and its viability. Therefore the primary empirical responsibility of thi s 

second section involves the establishment of a positive association between need 

fulfillment and compatibility. This is assessed tlirough the following hypothesis: 

H4: Interpersonal need compatibility' is positively associated with interpersonal 

need fulfillment. 

While this critical link must be established, the more significant contribution of 

this examination involves the differential role of specific compatibility in the 

determination of relationship satisfaction. Consistent with the findings of Weiss (1974) it 

is predicted that affection compatibihty is the primary determinant of relationship 

satisfaction. However, inclusion and control compatibility are assumed to be important 

dimensions of compatibility that also act as determinants of satisfaction, albeit as weaker 

predictors. These propositions are examined in the following final hypotliesis: 



Affection compatibility is the strongest predictor of relationship 

satisfaction with inclusion and control acting as weaker, but significant, 

predictors. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Participants 

All participants in the study were students enrolled in undergraduate 

communication courses at the Uni versity of Arizona. Because hypotlieses involve both 

dyadic analyses of relational partners and analyses comparing individuals in volved in an 

exclusive romantic relationship to individuals not involved in an exclusive relationship, 

two groups of participants were recruited. The total sample included 105 students who 

indicated they were not involved in an exclusive romantic relationship at the time 

(hereafter, "single" individuals) and 91 students who indicated they were currently 

involved in an exclusive romantic relationship. Data were also collected from the 

partners of these students yielding 91 couples and 105 single individuals. The couples 

reported a mean relationship length of 23.25 months {SD = 34.20) and a mean 

relationship satisfaction score of 30.07 {SD = 4.12). For between-group comparisons, a 

sub-sample of participants involved in an exclusive relationship was created by random 

selecting one partner from each couple. 

The mean age was 20.75 {SD 2.43) for single participants. 22.20 {SD - 4.63) for 

all participants involved in an exclusive romantic relationship, and 21.41 {SD ~ 3.37) for 

the between-groups comparison sub-sample. Among single participants, 59 were female 

and 46 were male, while the entire comparison sub-sample contained 103 females and 93 

males. In terms of racial background among the single participants, 83 identified 

themselves as White, 12 identified themselves as Hispanic, 3 identified themselves as 
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Asian or Pacific Islander, 3 identified themselves as Black, and 4 identified with multiple 

categories. Percentages for tlie between-groups sub-sample and the participants involved 

in an exclusive romantic relationship were comparable. For tlie sub-sample, 156 

identified themselves as White, 19 identified themselves as Hispanic, 8 identified 

themselves as Asian or Pacific Islander, 7 identified themselves as Black, and 6 identified 

with multiple categories. Among participants involved an a romantic relationship, 142 

identified themselves as White, 17 identified themselves as Hispanic, 9 identified 

themselves as Asian or Pacific Islander, 9 identified themselves as Black, and 5 identified 

with multiple categories. In exchange for their participation, students were offered extra 

credit in their course. The partners of the stndents involved in exclusive relationships 

received no compensation. 

Procedure 

Participants were recruited tlirough announcements made in basic communication 

courses. During the announcement students were informed that if they were currently 

involved in an exclusive romantic relationship participation involved completing a 

questionnaire, asking their partner to complete a questionnaire, and returning both 

questionnaires to the researcher in sealed envelopes. Students who were not currently 

involved in an exclusive romantic relationship were instructed to simply complete a 

single questionnaire and return it to the researcher. All students were informed that their 

participation was voluntary and they wwld receive extra credit in their course. Packets 

containing questionnaires and envelopes were then distributed to the students with the 

instructions that they should return tlie completed questionnaire(s) in the envelopes 
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within a week. The quest) oimaire contained items measuring aspects of interpersonal 

needs, loneliness, social support, life satisfaction, and several demographic questions. 

Participants involved in an exclusive romantic relationship were provided with separate 

envelopes for the two questionnaires, thus minimizing the possibility that responses 

would be influenced by partner perceptions. 

Measures 

Interpersonal Needs. Two aspects related to interpersonal needs were assessed 

using a modified version of Element B (Schutz, 1992), the revised version of the FIRO-B 

instrument. The original Element B instrument contained 108 total items, including 9 

items assessing each of the 12 overall FIRO scales. These 12 scales include items 

measuring both perceptions of need-relevant behaviors and desired behaviors for each of 

the three fundamental interpersonal needs. In addition. Element B assesses both 

behaviors received from others as well as behaviors expressed by the self. Because the 

present examination is concerned primarily with needs and fulfillment as they relate to 

the presence of others, only the scales relating to other's behavior were retained. The 

resulting items assessed both behaviors perceived from others as well as wanted 

behaviors for inclusion, affection, and control. Conceptually, the items assessing wanted 

behaviors represent actual need levels for inclusion, affection, and control, while 

perceived behaviors of others reflect each individual's assessment of fulfilling behaviors. 

Need fiilfillment is defined by the di screpancy between desires and perceptions of actual 

behaviors. 
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In addition to the exclusion of expreSvSed behaviors, modifications to the affection 

scales were also made. In Element B, Schutz (1992) diverged from the original FIRO 

scales and conceptualized the behavioral component of affection wholly in teims of 

openness and levels of self-disclosure. Because this conceptualization did not seem to 

encompass the full range of affection components, the nine affection items were changed. 

New items included a combination of items representing original FIRO ideas (Schiitz, 

1966) and items taken from the Social Provisions Questiomaire (Carbery, 1993). After 

modifications, tlie final instrument contained 9 items each assessing perceived inclusion 

(e.g., "People invite me to participate in their activities"), wanted inclusion (e.g., "I want 

people to invite me to participate in their activities"), perceived affection (e.g., "People 

try to get close to me"), wanted affection (e.g., "I want people to try to get close to me"), 

perceived control (e.g., "Other people decide what to do when we are together"), and 

wanted control (e.g., "I want other people to decide what to do when we are together"). 

For each item, participants were instructed to indicate the extent to which the agreed with 

the statement by circling a number from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 

In addition to these items assessing aspects of general needs, tvv'^o additional 

sections were constructed assessing need perceptions and desires in one's specific 

romantic relationship. These sections were virtually identical to tlie general sections 

except that all references to "people" or "other people" were reworded to "my partner." 

This allowed for direct assessment of needs in a context where their fulfillment is entirely 

a function of a single individual. Single participants were instructed to skip the sections 

assessing relationship-specific needs as well as the proceeding section assessing 



relational satisfaction. Wliereas Element B has not been extensively tested, the original 

FIRO instrument has been used successfully to examine loneliness (Jones et al, 1981; 

Williams, 1983), assess intimacy (Waring et al., 1981), and differentiate batterers from 

normative samples (Allen et al, 1989: Poorman & Seelau, 2001), The original scales 

demonstrated adequate test-retest reliabilities (Schutz, 1966). In the present examination, 

scale reliabilities for all nine scales were good, ranging from a = .81 to a = .96. A 

complete list of all nine scale reliabilities can be seen in Table 1. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Using scores from these instruments, assessments of need fulfillment and 

compatibility were computed. Specifically, need fulfillment was operationalized as the 

discrepancy between an individual's overall score for the nine desire (wanted) items in a 

given area and that individual's overall score on the parallel perception items in that area. 

Therefore, lower discrepancies reflect greater fulfillment levels in each area. It should 

also be noted that, consistent with the ideas of Schutz (1966), discrepancy scores are 

calculated as absolute values. According to Schutz, receiving more than one desires as 

well as desiring more than one receives both represent lack of Mfillment and are 

associated with distress, lliis operationalization of fulfillment was applied to all needs, 

including general items as well as relationsliip-specific items. Conversely, compatibility 

was operationalized at two levels. First, general indices of compatibility were calculated 

using discrepancies between partners' scores on the general desire items. This yielded 



general, dyadic discrepancy scores for inclusion, affection, and control. In addition 

relationship-specific compatibility was calculated using discrepancies between partners' 

scores on the romantic relationship-specific desire items. Therefore, six total 

compatibility items were calculated for each dyad. 

Relationship Satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction was assessed using the 

Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS, Hendrick, 1988). The RAS consists of seven items 

designed to measure different components of satisfaction (e.g., "How good is your 

relationship compared to most?" and "In general, how satisfied are you with your 

relationship?") Participants respond by circling a number between 1 and 5. Endpoints 

for each question are different and determined by the specific item. Scores range from 7 

to 35 and higher scores represent greater satisfaction. Hendrick reported a scale 

reliability of a - .86 for the RAS and a reliability of a = .82 was found in the present 

examination. In addition, the RAS was found to correlate vvith tlie Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale (Spanier, 1976) and to discriminate between couples that stay together and couples 

that do not (Hendrick, 1988). 

Loneliness. Weiss's (1974) two dimensions of loneliness were assessed using the 

Emotional versus Social Loneliness Scale (Wittenberg, 1986). The scale consists of ten 

items; five items assess social loneliness (e.g., "There are people I can count on for 

companionship") and five items assess emotional loneliness (e.g., "There is no one I have 

felt close to for a long time"). In the present examination, participants indicate their level 

of agreement with each item by circling a number from 1 ("strongly disagree") to 5 

("strongly agree"). Scores range from 5 (lowest loneliness) to 25 (highest loneliness) on 
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each scale. Wittenberg obtained reliabilities of a = .76 for social loneliness and a = .78 

for emotional loneliness. In the present examination, scale reliabilities were a - .79 for 

social loneliness and a = .68 for emotional loneliness. 

Social Support Social support and satisfaction witli support were assessed using 

the 6-item version of the Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ6, Sarason, Sarason, Shearin, 

& Pierce, 1987). The SSQ6 contains 6 items assessing availability of support (e.g., "Who 

can you really count on to console you when you are upset") and 6 accompanying items 

assessing satisfaction with support in each area. For availability items, participants are 

instructed to provide the initials of up to nine specific people that offer the given type of 

support. Satisfaction items instruct participants to indicate the extent to which they are 

satisfied with the type of support in question by circling a number from 1 ("very 

dissatisfied") to 5 ("very satisfied"). Support scores are calculated by summing the 

scores on the support items and dividing by six. Therefore scores can range from 0 to 9. 

Satisfaction scores are calculated by summing the six satisfaction items, thus yielding a 

range of 6 to 30. Psychometrically, the SSQ6 has demonstrated a positive correlation 

with the full SSQ and good test-retest relaibility (Sarason et al., 1987). In the present 

examination, scale reliabilities were a = .92 for support and a = .90 for satisfaction. 

Life Satisfaction. Overall satisfaction with life was used as an operationalization 

of general well-being and was assessed using tlie Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; 

Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The SWLS is a unidimensional assessment 

of life satisfaction consisting of five items reflecting individual evaluations of life quality 

(e.g., "In most ways my life is close to my ideal")- Participants are instructed to circle a 



number indicating tlie extent to which they agree with each statement. In the present 

examination, scores range from 5 to 25 with higher scores representing greater 

satisfaction with life. The SWLS has demonstrated excellent psychometric properties 

(Diener et al., 1985). The scale reUabilit}^ of the SWLS in the present examination was a 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Hypothesis I: Need Fulfillment and Well-Being 

111 order to test the first hypothesis that overall need fiilfillment is positively 

associated with well-being, several Pearson correlations were computed. Well-being was 

operationalized in terms of multiple variables, including life satisfaction, emotional 

loneliness, social loneliness, and satisfaction vwth support. Participants for these analyses 

included all single participants (n - 105) and the random sub-sample of participants 

involved in an exclusive romantic relationship (n = 91). Overall need fulfillment was 

calculated by summing the discrepancy scores from all three areas for each participant. 

Therefore higher scores represented lower overall fulfillment scores. Each correlation 

analysis using these participants has power = .29 to detect a small effect of r - .10 and 

power == .99 to detect a medium effect of r = .30 (Cohen, 1988). Positive associations 

were predicted between fiilfillment and the two types of loneliness, while negative 

associations with the satisfaction measures were predicted. These predictions were 

supported in all areas. 

The first analysis involved examination of the fulfillment—well-being association 

at the most general level using life satisfaction. Results indicated a significant, negative 

correlation between overall need fulfillment and life satisfaction r (192) - -.21, p < .001. 

This suggests that even at the most general level, the fulfillment of inteipersonal needs 

possesses a moderate association with well-being. At a somewhat more specific level, 

interpersonal need llilfillment also demonstrated a significant negative association to 



salisfaction with social support, r (191) = --12, p < .05, although tlie association is of less 

magnitude. Finally, fulfillment demonstrated the predicted positive associations with 

both types of loneliness (social loneliness r (192) = .30,/? < .001; emotional loneliness r 

(191) = .23,p < .001). Both correlations were moderate in magnitude. All correlations 

among fulfillment and the measures of well-being are presented in Table 2. In general, 

the results provide support for the first hypothesis. Overall need Mfillment demonstrated 

significant associations with several measures of well-being, including life satisfaction, 

social satisfaction, social loneliness, and emotional loneliness. 

Insert Table 2 about here 

Hypotheses 2 & 3: General Effects of Romantic Relationships 

Hypotheses two and tliree were designed to examine Weiss's (1974) predictions 

regarding the association between specific relationships and fulfillment of particular 

needs. Specifically, the second hypothesis examines the assertion that primary romantic 

attachments are necessary for adequate affection fiilfillment while the third hypothesis 

extends this prediction to state that the absence of a primary romantic attachment has 

deleterious effects on well-being. In order to test these hypotheses a series of 

independent samples t-tests were computed. The first comparison group was composed 

of all single participants and the second group included participants in tlie random 

relationship sub-sample. Each between-group comparison has power = .76 to detect a 

small effect of d = .20 and power in excess of .99 to detect a medium effect of J = .50 
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(Cohen, 1988). Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, and t~values for tlie 

compaiisons involved with the second and third hypotheses. 

Hypothesis two predicted that individuals in exclusive romantic relationships 

would exhibit significantly higher levels of general affection fulfillment than single 

individuals. Results supported this prediction. The memi discrepancy between desired 

and perceived affection for participants in the relationship sub-sample was 3.93 (SD = 

3.66), while the mean discrepancy among single participants was 5.02 {SD = 4.76). This 

difference was found to be .significant, t (194) = 1.11, p < .05. Although this difference 

supports Weiss's (1974) ideas regarding affection and romantic relationships, it does not 

exclude the possibility that the two groups do not differ significantly in all tliree areas. If 

this were found to be the case, then links between specific relationships and specific 

needs would be unsupported. However, additional t-tests revealed no significant 

differences between the two groups in terms of control fulfillment, f (194) = .65, ns, and 

inclusion fulfillment, t (193) -• 1.10, m. Therefore, hypothesis two and the theoretical 

rationale underlying it were supported. 

Insert Table 3 about here 

The third hypothesis predicts that individuals in exclusive romantic relationships 

experience significantly greater well-being than those not involved in an, exclusive 

romantic rela.tion.ship. The results provide mixed support for this prediction. In order to 

test h3'po11iesis three the two groups were compared on multiple measures of well-being 
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including life satisfaction, social satisfaction, and both types of loneliness. When life 

satisfaction is considered, hypothesis thi-ee is supported. Participants in an exclusive 

romantic relationship reported a mean life satisfaction score of 19,73 {SD ~ 3.29) versus a 

mean of 17.70 (SD ~ 4.19) for singles, and this difference was significant, t (193) = 3.71, 

p < .001. Similar findings emerged for emotional loneliness. Participants involved in an 

exclusive relationship reported, as a group, substantially lower emotional loneliness 

scores than single participants (M = 7.60, SD = 2.73, versus M~ 13.61, SD = 3.57). Once 

again, this difference was significant, if (192) = 13.04,p < .001. 

In terms of both social satisfaction and social loneliness, however, the differences 

between the two groups were not significant (social satisfaction, / (192) = 1.53, m; social 

loneliness, t (193) ~ .05, ns). This suggests that need fulfillment may be associated with 

certain measures of well-being but not others. However, this pattern of results is 

consistent with the findings regarding inclusion discussed previously. Wlien considered 

as a whole, these findings provide clear support for Weiss's (1974) suggestions that 

affection fulfillment is primarily associated with the presence of a romantic relationship, 

the absence of a primary romantic attachment results in emotional loneliness, and the 

presence of a romantic relationship is largely unrelated to inclusion fulfillment and social 

loneliness. In addition, the significant difference in life satisfaction between the two 

groups suggests that the provisions made by romantic relationships (affection, 

specifically) ai-e significant contributors to overall well-being. 
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Hypothesis 4: Interpersonal Need Fulfillment and Compatibility 

The fourth hypothesis involved tlie specific analysis of need fulfillment as it 

functions within exclusive romantic relationships and sought to provide initial support for 

the validity of tlie need compatibility constnict as a predictor of satisfaction. 

Specifically, hypothesis four predicted positive associations between interpersonal need 

fulfillment in the exclusive romantic relationship and partner compatibility. As 

mentioned previously, compatibility can be conceptualized at both the general and 

relationship-specific levels. General compatibility involves the discrepancy between tlie 

partners in terms of general need levels, while relationship-specific compatibility 

involves partner discrepancies for needs within romantic relationships. While tliis study 

defines compatibility in terms of discrepancies, intraclass correlations between partner 

scores could also be used. Results indicated that ICC = .17 for relationship-specific 

affection fulfillment, ICC = .18 for inclusion fulfillment, and ICC =.10 for control 

fulfillment. Hypothesis four was tested for both types of compatibility using discrepancy 

scores. All correlation analyses involving only tliose participants involved in exclusive 

romantic relationships have power = .27 to detect a small effect of r = . 10 and power = 

.99 to detect a medium effect of r - .30 (Cohen, 1988). The correlations among need 

fulfillment and the two types of compatibility for all tliree needs are presented in Table 4. 

Results indicate little support for the linlc between need-fulfillment and general 

compatibility. While a moderate, positive correlation was found between relationship-

specific affection fulfillment and general affection compatibility, r (89) = .25, p < .01, 

associations for both control and inclusion at the general level were not significant 



(control, r (89) = .135, ns', inclusion, r (89) = .05, ns). Conversely, hypothesis four was 

supported for botli affiliation dimensions when compatibility was defined at the 

relationship-specific level. A moderate positive correlation of r (88) = .65,< .001, was 

found for affection and of r (87) = .46, p < .001, for inclusion. The association for 

control, however, was once again not significant, r (88) = .10, m. 

Insert Table 4 about here 

These results indicate several critical aspects. First, interpersonal need 

compatibility is best conceptualized at the relationship-specific level. Although a 

significant association between general affection compatibility and affection fulfillment 

was found, the correlation was stronger when relationship-specific compatibility was 

used. In addition, inclusion fulfillment and compatibility were only significantly related 

at the relationship-specific level. Second, hypothesis four was supported but only for 

relationship-specific, affiliation compatibility. Regardless of the conceptualization of 

compatibility chosen, control compatibility appears to have little association with control 

fulfillment in the context of specific romantic relationships. Given tlie assertion that 

affiliation dimensions represent the primary dimensions of social existence, the overall 

results for hypothesis four still hold promise. However, it must be noted that hypothesis 

four was only partially supported. 
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Hypothesis 5: Compatihility and Relationship Satisfaction 

The fifth hypothesis examined the relationship between compatibilit}' and 

relationship satisfaction. Based on the results for hypothesis four, relationship-specific 

compatibility was utiUzed. Wliile all three types of compatibility were expected to 

predict satisfaction, affection compatibility was expected to be the strongest predictor by 

virtue of being the primary need associated with romantic relationships. Given the nature 

of these predictions, regression analysis was used. Results provided mixed support for 

hypothesis five. 

Regression analysis was used to test hj^pothesis five with relationship satisfaction 

treated as the dependent variable. All regression analyses calculated have power = .17 to 

detect a small effect of i?" = .02 and power = .87 to detect a medium effect of i?* . 13 

(Cohen, 1988). Because it was predicted that affection would be the strongest predictor 

of satisfaction a hierarchical regression was computed in which affection compatibility 

was entered first, followed by inclusion compatibility and control compatibility. This 

analysis indicated that, when entered alone, affection compatibility was a significant 

predictor of satisfaction, P = -.24,/) < .05, and explained 6% of the variance in 

satisfaction. However, once the other forms of compatibility were entered, affection 

compatibility became a non-significant predictor. In the final model, inclusion 

compatibility, (3 = --47, p < .001, and control compatibility, j3 = .21,/? < .05, emerged as 

significant predictors of satisfaction, while affection compatibility did not, P = .04, ns. 

The full model explained 24% of the vaiiance in satisfaction. It is also worthy to note 

that the complementarity-based conceptualization of control compatibility is supported 



by the positive association in this analysis. Results indicate that an increase in control 

discrepancy predicts satisfaction. These results are presented in Table 5. 

Insert Table 5 about here 

These results provide mixed support for hypothesis five. The assertion that 

affection compatibility is the strongest predictor of relationship satisfaction was not 

supported. However, the emergence of both inclusion and control compatibility as 

significant predictors of satisfaction support the viability of the need compatibility 

construct. Furthermore, despite the fact tliat affection compatibility dropped out as a 

predictor once inclusion compatibility was entered in the regression analysis, additional 

analysis revealed a significant bivariate association between affection compatibility and 

satisfaction, r (88) = -.24, p < .05. This suggests tliat affection compatibihty does possess 

a significant relationship with satisfaction. It should also be noted that affection 

compatibility and inclusion compatibility possess a moderate, positive correlation with 

one another, r (87) ~ .58, p < .001, which could, in part, explain the regression results. 

The affiliation dimensions were clearly distinct from control, however, with neither the 

association between inclusion compatibility and control compatibility, r (87) = -.02, ns, 

nor the association between affection compatibility and control compatibility, r (88) -

.02, ns, emerging as significant. 
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Post-Hoc Analyses 

In addition to the aforementioned tests used to directly examine the hypotlieses, 

several additional analyses were performed to furtlier clarify the nature of the 

relationships that emerged. First, the relationships among well-being, need fulfillment, 

and network structure were further analyzed. The data discussed previously reveal 

significant differences between participants involved in exclusive relationships and single 

participants with respect to emotional loneliness, affection fulfillment, and life 

satisfaction. Despite these differences, however, the exact nature of these relationships 

remained largely unclear. 

In order to further examine the role of network structure, detailed data on 

relational status (e.g., married, dating one person exclusively, dating multiple people, not 

dating anyone but desire a dating relationship) were used to examine the possibility that 

the romantic contact associated with involvement with multiple partners could allay 

emotional loneliness and offer fulfillment of affection needs. Therefore, individuals who 

indicated that they were dating multiple people (n - 32) were extracted and compared to 

individuals indicating that they were not dating anyone but desired a romantic 

relationship (n = 37). These two categories appeared to offer the maximum divergence 

among groups in the single sub-sample. 

Insert Table 6 about here 



Independent samples t-tests revealed that participants dating multiple people 

reported lower levels of emotional loneliness {M~ \'i35,SD = 3.\l, versus M= 14.81, 

SD = 3.84) md lower affection discrepancies (M= 4.63, SD = 3.17 versus M= 5.81, SD 

= 5.94) than those desiring a dating relationship. Despite these differences, however, 

both failed to reach statistical significance (emotional loneliness, t (66) = 1.68, ns; 

affection discrepancy, t (67) =1.01, ns). Furthermore, individuals dating multiple people 

actually reported lower levels of life satisfaction (A/= 16.97, SD = 4,92, versus 

17.32, SD = 3.65) than those desiring a dating relationship, thougli this difference also 

failed to reach statistical significance, t (67) -• .34, ns. A complete list of the means, 

standard deviations, and t-values for these comparisons is presented in Table 6. 

Given that two of these tests showed results in the expected direction, additional t-

tests were computed to compare individuals in exclusive relationships to those dating 

multiple people. Although the participants involved in exclusive relationships still 

reported significantly higher levels of life satisfaction, (exclusive, M = 19.74, SD = 3.33; 

dating multiple, M= 16.97, SD = 4.92; / (115) = 3.49,p < .001) and lower levels of 

emotional loneliness, (exclusive, A/-- 7.52, SD = 2.73; dating multiple, M- 13.35, SD -

3.17; I (114) = 9.75,p < .001) the difference in affection fulfillment failed to reach 

significance (exclusive, M~ 3.85, SD = 3.62; dating multiple, M= 4.63, SD = 3.17; t 

(115)-1 .07, ns). These results suggest that exclusive romantic relationships occupy a 

critical position in the social network and affection may be a complex, multi-faceted 

construct. Means, standard deviations, and t-values for these comparisons are presented 

in Table 7. 
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Insert Table 7 about here 

This assertion that needs may be multi-faceted as well as the relationship between 

need Mfillment and compatibility was further examined using a series of paired-samples 

t-tests. First, relationship-specific and general needs were compared, and significant 

differences in tlie mean scores for all tliree needs emerged. Participants reported higher 

relationship-specific affection needs {M= 50.29, SD = 5.51, vs. M= 46.57, SD ~ 5.93) 

and inclusion needs (M= 48.32, SD = 6.54 vs. M~ 45.48, SD = 7.56), while reporting 

lower relationsMp-specific control needs (M== 21.96, SD = 7.88 vs. M = 16.77, SD ~ 

4.74'). As mentioned, all three differences were significant (affection, t (90) = 7.68,/? < 

.001; inclusion, t (89) = 4.11,/) < .001; control, t (90) = 1 AS,p < .001). Second, the 

discrepancy scores comprising the two types of compatibility were compared and were 

also found to be significantly different for all three needs (affection, t (89) = 3.29,p < 

.001; inclusion, t (86) = 3.02,p < .01; control, t (89) = 4.14,/? < .001), with data in each 

area suggesting greater relationship-specific compatibility. This was reflected in lower 

discrepancies for relationship-specific affection (M= 3.91, SD = 4.91 vs. M= 5.67, SD = 

4.21) and relationsliip-specific inclusion. {M~ 5.36, SD = 6.14 vs. M~ 7.68, SD - 5.80). 

In terms of control, results were consistent with the complementarity conceptualization of 

control compatibility with higher a higher discrepancy emerging for relationship-specific 

' It .should be noted that the control scales used assessed desire to be controlled. 
Therefore, higher scores represent greater desire to be controlled. This explains the 
apparent higher need levels on relationship-specific control. 
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control (M= 7.60, SD = 637 vs. ,M= 4.92, SD = 3.93). These dilferences suggest that 

individuals view the needs differently in different contexts. Statistics for all paired 

comparisons are presented in Table 8. 

Insert Table 8 about here 

The pattern of results regarding compatibility and relationship satisfaction led to 

further examination of the roles of inclusion and affection in the determination of 

relationship satisfaction. Specifically, a hierarchical regression analysis was performed 

in which the three measures of relationship-specific need fiilfillraent (rather than 

compatibility) were entered as predictors of relationship satisfaction, with affection 

entered first. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 9. Unlike the analyses of 

compatibility, when fulfillment was used both affiliation dimensions emerged as 

significant predictors in the final model and control did not. Specifically, the beta 

weights were p = -.28, p < .01 for affection, p = -.31,/? < .01 for inclusion, and (3 •= .14, 

ns for control. The affiliation variables combined accounted for 26% of the variance in 

satisfaction, 8% of which was additional variance explained when inclusion was entered 

into the model. 

Insert Table 9 about here 
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Given tlie high degree of correlation between affection and inclusion measures, a 

series of factor analyses on the scales assessing various aspects of needs were conducted 

to determine if the affiliation dimensions could be treated as separate. Second-order 

factor analyses on both general and relationship-specific fulfillment yielded two factor 

solutions consisting of one superordinate affiliation factor that included both affection 

and inclusion, and one factor that included control fiilfillment alone. For general 

fulfillment, the loadings for factor one were .88 for inclusion, .90 for affection, and .20 

for control. Loadings for the second factor were -.19 for inclusion, .00 for affection, and 

.98 for control. The first factor accounted for 54% of the variance, whi le tlie second 

accounted for 33%. When relationship-specific fulfillment was analyzed, the loadings 

for factor one were .85 for inclusion, .86 for affection, and -.11 for control. Factor two 

loadings were .16 for inclusion, .00 for affection, and .99 for control. The first factor 

accounted for 49% of the variance, while the second accounted for 34%. Tliese results 

suggest that the items assessing inclusion and affection may actually assess the same 

superordinate affiliation dimension. 

To further explore this possibility, first-order factor analyses were also performed 

on all items comprising the scales assessing perceptions and desires at both the general 

and relationship-specific levels. In all cases, a general pattern emerged in which t"wo 

factors were extracted for each scale. The factors in each analysis involved one factor 

including most of the control items and one factor including most of the inclusion and 

affection items. In tlie four analyses, the affiliation factor accounted for between 36% 

and 41% of the variance, while the control factor accounted for between 14% and 20%. 



Tliis pattern provides further support for the tv^'o-dimensional view and offers an 

explanation for the high levels of coiTelation among affection and inclusion measures. 

Finally, social exchange perspectives suggest that an individual's perception of 

partner behaviors may alone be adequate for predicting satisfaction without considering 

discrepancies between perceptions and desires. In order to explore this possibility, a 

regression analysis was computed in which relationship-specific perceptions of partner 

need-fulfilling behaviors for each of the tlree needs were entered as predictors of 

relationship satisfaction. Affection, p = 37, p< .001, and inclusion, p = 24, p < .01, 

both emerged as significant predictors of satisfaction, while control, ^ = .12, m did not. 

The affiliation dimensions combined to explain 33% of the variance in relationship 

satisfaction, suggesting that perceptions of partner behaviors alone is at least as good a 

predictor of relationship satisfaction as either individual fulfillment or dyadic 

compatibility. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This investigation sought to accomplish several specific goals. At a basic level, 

the primary purpose was the analysis of the relationship between interpersonal need 

fulfillment and well-being. In addition, this relationship was believed to be affected by 

social network structure such that fulfillment and tlierefore well-being, are affected in 

critical ways by social network organization. These basic ideas formed the foundation 

for a set of hypotheses focused on exploring the nature of the association among network 

structure, interpersonal need fulfillment, and the experience of well-being. In addition, 

the present study sought to examine the functioning of interpersonal need fulfillment in a 

specific type of relationship—namely tlie exclusive romantic relationship. This 

represents a critical extension of research examining network structure and well-being. 

Specifically, the present study sought to integrate theory and fmdings on need-fulfillment 

and compatibility to create a general fi-amework for the investigation of relationship 

satisfaction built on the concept of mutual need fulfillment. 

Overall, the data offer support for the proposed framework and most of the 

general predictions relating to the framework's development. While this is certainly 

promising with respect to future research, the data revealed an overall portrait of 

relationships and need fulfillment that is somewhat complex and links past research in 

several ways. Tlie remainder of this examination is focused on the analysis of these 

linkages, the answers they provide, and the new questions they create. 



Need Fulfillment, WeU~Being, and Social NeiM'ork Structure 

The first, and possibly most basic goal of this study was the examination of the 

relationship between need fulfillment and tlie experience of well-being. Wliile it is 

tempting to suggest that linking need fulfillment and well-being offers nothing novel to 

the overal l body of social-scientific knowledge, analysis of this association within the 

specific framework used throughout this examination is a necessary first step. The 

present study is founded on Maslow's (1970) assertion that all human behavior is 

motivated by attempts at need fulfillment and Schutz's (1966) sociological application 

suggesting that, tlierefore, all human social activity is also motivated by need fulfillment. 

Specifically, Schutz (1966) suggested that the range of interpersonal needs (those 

requiring others for fulfillment) could be subsumed under three categories—inclusion, 

affection, and control. While many theoretical perspectives implicitly suggest that 

behavior is driven by attempts at need fulfillment, most do not attempt to explain all 

social behavior under three basic needs. The present examination began with tlie premise 

that the three-dimensional view of interpersonal needs is adequate and sought to 

demonstrate that fulfillment of these needs is significantly related to the experience of 

well-being. 

In general, a clear pattern emerged providing strong support for tlie idea that 

interpersonal need fulfillment plays a significant role in the experience of well-being. 

Overall fulfillment, operationalized by the sum of discrepancies between desires and 

perceptions for inclusion, affection, and control, was significantly associated with general 

life satisfaction, and measures of specific facets of well-being (social and emotional 



loneliness). Although this general association is important, analyses of the specific needs 

and their associations with network structure and well-being revealed a more complex 

picture. These associations were examined in the second and third hypotheses, which 

essentially represent methods for tlie testing of Weiss's (1974) original predictions 

regarding social network structure and need Mfillment, According to Weiss, different 

relationships offer different provisions (essentially another forni of need fulfillment) and 

deficiencies in the different provision areas are associated witli fundamentally different 

tj'pes of distress (all of which result in deleterious effects on overall well-being). 

Altliough Weiss provided support in his own research for tlie differential experience of 

social and emotional loneliness and their association with different specific relationships, 

his explanation of the mechanism involved was less clearly elaborated. Furthermore, the 

findings of Carbery and Buhnnester (1998) as well as Furman and Buhrmester (1985) 

foimd little support for Weiss's relationship-specific model and suggested instead tliat 

relationships make multiple provisions and a multitude of acceptable network 

configurations could address all provisions at adequate levels. 

The present examination highlighted the clear parallels between Weiss's (1974) 

two types of loneliness and the inclusion and affection needs discussed by Schutz (1966). 

By illustrating this link, an underlying mechanism is suggested for the two types of 

loneliness—specifically, emotional loneliness results from a lack of affection folfillment 

while social loneliness results from a lack of inclusion fulfillment. Given Schutz's 

definitions of these needs and the findings of Weiss regarding the relationship-specific 

nature of the loneliness t>'pes, it appeared as though specific types of fulfillment and 



loneliness should be associated with different specific categories of relationships. ITiis 

formed the basis for the second and third hypotheses. 

The overall results offer a view that is highly consistent with the ideas Weiss 

(1974) outlined. Individuals involved in exclusive romantic relationships reported 

significantly higher levels of life satisfaction and affection fulfillment, but significantly 

lower levels of emotional loneliness than single participants, llie findings on emotional 

loneliness and affection fulfillment collectively offer strong support for Weiss's 

relationship-specific suggestions. Furthermore, tlie fact that the two groups did not differ 

significantly on social loneliness or satisfaction with support provides even stronger 

support. Using die ideas Weiss outUned, there is no reason to expect that participants in 

these two groups would differ on dimensions related to inclusion fulfilbnent, and an 

independent samples t-test revealed that this was indeed the case. Consistent with the 

data on social loneliness and the overall pattern of results, the two groups did not differ 

on level of inclusion fulfillment, / (193) = 1.10, NS. 

While these findings support the ideas Weiss (1974) outlined, they suggest a 

somewhat disconcerting finding related to the experience of well-being. Despite the fact 

that differences in inclusion fulfillment and social loneliness between single participants 

and participants involved in an exclusive relationship were not significant, single 

participants still reported significantly lower levels of life satisfaction. Although both 

inclusion fulfillment and social loneliness were associated with life satisfaction (r (192) = 

-.26,p< .001, and r (192) = -A\,p < .001, respectively), their effects were not enough to 
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Mly compensate for the lack of affection fulfillment and emotional loneliness associated 

with the lack of an exclusive romantic relationship. 

Furthemiore, the data suggest that affection fulfilhuent and the allayment of 

emotional loneliness aire functions of the deeper emotional attachment associated with an 

exclusive relationship. As discussed previously, post-hoc analyses revealed that 

participants indicating they were dating multiple people reported levels of life 

satisfaction, emotional loneliness, and affection fulfillment that were not significantly 

different from the levels reported by participants tliat were not in a relationship but 

desired one. Multiple dating relationships do, however, appear to be related to affection 

fulfillment. Participants dating multiple people did not differ significantly from 

participants involved in an exclusive relationship in terms of general affection fulfillment. 

However, participants in exclusive relationships still reported higher levels of life 

satisfaction and lower levels of emotional loneliness. These results suggest several 

important additions to the observations on need fulfillment, network structure, and well-

being. First, the presence of multiple dating partners seems to offer some fulfillment of 

affection needs. However, the significant differences between participants dating 

multiple people and participants involved in an exclusive relation.ship in terms of both 

emotional loneliness and life satisfaction suggest a more complex relationship between 

affection fulfillment and well-being. Two possible explanations for these findings are 

offered. 

First, it is entirely possible that exclusive romantic relationships provide 

detenninants of well-being that are independent of affection fulfillment. For example, 
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exclusive relationships may offer provisions such as sexual fulfillment and security that 

contribute to well-being but axe not explicitly treated in the three-dimensional model 

Second, affection is likely a multi-faceted concept that is not entirely captured in the 

general measures. In other words, while multiple dating relationships may fulfill 

affection needs that are tapped in the general measures to some degree, individuals still 

make a distinction between tlie type of affection fiilfiUment associated with these 

relationships and the type associated with the deeper levels of interdependence and 

attachment present in exclusive romantic relationships. To the extent that this type of 

affection is the type associated with allayment of emotional loneliness, then the 

differences in emotional loneliness and life satisfaction coupled with lack of difference in 

general affection fulfillment are explicable. 

Overall, the analyses associated with the first set of hypotheses examining 

fulfillment, well-being, and network structure provide several insights critical to the 

remainder of the study as well as the direction of future research in general. First, it 

appears as though interpersonal need fulfillment is a significant factor in tlie 

determination of well-being and that fulfillment is a function at least in part, of a network 

structure containing specific relationships. Second, the pattern of results clearly indicates 

support for Weiss's (1974) observations regarding primary romantic attachments, 

emotional loneliness, and indirectly, fulfillment of affection needs. While friendships 

were not examined, it is likely tliat a similar association exists among friendship, 

inclusion fulfillment, and social loneliness. Third, the data suggest that while overall 

fulfillment is associated with well-being, tlie needs exert separate and relatively 



independent influence on well-being. Tliis is supported by the limitation of differences 

between groups to affection fulfillment and emotional loneliness. Fourtli, while the 

effects are somewhat independent, fulfillment of each need appears necessary for overall 

well-being, and flilfillment of otlier needs does not offer adequate compensation when 

deficiencies exist. Finally, tliese data suggest that needs might be more complex and 

multi-faceted than Schutz (1966) originally suggested. This possibility is examined in 

depth later. 

Interpersonal Need Compatibility 

Addressing the second set of goals in the present examination involved turning 

attention from general aspects of needs and well-being to the functioning of need 

fulfillment in exclusive romantic relationships. This is a significant undertaking for 

several reasons. First, whereas the general analysis of need fulfillment and well-being is 

certainly informative, there are limits to the specificity of conclusions. The present study 

did not attempt to quantify the unique, individual network structure of each individual. 

Therefore, many nuances of need fulfillment can only be inferred. Despite the clear 

connection in the general findings between affection fulfillment and exclusive romantic 

relationships, a full understanding of the underlying mechanisms involved can only be 

obtained by examining specific romantic relationships. Furthermore, examining 

relationship-specific needs controls for variance in outcomes due to differences in 

network structure because it focuses on how fulfillment occurs in a context in which a 

single individual is the exclusive fulfillment source. 
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While examination of general well-being is limited to assessments of actual social 

behavior, the examination of dyads limits the source of fulfillment to a single other and 

thus enables the comparison of partners on individual-level variables. As a result, dyadic 

compatibility can be examined. Specifically, the second purpose of this study focused on 

the presentation of a general model of compatibility based on interpersonal need levels. 

This model is designed to provide an umbrella explanation of compatibility findings by 

quantifying Ickes' (1985) suggestion that all forms of compatibility can be explained at a 

base level by need fulfillment. The present model assumes that relationships involve two 

individuals pursuing need fulfillment. Therefore, consistent with Berscheid's (1985) 

discussion, compatibility represents tlie degree to wMch the behaviors of two individuals 

facilitate mutual need fulfillment. If these needs can be subsumed under inclusion, 

affection, and control, then the degree to wliich specific actions represent tlie attempts of 

the partners to pursue compatible levels of fulfillment in tliese areas ultimately represents 

the macro level form of compatibility. This interpersonal need compatibility should 

ultimately lead to need fulfillment and to relationship satisfaction. 

At first blush, this may appear to be an undertaking with little value. Results 

indicated that regression models using both need fulfillment and perceptions of partner 

behaviors explained at least as much variance in relationship satisfaction as compatibility. 

Given these results, it appears as tliough examining compatibility offers little advantage. 

Although this may appesir valid, the introduction and consideration of interpersonal need 

compatibility is a significant endeavor because it offers a level of predictive power that is 

absent in examinations of need fulfillment and perceptions. As discussed previously, 



compatibility explains, in pait, the "why" behind deficiencies in need fulfillment. If two 

partners are not fulfilling each other's needs, a lack of compatibility in need levels could 

be a major reason why. Therefore, interpersonal need compatibility offers a mechanism 

for the explanation of fulfillment deficiencies. Furtliermore, compatibility can be 

assessed using psychological need measures that can be administered to couples at any 

relational stage or even prior to the entry of two individuals into a relationship, whereas 

the use of fulfillment or perceptions to predict satisfaction is bound by the presence and 

availability of historical, behavioral data. Thus, the validation of interpersonal need 

compatibility represents a significant explanatory and practical endeavor. 

The fourth hypothesis reflects this relationship and examines the link between 

need fulfillment and compatibility. Following the previous discussion, interpersonal need 

compatibility is posited to facilitate need fulfillment and even, at some level, serve as an 

analytical substitute for fulfillment. Therefore, the establishment of a link between the 

two is critical. In the present study, however, this link was neither as strong nor as clear 

as expected. As discussed, compatibility was defined at both the general and 

relationship-specific levels. In terms of general compatibility, the associations with 

fulfillment of all three needs failed to reach significance. When relationship-specific 

compatibility was examined, the two affiliation needs both demonstrated significant 

associations witli compatibility. The association between control fulfillment and control 

compatibility, however, failed to even approach significance for both compatibility types. 

Consideration of the reasons for and implications of these findings must begin 

with comparison of the two compatibility t}fpes. Placing the lack of association between 



compatibility and control fiilfiliment aside momentarily, relationship-specific 

compatibility does appear to be a valid conceptualization of compatibility when 

considered in terms of associations with fulfillment on the affiliation dimensions. 

Conversely, the validity of general compatibility is virtually unsupported. While a 

significant association between general affection compatibility and affection fulfillment 

is present, the correlation is weaker than the correlation between relationship-specific 

afiection compatibility and affection fulfillment. 

At a general level, these results are significant because they suggest an important 

addition to Schutz's (1966) framework. Specifically, tliese differential associations 

suggest that needs are complex, multi-faceted and are considered in different ways for 

different network members. Previously, the possibility.' that different types (or at least 

facets) of affection exist and possess different associations to different areas of tlie social 

network was introduced. The differences in the two types of compatibility support this. 

According to Schutz, needs essentially exist as psychological constructs that can be 

assessed for any individual at any given point in time. Implicitly, needs are 

conceptualized as general psychological constructs whose assessment should not be 

reliant on the identification of specific relationship contexts. Furthermore, while research 

on provisions has considered multiple relationships, the possibility of multiple facets of 

needs has not been entertained. In contrast to past findings, data in this study 

demonstrate that participants draw a clear distinction between needs in different contexts. 

Support for this assertion exists in several forms. First, as discussed previously, 

paired samples t-tests revealed significant differences between general needs and 
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relationsMp-sj3ecrfic needs in terms of both fulfillment and compatibility. These 

differences suggest that individuals view needs in different ways depending on the 

context. If needs are unidimensional constructs, then there should be no difference in 

scores on relationsMp-specific measures and general measures. These results suggest 

that, for affiliation needs at least, compatibility and fiilfillment are associated with one 

another, but that the two measures must be assessed at the same level. Furthermore, at a 

general level, the results overall suggest tliat general measures of fulfillment and need 

levels based on Hie network as a whole lilcely represent "average" values comprised of 

tlie evaluation of all individual relationships. The differences in affection especially 

suggest that individuals associate different aspects of the needs with different 

relationships. For example, certain aspects of affection, or alternatively a different form 

of affection, appear to be associated exclusively with romantic relationships. This has 

important implications for the analysis of well-being because it suggests that not only is 

fulfillment in each of the three primary areas important, but fulfillment of different facets 

of these overarching needs may exert different, somewhat independent, influences on the 

experience of well-being. 

This discussion highlights the importance of assessing compatibility and 

fulfillment at the same level and suggests that relationship-specific compatibility 

represents a valid factor in the determination of need fulfillment. These results, however, 

do little to explain the lack of association at any level in the area of control. Although no 

clear explanation for this phenomenon exists, it is possible that control needs perform 

different functions tlian affiliation needs in relationships. Previously, it was suggested 
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tliat the cooperation inherent in affiliation needs and behaviors represents the primary 

dimension of social existence. If this is the case, control needs, their fulfillment, and 

control compatibility may be issues that ai"e simply not salient most of the time in 

romantic relationships. Drawing from Dillard et al. (1996), it is likely that the affiliation 

frame is enacted most of the time, and therefore potential control incompatibilities are 

generally not salient and do not exert direct influence over satisfaction and stability most 

of the time. The effects of control compatibility may only manifest themselves during 

conflict episodes and situations in which the dominance frame is activated. 

Further insight into the relationship between fulfillment and compatibility can be 

gleaned by considering relationship satisfaction. Based on the previous discussion 

linking Weiss's (1974) two types of loneliness and aflection-fulfillment, the fifth 

hypothesis predicted that affection-compatibility would emerge as the strongest predictor 

of satisfaction. Given their conceptualization as representations of important dimensions 

of compatibility, inclusion and control compatibility were expected to emerge as 

significant, but weaker predictors. This was not the case. Instead, inclusion 

compatibility emerged as the strongest predictor with control compatibility emerging as a 

weaker predictor. Affection compatibility emerged as a significant predictor only when 

entered into the regression analysis alone. 

These results m'e intriguing and represent perhaps the most unique contribution of 

this study. Before discussing these results, however, the nature of compatibility should 

be briefly addressed. The present examination is based on the conceptualization of 

compatibility in terms of need similarity for affection and inclusion, but need 



complementarity for control While a clear theoretical base exists for the 

conceptualization of affection and inclusion in this manner, the complentarity-based 

conceptualization of control has received less support. To the extent that tlie viability of 

any conceptualization of compatibility can only be assessed using relational outcome 

variables, the data support the use of complementarity to define control compatibility and 

similarity to define affection and inclusion compatibility''. Both affection compatibility 

and inclusion compatibility (defined by discrepancies) exhibited significant negative 

associations to relationsliip satisfaction (affection, r (88) = -.24, j? < .05; inclusion, r (87) 

--.45, p < .001). In other v/ords, as partner discrepancy dropped, relationship 

satisfaction rose. The opposite was true for control, as a significant positive correlation 

existed between satisfaction and control discrepancy, r (88) = .21,/? < .05. These results 

support the conceptualizations of compatibility outlined previously. While this was not 

stated as a direct hypothesis, it still represents a significant finding. 

Returning to die results obtained during testing of hypothesis five, no immediately 

apparent explanation exists for the discrepancy between the obtained results and the 

original expectations. However, several possibilities exist. First, the results could 

represent a statistical artifact that is masking the true significance of affection 

compatibility. Given the importance of affection in all previous analyses of general 

characteristics, its diminished role in relationship compatibility analyses seems 

inconsistent. One possibility is that the instrument used was not adequate for detecting 

sufficient vaiiation in areas related to affection fulfillment. An tmalysis of frequency data 

revealed that 35% of the participants reported a perceived affection score of 54 (the 



maximum possible), while 44% reported a score of 54 on desired relational affection. 

Although scores were high for inclusion (24% for perceived ajid 35% for desired), they 

did not reach the extreme levels demonstrated for affection. Similarly, 83.5% of the 

relationship sub-sample participants reported individual relationship-specific affection 

discrepancy scores (representative of affection fulfillment) of 5 or less. This pattern 

suggests that these ceiling effects may have masked the true importance of affection to 

satisfaction by reducing variance. 

While this cannot be ruled out as a possibility, the statistical explanation assiunes 

that the instrument is flawed and the data are invalid. However, it is also possible to 

explain this pattern of results without making the assumptions of flawed methodology. 

The apparent ceiling effects could actually offer important insight into the construction 

and experience of relationships if the results are assumed to reflect real scores in the 

population. Retuming to the discussion of affection presented previously, past findings 

and data from the current study lend strong support for the assertion that affection and the 

allayment of emotional loneliness represent important dimensions of exclusive romantic 

relationships. If the data in the present study are assumed to be accurate, they are 

actually highly consistent with the overall pattem discussed previously. It is possible that 

affection fulfillment is tied so strongly to exclusive romantic relationships that it 

represents the primary defining feature. Results on general fiilfillment and well-being 

reveal a significant difference between those involved in an exclusive relationship and 

even those dating multiple people with respect to emotional loneliness. The data suggest 

that the facets of affection fulfillment invol ved in exclusi ve romantic relationships differ 



from those facets associated with the network as a whole or eveo, with more fleeting 

romantic encounters and that those facets associated with exclusive relationships are the 

facets most closely tied to the allayment of emotional loneliness. Tlierefore, the apparent 

ceiling effects could actually represent the fact that this type of affection fiilfillmeat is tlie 

critical determinant of exclusive romantic relationship stability. If alTection fulfilhtient 

and compatibility represent necessary conditions for partners to maintain a romantic 

relationship, then extremely high levels of affection fulfillment and therefore low 

discrepancies should be expected. Altliough this possibility can only be verified using 

the examination of partners that have terminated their relationships, the present data are 

consistent with this explanation. If this "assumption of affection-&lfillmenf' is traly 

occurring, then it stands to reason that the primary determinant of satisfaction in intact 

relationships would become compatibility in the secondary area of affiliation, or 

inclusion compatibility. 

The obtained pattem of results is also likely affected by the significant positive 

correlations between measures of inclusion and affection. In terms of compatibility, the 

correlation between affection and inclusion is r (87) = .58, p < .001, while a correlation 

of r (89) .48, p < .001, emerged for fulfillment. Furthermore, the fact that affection 

compatibility emerged as a significant predictor of satisfaction when entered as the lone 

regression predictor, but became non-significant when inclusion was entered suggests a 

high degree of shared variance between the two. The regression an.aiyses performed 

using need fulfillment to predict satisfaction further support this possibility. When 

fliifillment radier than compatibility was used to predict satisfaction, both afl'ection and 
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inclusion emerged as significant predictors. In addition, tlie results of the factor analyses 

discussed previously illustrate that the items assessing affection and inclusion load on a 

single factor that can best be labeled as affiliation. This pattern was found for ail scales 

assessing needs at the perceived, desired, and fulfillment levels. 

At some level, this supports the use of a unidimensional conceptualization of 

affiliation consistent with tlie ideas of Dillard et al. (1996). Collapsing affection and 

inclusion is also consistent witli Macrosson's (1992) findings that fector analysis of 

FIRO-B revealed only two dimensions—essentially a dominance dimension and an 

affiliation dimension. Considering tiie findings of the study as a whole, though, this 

seems inadvisable. While at a general level of abstraction, the two appear to be separate 

dimensions within the same domain, their separation can be useful at a more specific 

level. The results of the additional regression analyses clearly indicate that while much 

of the variance is shared, there is a portion that is not. Furtliermore, tlie general findings 

related to the first set of hypotheses illustrate that affection and inclusion exert 

independent influences on well-being and are associated with different types of distress 

(emotional versus social loneliness). The decision to collapse or separate the two 

affiliation dimensions should ultimately be treated as a function of the variables under 

analysis. While one superordinate conceptuaUzation of affiliation may be adequate for 

the examination of certain hypotheses, others involving the two types of loneliness, for 

example, would certainly benefit from their separation. 

Although the previous analysis addresses many of the discrepancies in the 

findings, the relationship between need fulfillment and compatibility has not been folly 
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discussed. ITiis study sought to develop a model based on interpersonal need fulfillment 

that predicted satisfaction without relying on historical, behavioral data. In general, 

interpersonal need compatibility was found to predict satisfaction. However, the data 

seem to also suggest that compatibility is not a direct substitute for need fulfillment. The 

significant correlations between the two in the areas of affection and inclusion suggest 

that the two are related. However these correlations are moderate in magnitude and also 

suggest that need fulfillment represents more than a simple behavioral reflection of 

compatibility. One possible explanation for this reduced association involves the 

behavioral attempts at fulfillment of the partners. The present study intentionally 

conceptualizes compatibility in terms of psychological level s that are independent of 

behavior. Similar levels between partners on the needs do not, however, guarantee that 

the two individuals will pursue fulfillment in similar ways. Therefore, future research 

should examine actual behavioral attempts at fulfillment and therefore examine 

compatibility at the behavioral level as well. 

Limitations and Future Research 

As with any investigation, several limitations are inherent in this study and future 

research should be designed to address these limitations. Methodologically, 

generalizability could be hindered by the heterogeneous nature of the "single" sub-

sample. For the present study, this group involved a range of individuals including 

participants who were dating multiple people, desired a dating relationship, and were 

single by choice. In addition, the sampling method likely produced a sub-sample of 

couples that generally were experiencing high levels of satisfaction. First, the 
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requirement for couples to be in an "exclusive" relationship implied a certain level of 

conunitment, while the use of undergraduate students in an environment rich with 

alternatives and relatively low in terms of investment levels likely resulted in couples that 

were generally satisfied. This trend is likely enlianced by the requirement tliat both 

partners complete a questionnaire. In distressed couples, the likelihood of one paitner 

completing a questionnaire for which tliey receive no compensation is probably 

comparatively low. Finally, the significant correlations among affiliation measures 

present problems for data interpretation. Future research should be focused on 

determining whether these correlations represent limitations in the instrumentation or 

represent a true, inextricable link between inclusion and affection in the population. 

In addition to these methodological considerations, several other limitations 

should be mentioned. First, due to the somewhat preliminary nature of empirical tests of 

this framework, certain limitations were placed on assessment of need fulfillment from 

sources throughout the network. Weiss (1974) discussed the relationsliip between 

friendship and social loneliness. Data on friendships within social networks to compare 

with levels of inclusion fulfillment and social loneliness scores could have bolstered the 

findings on the relationship-specific nature of fulfillment. One primary direction for 

future research should be deeper analyses of the effects of network structure. If 

additional support for a relationship-specific model of need fulfillment is found, it could 

have significant tie to loneliness research. 

Compatibility also requires additional examination. As discussed previously, one 

goal of the present study was to link satisfaction to fulfillment in a manner that did not 
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rely on actual behavioral assessment. While this goal was accomplished and significant 

associations were discovered between satisfaction and a psychologically-based form of 

need compatibility, the behavioral manifestations of this compatibility in actual 

relationships should be examined. One primary area in which this should occur involves 

the translation of need levels into individual action and ultimately into social interaction. 

Research has yet to examine whether behavioral attempts at fulfillment can be 

categorized systematically or whether fulfillment attempts represent largely idiosyncratic 

choices unique to each individual. This line of research could be as important to the 

understanding of satisfaction as the study of psychological compatibility. 

The results illustrating the significant amount of variance in relationship 

satisfaction explained by both perceptions and fulfillment suggests that future research 

should also compare compatibility models to others. As mentioned previously, 

compatibility does offer several advantages over these other assessment methods. The 

regression results, however, suggest that the associations among perceptions, fulfillment, 

and compatibility in various foms should be examined more closely. 

With respect to the structure of needs, the data suggest that the unidimensional 

conceptions of the three needs may be inadequate. Future research should focus on 

exploring the structure of interpersonal needs and their association with network sti-ucture 

and relationship types. The data suggest that perhaps individuals perceive that different 

facets of the fimdamentai needs exist, such that fulfillment is ultimately a fimction of a 

diverse number of specific satisfactory relationships. If this perspective is supported in 

future research, it could exert a significant impact on the overall understanding of social 
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structure and individual well-being. Finally, ftiture research should further examine the 

ceiling effects that emerged for relationship-specific affection measures. Ultimately, 

alternative measures and/or scales should be used to determine whether or not these 

effects reflect a true characteristic of exclusive romantic relationships or a deficiency in 

instrumentation. 

Conclusion 

The present study sought to use the three-dimensional model of interpersonal 

needs proposed by Schutz (1966) to examine the direct, overarching impact of need 

fulfillment on well-being. Furthermore, this model was used to examine the role of 

network structure in need fulfillment and also the determination of well-being. Finally, 

interpersonal need compatibility was proposed as an explanation for the association 

between fulfillment and well-being and was tested in the context of exclusive romantic 

relationships. Overall, tliese goals were accomplished and several consistent findings 

emerged. First, at a general level a clear linkage was illustrated between overall 

interpersonal need fulfillment and the experience of well-being. Second, the data clearly 

suggested that exclusive romantic relationships are critical to the adequate fulfillment of 

affection needs, the allayment of emotional loneliness, and ultimately the experience of 

life satisfaction. This has significant implications in both scholarly and clinical contexts. 

If fulfillment of fundamental needs is a function of specific relationships and is also 

linked in significant ways to happiness and well-being, tlien assumptions of adequate 

compensation and the utility of a diverse number of satisfactory network structures are 

threatened. Third, data in the present study suggest that unidimensional, non-
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relationship-specific conceptualizations of needs £ind fulfillment may be inadequate. The 

results indicate clear differences in needs measured at the general level and those 

measured at the relationship-specific level. Given that this finding runs counter to earlier 

conceptualizations, it is significant. Finally, empirical examination of interpersonal need 

compatibility suggested that it represents a useful construct for future research, Wliile the 

exact contribution of compatibility in the three areas to relationship satisfaction remains 

somewhat unclear, analyses did clearly reveal that interpersonal need compatibility plays 

a significant role in the determination of satisfaction. It does not appear as though 

compatibility can serve as a direct substitute for fulfillment, but it still explains 

significant variance in satisfaction. 

The present examination provided several answers and helped clarify the role of 

need fulfillment in the experience of well-being as well as its functioning in relationships. 

However, the preliminary nature of this study positions it as a necessary first step in a 

process. With the answers came even more questions. Future research should build on 

these findings and attempt to further clarify the relationships among network structure, 

need fulfillment, and well-being. Furthermore, the exact role of compatibility and 

fulfillment in specific relationships should be further explored and linked to behavior. 



77 

Table 1 

Internal Consistency) Reliability Coefficients for the Element B Scales 

Variable a 

Perceived Inclusion (General) .96 

Perceived Affection (General) .85 

Perceived Control (General) .82 

Desired Inclusion (General) .95 

Desired Affection (General) .86 

Desired Control (General) .81 

Perceived Inclusion (Relationship-Specific) .96 

Perceived Affection (Relationship-Specific) .87 

Perceived Control (Relationsliip-Specific) .86 

Desired Inclusion (Relationship-Specific) .96 

Desired Affection (Relationship-Specific) .90 

Desired Control (Relationship-Specific) .91 
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Table 2 

Correlations Among Overall Need Fulfillment and Measures of Well-Being 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

1. Overall Need Fulfillment 

2. Life Satisfaction -.27*** — 

3. Satisfaction w/ Support -.12* .36*** — 

4. Emotiona] Loneliness .23** - 49*** . 44*** _ _  

5. Social Loneliness .30*** .36*** -

Note. «= 192 to 195. 
*p<.05, 
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Table 3 

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Valuesfor Comparisons Involving Single Participants 
and Participants in the Random Relationship Sub-Sample 

Relationship Single 

V ariable M SB M SB t 

Affection Fulfillment 3.93 3.66 5.02 4.76 1.77* 

Inclusion Fulfillment 4.72 5.39 5.64 6.11 1.10 

Control Fulfillment 4.63 3.34 4.96 3.78 .65 

Emotional Loneliness 7.60 2.73 13.61 3.57 13.04*** 

Social Loneliness 9,11 3.83 9.09 3.34 .05 

Satisfaction w/ Support 26.53 3.72 25.55 5.03 1.53 

Life Satisfaction 19.73 3.29 17.70 4.19 2 

Note. 72 = 90 to 91 for the dating sub-sample and n = 103 to 105 for singles. 
*p<.05,  **p<.01, 
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Table 4 

Correlations Among Relationship-Specific Compatibilities, Relationship-Specific 
Fulfillment Levels, and General Compatibility! fiw Each of the Three Fundamental 
Interpersonal Needs 

4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. Inclusion 
Compat. (RS) 

2. Affection 
Compat. (RS) .58**^ -

3. Control 
Compat. (RS) -.02 -.02 -

4. Inclusion 
Fulfillment ,46«** .27** .01 

5. Affection 
Fulfillment .44*** .65*** -.01 .48»** -

6. Control 
Fulfillment .05 -.10 .10 .02 -.08 -

7. Inclusion 
Compat. (Gen) .28- .20* .14 .05 .10 -.13 -

8. Affection 
Compat, (Gen) .30** .39*** .02 .14 .25** -.11 .50**» — 

9. Control 
Compat. (Gen) .06 .14 .36-*» .03 .13 .14 .05 .00 

Note, n ~ 87 to 91. 
*p < .05, < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 5 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Models Using the Three Types of Relationship-Specific 
Compatibility as Predictors of Relationship Satisfaction With Affection Compatibility 
Entered First 

Variable p Ai?* 

Model 1 

Affection Compatibility -.24* .06* 

Model 2 

Affection Compatibilit)' .04 

Inclusion Compatibility -.47*** .15*^ 

Model 3 

Affection Compatibility .04 

Inclusion Compatibility -.47*** 

Control Compatibility .21* .04* 

Note, n ~ 89. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***/? < .001 
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Table 6 

Means, Standard Deviations, and t- Values for Comparisons Involving Participants 
Dating Multiple People and Participants Desiring a Romantic Relationship 

Multiple Desiring 

Variable M SD M SD t 

Affection Fulfillment 4.63 3.17 5.81 5.94 1.01 

Inclusion Fulfillment 5.38 5.28 6.11 7.73 .45 

Control Fulfillment 5.34 3.70 4.41 3.13 1.14 

Emotional Loneliness 13.35 3.17 14.81 3.84 1.68 

Social Loneliness 9.26 3.14 9.51 3.35 .32 

Satisfaction w/ Support 25.59 4.32 24.35 5.43 1.04 

Life Satisfaction 16.97 4.92 17.32 3.65 .34 

Note, n - 31 to 32 for the multiple daters and n ~ 37 for those desiring a relationship. 
< .05, **p < .01, < .001 
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Table 7 

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Valuesfor Comparisons Involving Participants 
Dating Multiple People and Participants in the Random Relationship Sub-Sample 

Multiple Exclusive 

Variable M SD M SD t 

Affection Fulfillment 4.63 3.17 3.85 3.62 1.07 

Inclusion Fulfillment 5.38 5.28 4,44 4.99 .89 

Control Fulfillment 5.34 3.70 4.80 3.28 .77 

Emotional Loneliness 13.35 3.17 7.52 2.73 9.75*** 

Social Loneliness 9.26 3.14 9.02 3.82 .31 

Satisfaction w/ Support 25.59 4.32 26.68 3.61 1.37 

Life Satisfaction 16.97 4.92 19.74 3.33 3.49*** 

Note. « = 31 to 32 for the multiple daters and n 
sample. 
V<.05, 

= 90 to 91 for the relationship sub-



Table 8 

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Values for Paired Comparisons Involving General 
and Relationship-Specific Compatibility and Need Levels 

General Relationship-Specific 

Variable M SI) M SB t 

Need for lEclusion 45.48 7.56 48.32 6.54 4 11*** 

Need for Affection 46.57 5.93 50.29 5.51 7.68*** 

Need for Control 16.77 4.74 21.96 7.88 7.45*** 

Inclusion Compatibility 7.68 5.80 5.36 6.14 3.02** 

Affection Compatibility 5.67 4.21 3.91 4.91 3.29*** 

Control Compatibility 4.92 3.93 7.60 6.37 4 j4*** 

Note, n = 87 to 91. 
*/> < .05, **p < .01, < .001 
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Table 9 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Models Using the Three Types of Relationship-Specific 
Need Fulfillment as Predictors of Relationship Satisfaction With Affection Fulfillment 
Entered First 

Variable fi M' 

Model 1 

Affection Fulfillment -.43*** .18*** 

Model 2 

Affection Fulfillment -.28** 

Inclusion Fulfillment -.31** .08** 

Excluded 

Control Fulfillment .14 

Note. The Beta for control is based on the final model (Model 2) with both inclusion and 
affection entered, n = 91. 
* p  <  .05, **p<.01, ***/7<.001 
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Appendix A 

Human Subjects Protection Program Approval Letter 

THEUnwekityof 

Human Subjects Praiecdon Program 
http://w™r«r,irb.att!om.edu 

ARIZONA 1330 N. Vine Avenue 
EO, Box 243137 
Tucson, AZ 85724-5137 
(520) 626-^721 

Tucson Arizona 

19 November 2003 

Jeremy Osbom, MA 
Advisor. Chris Segrin, Ph.D. 
Department of Communication 
Communication, Room 405 
PO BOX 210025 

IE: CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS AND NEED FULFILLMENT 

Dear Mr. Osbom: 

We received docmnents concerning your above cited project Regulations published by the U.S. 
Department of Healfc and Human Services [45 CFR Part 46.101 (b) (2)] exempt this type of research 
from review by our Institutional Review Board. Note: Copies of your disclaimer form, with IRB 
approval stamp affixed, is enclosed for dupMcation and use in enroUing subjects. 

Continued exempt status is granted with the understanding that no further ciianges or additions will 
be made either to the procedures followed or to the consenting instrument used (copies of which we 
have on file) without the review and approval of the Human Subjects Committee and your College 
or Departmental Review Committee. Any research related physical or psychological harm to any 
subject must also be reported to each committee. 

Thank you for informing us of your worL If you have any questions concerning the above, please 
contact this office. 

Sincerely. 

Rebecca Dahl,R.N.,Ph.D. 
Director 
Human Subjects Protection Program 

cc: Departmental/College Review Committee 
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Appendix B 

Questionnaire Distributed to Participants 
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Section 1: 
INSTRUCTIONS: Die following statements concern your evaluations of yourself and 
others regarding various aspects of your interactions with people in general For each 
statement, please indicate the extent to which you agree with the statement by circling the 
number that best describes your level of agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = 
Strongly Agree). 

1. People invite me to join in their activities. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

2. Other people decide what to do when we are together. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

3. People are hostile toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

4 .  People invite me to do things. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

5. People control my actions. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

6. People like me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

7. People invite me to participate in their activities. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5  6  

8. People strongly influence my actions. 
Strongly Disagree 

1  2  3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

9. People show me affection. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 ' € 
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10. People include me in their activities. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

11. People strongly influence my ideas. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

12. People act friendly toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

13. People include me in tlieir social affairs. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

14.1 am easily led by people. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

15. People really care about me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

16. People ask me to participate in their discussions. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

17.1 am strongly influenced by what people say. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  

1 2  3  4  
S t r o n g l y  A g r e e  

5  6  

18. People are cool and distant to me. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  

1  2 3 
S t r o n g l y  A g r e e  

5 6 

19. People invite me to do things with them. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  
12 3 4 

S t r o n g l y  A g r e e  
5  6  

20. Other people decide things for me. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  
12 3 

Strongly Agree 
5 ^ 6 
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21. People are emotionally attached to me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

22. People invite me to parties. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

23. People often cause me to change my mind. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

24. People convey a feeling of warmth toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

25. Other people take charge when we work together. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

26. People invite me to join them when we have free time. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

27. People try to get close to me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

Section 2: 
INSTRUCTIONS; The following statements concern various things you may want 
when interacting with people in general. For each statement, please indicate the extent to 
which you agree with the statement by circling the number that best describes your level 
of agreement (1 -- Strongly Disagree and 6 = Strongly Agree). 

1.1 want people to invite me to join in their activities. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2.1 want other people to decide what to do when we are together. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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3. 1 want people to act hostile towai'd me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

4, I want people to invite me to do things. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 

Strongly Agree 
S 6 

5. I want people to control my actions. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

6. 1 want people to like me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

7. I want people to invite me to participate in their activities. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
12 3 4 5 6 

8. I want people to strongly influence my actions. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  4  
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

9.1 want people to show me affection. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

10. I want people to include me in their activities. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  4  
Strongly Agree 

5  6  

11. 1 want people to strongly influence my ideas. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

12.1 want people to act friendly toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

13.1 want people to include me in, their social affeirs. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 '6 
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14.1 want to be easily led by people. 
Strongly 'Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

15.1 want people to really care about me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

16.1 want people ask me to participate in their discussions. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

17.1 want to be strongly influenced by what people say. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

18.1 want people to be cool and distant to me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

19.1 want people to invite me to do things with them. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

20.1 want other people to decide things for me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

21.1 want people to be emotionally attached to me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

22.1 want people to invite me to parties. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

23.1 want people to cause me to change my mind. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

24.1 want people to convey a feeling of warmth toward me. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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25.1 want other people to take chai-ge when we work together. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

26.1 want people to invite me to join them when we have free time. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1  2  3  4  5  6  

27.1 want people to try to get close to me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

Section 3: 
INSTRUCTIONS: The following .statements involve evaluations of your current 
romantic relationship, specifically. This would include your marriage or primary dating 
relationship. For each statement, please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 
statement by circling the number that best describes your level of agreement (1 = 
Strongly Disagree and 6 = Strongly Agree). If you are not currently in a romantic 
relationship, skip to Section 6 on page 12. 

1. My partner invites me to join in his/her activities. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  

1 2  3  4  
Strongly Agree 

S 6 

2. My partner decides what to do when we are together. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  4  
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

3. My partner is cool and distant toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  4  
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

4. My partner invites me to do things. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

5. My partner controls my actions. 
Strongly Disagree 

1  2  3  
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

6. My partner loves me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 ' 2 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 
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7. My pajliier invites me to participate in his/her activities. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1, 2 3 4 5 6 

8. My partner strongly influences my actions. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

9. My partner tries to get close to me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

10. My partner includes me in his/her activities. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

11. My partner strongly influences ray ideas. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

12. My partner really cares about me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

13. My partner includes me in his/her social affairs. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

14.1 am easily led by ray partner. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

15. My partner conveys a feeling of fondness toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

16. My partner invites me to join him/her when he/she has free time. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 ' 6 ' 

17.1 am strongly influenced by what my partner says. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 
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18. My partner has a strong feeling of affection toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

19. My partner invites me to do things with him/her. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

20. My partner decides things for me. 
StroBgly Disagree 

1 2 3 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

21. My partner likes me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

22. My partner participates in my activities. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  4  
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

23. My partner often causes me to change my mind. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  4  
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

24. My partner conveys a feeling of warmth toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5  6  

25. My partner strongly influences my ideas. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  4  
Strongly Agree 

5 6 

26. My partner includes me in his/her social affairs. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

27. My partner is emotionally attached to me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 
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Section 4; 
INSTRUCTIONS; The following statements involve things you may want out of your 
current romantic relationship. For each statement, please indicate the extent to which you 
agree with the statement by circling the number that best describes your level of 
agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = Strongly Agree), If you are not currently in a 
romantic relationship, skip to Section 6 on page 12. 

1.1 vi/ant my partner to invite me to join in his/her activities. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2.1 want my partner to decide what to do when we are together. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. I want my partner to be cool and distant toward me. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

4. I want my partner to invite me to do things. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  
12 3 4 

5. I want my partner to control my actions. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2  3  4 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

Strongly Agree 
5 6 

6. I want my partner to love me. 
Strongly Disagree 

1 2 
S t r o n g l y  A g r e e  

5 6 

7.1 want my partner to invite me to participate in his/her activities. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  Strongly A g r e e  

1  2  3  4  5  6  

8. I want my partner to strongly influence my actions. 
Strongly Disagree 
12 3 4 

Strongly Agree 
5  6  

9. I want my partner to try to get close to me. 
Strongly Disagree 

" 1 2 3 4 
Strongly Agree 

5 6 
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10. I want my partner to include me in his/lier activities. 
Strongly Disagree S t r o n g l y  Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 " 

11. I want my paitner to strongly influence my ideas. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. I want my partner to really care about me. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  S t r o n g l y  A g r e e  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

13.1 want my partner to include me in his/her social affairs. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

14.1 want to be easily led by my partner. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

15.1 want my partner to convey a feeling of fondness toward me. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

16.1 want my partner to invite me to join him/her when he/she has free time. 
S t r o n g l y  Disagree S t r o n g l y  A g r e e  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

17.1 want to be strongly influenced by what my partner says. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

18.1 want my partner to have a strong feeling of affection toward me. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 '6 

19.1 want my partner to invite me to do things vwth him/her. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 *6 

20.1 want my partner to decide things for me. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 " 6 
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21.1 want my partner to like me. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 " 

22.1 want my partner to participate in my activities. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

23.1 want my partner to often cause me to change my mind. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

24.1 want my partner to convey a feeling of warmth toward me. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

25.1 want my partner to strongly influence my ideas. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

26.1 want my partner to include me in his/her social affairs. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

27.1 want my partner to be emotionally attached to me. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Section 5: 
I N S T R U C T I O N S ;  Please circle the number for each item that best describes your 
fe e l i n g s  a b o u t  y o u r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  y o u r  c u r r e n t  r o m a n t i c  p a r t n e r ,  i f  y o u  a r e  n o t  
c u r r e n t l y  i n  a  r o m a n t i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  s k i p  t o  S e c t i o n  6  o n  p a g e  1 2 .  

1. How well does your partner meet your needs? 
P o o r l y  E x t r e m e l y  Well 

1  2  3  4  5  

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship. 
U n s a t i s f i e d  E x t r e m e l y  S a t i s f i e d  

1  2  3  4  5  

3. How good is your relationship compared to most? 
P o o r  E x c e l l e n t  

1  2  3  4  5  
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4. How often do you wish you'd never gotten in this relationship? 
Never Very Often 

.1, 2 3 4 5 

5. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations? 
Hardly At AH Completely 

1 2 3 4 5 " 

6. How much do you love your partner? 
N o t  M u c h  V e r y  Much 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. How many problems are there in your relationship? 
Very Few Very Many 
1 2 3 4 5 

Section 6: 
I N S T R U C T I O N S :  These questions refer to the quality of your social relationships. For 
each statement, please circle a number that best represents the extent to which you 
currently agree with the statement (5 = Strongly Agree and 1 - Strongly Disagree). 

1. Most everyone around me seems like a stranger. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I don't get much satisfaction from the groups I participate in. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. There are good people around me who understand my views and beliefs. 
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e  S t r o n g l y  A g r e e  

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Tliere is no one I have felt close to for a long time. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. 1 have a romantic partner who gives me support and encouragement. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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6. I belong to a network of friends. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 ' 

7. Tliere are people I can count on for companionship. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I don't have one specific relationship in wWch T. feel understood. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 ' 2 3 4 5 

9. I am an important part of the emotional well-being of another person. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

10.1 don't have a special love relationship. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

Section 7; 
IN STRU C T I O N  S; The following questions ask about people in your environment who 
provide you with help or support. Each question has two parts. For the first part, list all 
the people you know, excluding yourself, whom you can count on for help or support in 
tlie manner described. Please give the person's initials and their relationship to you. Do 
not list more than one person next to each of the letters below the question. 

For the second part, circle how satisfied you are with the overall support you 
have. If you have no support for a question please write "no one," but still rate your level 
of satisfaction. Do not list more than nine persons per question. 

1. Who can you really count on to distract you from your worries when you feel 
under stress? 

a. b. c, 

d. e. f. 

g- h-

How satisfied are you with support in this area? 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 
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2. Who can you really count on to help you feel more relaxed when you are under 
pressure or tense? 

a. b. c. 

e. f. 

How satisfied are you with support in this area? 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Who accepts you totally, including both your worst and best points? 

a. b. c. 

d. e. £_ 

g. h. i. 

How satisfied are you with support in this area? 
Very Dissatisfied Very S a t i s f i e d  

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Who can you really count on to care about you, regardless of what is happening to 
you? 

a. b. c. 

e. f. 

h. i. 

How satisfied are you with support in this area? 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 
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5. Wlio can you really count on to help you feel better when you are feeling 
generally down-in-the-dumps? 

a. b, c. 

d. 

h. i. 

How satisfied axe you with support in this area? 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Who can you really count on to console you when you are upset? 

a. b. c. 

f. 

h. 

How satisfied are you witli support in tliis area? 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 

Section 8: 
INSTRUCTIONS: Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. 
For each statement, please circle a number that best represents the extent to which you 
currently agree with the statement (5 = Strongly Agree and 1 = Strongly Disagree). 
Please be open and honest in your responding. 

1. In most ways ray life is close to my ideal. 
S t r o n g l y  Disagree S t r o n g l y  Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I am satisfied with my life. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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4. So far 1 have gotten the importEmt tilings I want in life. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 ' 

5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing. 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 '5 

Section 9: 
INSTRUCTIONS; Please answer the following background questions. 

1. What is your sex? Male ____ Female 

2. What is your age? _____ Years 

3. What is your race or ethnic background? 

American Indian or Alaskan Native Asian or Pacific Islander 

Black Hispanic White ___ Other or unknown 

4. What is your current relational status? 

Married 

Engaged to be married 

Unmarried, but dating one person exclusively 

Unmarried and dating multiple people 

Unmarried, and not dating b y  c h o i c e  

Unmarried and not dating, but desire a dating relationship 

Other (explain) 

5. If you are in a relationship, how long have your partner and you been married/dating? 

__ Years, and Months 

6. If you are in a relationship, does your partner live in the same area as you do? 

Yes No 
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7. If you are not currently in a relationship, how long has it been since your last dating 
relationship or mamage? 

Years, and Months 

8. What is your year in school? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate Student 

Not currently a student 

9. If you are currently in a relationship, what is your partner's year in school? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate Student 

Not currently a student 

THANK Y O U  V E R Y  MUCH F O R  PARTICIPATING IN THIS RESEARCH! 
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