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Preface

In the field ofclose relationships, the past decade bas been marked by a

proliferation of research on adult attaehment. This research activity was spawned

by the work ofHazan and Shaver (1987) andM~ Kaplan and Cassidy (1985),

who transposed onto adult samples the attachment categories developed by

Bowlbyand Ainsworth to explain individual differences in children's relationship

to their primary caretaker. Sînce then, theorizing and research on adults' working

models of attachment has rapidly grown into a weIl established literature,

spanning Clinical, Cognitive, Developmental, Evolutionary, Personality and

Social Psychology. The present dissertation further contributes to the knowledge

and understanding ofadults' close relationships by providing evidence ofglobal

and specifie attachment models, as part ofa network of interconnected, but

distinct models. Another objective was to delineate the relative contributions of

global~ generalized attachment models and relationship-specific models to the

experience ofsignificant life events and daily interactions.

The first chapter begins with a briefoverview of the two broad traditions

in adult attachment research and assessment methods. This is followed by a

discussion ofhow, to date, most adult attachment research appears to suggest that

this is solely an individual difference variable, although reports ofrelationship

differences suggest that individuals have multiple attachment models. These

multiple models of selfand other within the relational context are then integrated

with Collins and Read (1994) and Crittenden's (1990) social-cognitive theories of

a hierarchical network ofmodels or a meta-structure. Finally, the objectives of the

pres-ent dissertation are given along with an overvi(;w of the research program.

In the second chapter, using two samples of young adults, 1examine the

degree of association between global models of self and other and multiple

relationship-specific models. The results of these two studies support the notion

that people possess multiple relationship-specific models, which are highly
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variable but also share a common factor. This underlying factor is significantly

associated with global models of self and other.

ln the Ihird chapler, 1examine the stability of global and relationship­

specifie models ofselfand other, assessed al two tinte points in a sample of293

young adults. Furthennore, the evidence supporting meaningful ehanges in global

and specific relational models over time, as top-down and bottom-up effects, is

considered. Top-down effects imply that global models ofselfand other produce

changes in relationship-specific models. Bottom-up effects refer to the specific

models of self and other, collectively, inducing change in global models of self

and other over time.

Subsequent chapters report research which assessed the relative

contributions ofglobal and specific models of selfand others to the experience of

significant life events and daily social interactions within existing relationships. In

the fourth chapler, the hypothesis that parents and peers relationships assume

different roles with respect to fulfilling young adults' relational needs is

discussed. These hypothesized differences in the roles of parental and peer

relationships are tested within a longitudinal study which tests the relative

contributions of global and relationship-specific models ofself and others in

young adults' experience oftheir flfSt semester of university and a relationship

breakup.

Although adult attachment models are premised to reflect interpersonal

experience, research bas only recently begun to examine individual differences in

the experience ofsocial interactions as a fonction of global or specific attachment

models. The fifth chapler presents the results ofa study which tested the main

effects and statistical interactions ofglobal and relationship-specific models of

self and other in explaining the experience ofsocial interactions within

relationships. Finally, the salh andfinal chapler of this dissertation consists ofa

summary and conclusions drawn from the present researcb.

ii
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Abstrllct

The objectives of this research program were to provide evidence of the

distinction between global and specifie relational models and to assess their

relative contributions in the experience ofsignificant life events and daily social

interactions. Relationship-specific models were operationalized in two ways: in

tenns of significant role relationships and in terms of salience (i.e., frequency of

interactions). The association between global relational models and specifie

models, selected on the basis ofthe other's role (Study 1) or salienee (Study 2),

was examined. Results indicate that these constructs were correlated, but not

redundant.

Moderate stability ofglobal and specifie models was found over 4 months.

Analyses examining the extent ta which change in this network ofmodels

operated through top-down or bottom...up processes suggested that change

oecurred mainly as a bottom...up process. Models of self and other for established

relationships were generalized to the global models, but the global models did not

contribute mueh ta shaping changes in specifie models.

Adjustment to L\VO different life events was examined to distinguish

between the contributions of global and distinct relationship-specific models in

the experience ofevents eliciting different relational needs. Adjustment to

university, anticipated to induce secure base needs, was in part explained by the

global model of self and aIso by the model ofother for father. In contrast,

adjustment to a romantic breakup, expected ta arouse safe haven needs, was

assoeiated with the model of self with a close friend, but not parental or global

models.

Finally, global and specifie models of self and other contributed to

explaining the experience ofdaily interactions within relationships. Relationship...

specifie models of other were most strongly associated with the quality and

intimaey of interactions. The global model ofother made modest, but significant

v
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additional contributions to explain these ratings. The global model of self

moderated the association between specifie models ofself and ratings of

interactions to expIain a significan~ yet small proportion of the variance. In sum,

this research demonstrated that attaehment or relational models cao he considered

both global and specifie representational structures, reflecting reJational as weil as

individual differenees.

vi
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Résumé

Les objectifs de ce programme de recherche étaient de démontrer la

distinction entre les modèles relationnels globaux et spécifiques, ainsi que

d'évaluer leurs contributions respectives à l'expérience d'événements significatifs

et d'interactions quotidiennes. Les modèles spécifiques furent échantillonnés

selon le rôle de l'autre personne (ex., mère, Étude 1) et selon la saillance de la

relation (c.·à-d., la fréquence des interactions, Étude 2). Les modèles relationnels

globaux et spécifiques étaient corrélés mais non redondants.

Les modèles globaux et spécificques étaient modérément stables sur une

période de 4 mois. Les analyses portant sur le changement de "haut-en-bas" et de

"bas·en-haut" dans ce réseau de modèles suggèrent principalement un processus

de changement de bas-en-baut. Les modèles de soi et d'autrui dans les relations

établies se généralisaient aux modèles globaux. Toutefois, ces derniers n'ont pas

beaucoup contribué au développement des modèles spécifiques déjà établis.

L'adaptation à deux événements significatifs fut examinée afin de

distinguer la contribution des modèles relationnels globaux et spécifiques à

différentes relations à l'expérience d'événements suscitant des besoins

relationnels différents. L'adaptation à l'université, qui devait évoquer le besoin

d'une base sécurisante, fut en partie expliquée par le modèle de soi global ainsi

que le modèle d'autrui pour son père. Par contre, l'adapation à une rupture

amoureuse, qui devait susciter le besoin d'un havre réconfortant, fut associée au

modèle de soi avec son plus proche ami et non aux modèles globaux, ni aux

modèles spécifiques en relation avec ses parents.

Enfin, les modèles globaux et spécifiques de soi et d'autrui ont contribué à

expliquer l'expérience d'interactions quotidiennes à l'intérieur de relations

spécifiques. Les modèles spécifiques d'autrui étaient fortement associés à la

perception de qualité et d'intimité des interactions. De plus, le modèle global

d'autrui contribue, modestement mais significativement, à expliquer la perception

des interactions. Le modèle global de soi agissait comme modérateur de

vii
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Résumé

l'association entre les modèles spécifiques de soi et la perception des interactions9

expliquant significativement une faible proportion mais de la variance. En

conclusion, cette recherche a démontré que les modèles relationnels (ou

d'attachement) peuvent être considérés comme des structures cognitives globales

et spécifiques, représentant des différences tant relationnelles qu'individuelles.
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Cllapter 1

Introduction

The quality ofclose relationships is a topic which elicits the interest of

most lay people and also ofmany social scientists. Close relationships and their

potentially uplifting, motivating, inhibiting and destructive efIects on the

individual have been the topic ofcountless novels, plays, taIk-shows and self-help

books. Research in c1inical, developmental, personality and social psychology bas

consistently demonstrated the positive etTects ofclose relationships on

psychological and physical well-being throughout the life-span (e.g., Baumrind,

1967; Burman &. Margolin, 1992; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Harlow &. Zimmerman,

1959). It is not surprising then to find that psychological research and theory has

examined how lay people's theories ofclose relationships (Le., their cognitive

representations of relationships) are associated with their social experience and

well-being.

Attachment theory, tirst proposed by Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980) to

expIain the parent-child bond in infancy, is a broad-based theory which suggests

that over repeated interactions with a close other people form predictable

cognitive modeIs of the relationship. In Bowlby's terms, they develop internai

working models of their attachment relationship. Two models are fonned for the

relationship: a model of self and a model ofother. Individual differences observed

in infants' behaviors with their primary caregiver (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters &

Wall, 1978), adults' representations oftheir childhood relationships with their

parents (Main, Kaplan &. Cassidy, 1985) and adults' representations oftheir

romantic relationship (Collins &. Read, 1990; Hazan &. Shaver, 1987) have been

attributed to underlyjng difIerences in the models of self and other. Adult

attachment models, which are the focus of the present dissertation, are assumed to

be extensions ofchildhood attachment models, whereby childhood models ofself

and other are expected to contribute to shaping adult models (Collins &. Read,

1
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1994; Bartholomew & Horowi~ 1991; Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998).

The quality ofadult attachment relationships bas been assessed through a

wide variety ofmethods. In an overview of these methods, Bartholomew and

Shaver (1998) describe the distinctions between two broOO traditions ofadult

attachment research. The first research tradition stems mainly from research

conducted by child and clinical psychologists (e.g., Ainsworth, Bretherton,

Cassidy, Crittenden and Main) and bas focused on 000115' retrospective reports of

their childhood relationships with their parents, using mainly interviews and

behavioral observations to assess attachment models. In contrast, the second

tradition was spawned by the work of Hazan and Shaver (1987) and developed by

personality and social psychologists (e.g. Brennan, Collins, Mikulincer, Read and

Simpson). This research tradition bas focused essentially on romantic

relationships and has assessed adult attachment mainly with self-report

questionnaires.

Drawing on these two research traditions, Bartholomew (1990) proPOsed a

two-dimensional, four category model ofadult attachment which consisted of the

logical combinations of positive and negative models ofself and others (which

she aIso referred to as the dependence and avoidance dimensions). Before she

proposed titis four category model, attachment models, in both research traditions,

had been generally described as three distinct relational styles: secure,

anxiouslambivalent and avoidant. The secure attachment style referred to adul15

who had close, trusting relationships in which they feh they could depend on

others for comion and yet retained a certain autonomy within their close

relationships. The anxiouslambivalent (or preoccupied) style referred to OOul15

who ardently desire closeness and intimacy in their relationships, but fear that

others will reject them. These adults were said to he highly dependent on their

close relationships but also to not feel wonhy of others' love and care, thus

leading them to be generally preoccupied by their relationships. Finally, the

2
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avoidant style referred to individuals who remained distant and uninvested in their

close relationships. They were said to he avoidant of intimacy and ofdepending

on others.

Bartholomew's (1990) tyPology consisted of two categories which had

until now been widely validated in attachment research, the secure and

preoccupied (or anxiouslambivalent) styles, and two novel categories which she

extracted from Main et al. (1985) and Hazan and Shaver's (1987) avoidant

categories: the dismissing and fearful styles. As Bartholomew (1990) explained,

the positive model ofself refers ta having a sense of being worthy ofothers' love,

support and attention, whereas the negative model of selfcorresponds to feeling

unworthy of such caring responses. The positive model ofothers refers ta seeing

others as trustworthy, dependable and generallyaccepting. In contras!, the

negative model ofothers is associated with expecting others to be unreliable,

rejecting, and generally unsupPOrtive. The secure style is characterized by positive

models ofself and other, whereby the person is generally comfortable with

closeness and intimacy, feels worthy and lovable and expects that people will he

generally accepting and responsive to his or her neeels. The preoccupied style is

one in which individuals have a positive model ofothers, but a negative model of

themselves. A persan assessed as having a preoccupied style evaluates others

positively but feels unworthy oftheir love and acceptance. Individuals with a

dismissing style are said to have positive views ofthemselves, but not ofothers.

They maintain a sense of invulnerability by avoiding closeness in relationships,

protecting themselves from the anticipated disappointment which would he

expected to ensue from seeking intimacy or comfort from others. Finally,

individuals with ajëarful attachment style have similarly negative models of

others but aIso negative models of themselves. They avoid closeness and intimacy

out of a fear of rejection.

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) validated this four category Madel

3
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using two distinct methods ofassessing these adult attachment styles. The first

method is a 60 minute semi-structured attaehment interview in which participants

extensively describe their close relationships. Interviews are recorded and rated by

trained coders with a highly structured coding procedure which is used to

determine participants' attaehment style. The second method is a four-item self­

report measure, in which four paragraphs representing each of the four attachment

styles are given to participants. They are asked to rate the extent to which they

resembles each ofthe four styles and to select the style which best describes them.

These interview and self-report measures then provide continuous and

categorical ratings ofattachment. They can likewise be used to assess the valence

and intensity ofthe underlying models of self and others (Griffm & Bartholomew,

1994). Griffio and Bartholomew (1994) reported that the scores for models ofself

and other obtained with Bartholomew & Horowitz's (1991) self-report and

interview measures were predictably correlated with other widely used continuous

attachment measures (Le., Collins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987;

Simpson~ Rholes and Nelligan, 1992), as weil as indicators of the selfconcept

(i.e., self-esteem and self-acceptance) and interpersonal orientation (Le.,

sociability and interpersonal wannth).

In addition to the evidence provided by attachment theorists and

researchers, Bowlby's (1969) internai working models were further supPOrted by

Bald\vin's (1992) social cognitive theory ofrelational schemas, which resulted

from the application ofsocial cognitive schema theories ofPerson-Perception and

self-perception to interpersonal relationships. Baldwin (1992) defines relational

schemas as "cognitive structures representing regularities in patterns of

interpersonal relatedness ... [which] include images ofselfand other, along with a

script for an expected pattern of interaction derived via generalizations from

repeated similar interpersonal experiences" (p. 461). In proposing this social­

cognitive theory ofrelationship models, Baldwin furthennore suggested that

4
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multiple schemas ofselfand other must he constructed to account for a person's

varying experiences in theu many roles and relationships. Thus, his work

extended the cognitive structures underlying Bowlby's working models to non­

attachment relationships (i.e., to relationships with close others who are not key

attachment figures). It also highlights the likelihood ofvariable models of selfand

others within individuals, in accordance with their cbanging experiences within

different relationships.

Multiple Models ofSelf"nd Otllers

So far, with the exception of the discussion of Baldwin's (1992) relational

schemas, the discussion ofattaehment theory and measures May have implied that

an individual has a single set of internai working models or a unique attachment

style. It is unlikely that attachment theorists and researchers set out ta explicitly

restrict the concepts of working models ofselfand other to the relationship with

the primary attachment figure (either the mother, father or romantic partner).

However, as they generally consider ooly one relationship, theu results and

conclusions May misleadingly he read as implying that attachment is solely a trait­

like individual difference variable. For instance, in reporting research which

focuses on adult's romantic attachment, groups of participants distinguished on

the basis of their romantic attachment style are referred to as "secure individuals"

or simply "secures", rather than more precisely identified as "participants who

were secure within their relationship with their romantic partner" (e.g., Levy, Blan

& Shaver, 1998; Lopez, Gover, Leskel~ Sauer, Schinner & Wyssmann, 1997).

Additionally, researchers who utilize self-report measures occasionally do not

mention in their report of the research what relationship(s) participants were asked

to think about when completing the measure: ail close relationships, theu

romantic relationship or their relationships with one or both parents (e.g. Brennan

& Shaver, 1995).

The categorization ofattachment models ioto distinct styles May have also

5
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led researchers to treat attaehment as primarily an individual difference variable.

As research participants were divided into groups, based on this general style, they

were successfully distinguished on a wide variety of individual, interpersonal and

health characteristics. Baldwin, Fehr, Keedian, Seidel & Thompson (1993) report

differences in interpersonal expectations of~ closeness and dependency, ail of

which were more readily accessible in memory as a function ofattachment styles.

Attachment styles (or continuo05 ratings of the styles) have also successfully

explained individual differences in personality traits (Shaver & Brennan, (992), in

health behaviors (Brennan & Shaver, 1995), coping responses to stress

(Mikulincer & Florian, 1995) and various indicators of psychological and physical

well-being (Feeney & Ryan, 1994; Mickelson, Kessler & Shaver, 1997;

Mikulincer, Florian & WeIler, 1993). This body ofresearch on the broad-based

differences associated with individuals' attachment styles (assessed in relation to

parents, romantic partner or more generally close relationships) bas resulted in a

large emphasis being placed on attachment as a individual difference variable.

Dnly a handful of studies actually tested the idea that adults' attachment

models may vary from one relationship to another (Bartholomew & Horowitz,

1991; Baldwin, Keelan, Fehr, Enns & Koh-Rangarajoo, 1996; Brock, Sarason,

Sanghvi & Gurung, 1998; Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997). Nonetheless, in all

cases where attachment models in multiple relationships were compared only

modest correlations were found. Th05, although there was some overlap in models

for different relationships, there were also substantial differences between

attachment models for relationships with mother father, romantic partners and

peers. The association between these specific attachment models and global

attachment models has not been examined (with the exception of Blain,

Thompson & Whiffen, 1993).

As they mature from childhood into adulthood, adults generally acquire

new close relationships which can he marked by different interpersonal histories.

6
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They are likely to retain their relationships with their parents, develop

relationships with changing romantic partners, have one or many close

friendships~ as well as relationships with classmates, roommates, workmates and

others. Thus the unique attaehment model or style developed in infancy is unlikely

to adequately capture adults' or even older children and adolescent's social reality

(Armsden & Greenberg, 1987; Lynch & Ciccheni, 1991). Thus, it would be highly

adaptive for individuals to have multiple attachment models which incorporate

pertinent qualifying information for each relationship and thus more accurately

represent their various close relationships.

Whereas the existence of multiple attachment or relational models within

individuals May have been implicitIy assumed, theoretical frameworks of the

"meta-structure" which organizes these relationship-specific model were ooly

recently clearly articulated (Collins and Read, 1994; Crittenden, 1990). Collins

and Read (1994) speak ofa hierarchical network ofmodels. Crittenden (1990)

refers to a meta-structure incorporating a generalized model, which accounts for

consistent patterns across relationships, and relationship-specific submodels,

which address the unique attributes of specific relationships. Both frameworks

propose that, as children mature, they are likely to develop a more abstract or

generalized representational model ofclose relationships on the basis oftheir

attachment models with parents. They May initially apply this global model in

their perceptions, expectations and behaviors within novel relationships. Yet, with

the accumulation ofdiscrepant and idiosyncratic information for multiple specifie

relationships not addressed by the global model, relationship-specific models must

be formed to aeeurately account for the broad range of interpersonal experienees

and knowledge within relationships (Collins and Read, 1994; Crittenden, 1990).

Thus~ both frameworks propose that people possess distinct global and

relationship-specific models of their close relationships.

7
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In accordance with these theoretical frameworks, global models of self and

other may serve to provide a sense ofcoherence across relationships, particularly

with respect to the model ofself: Furthermore, it would he highly adaptive to

complement these global models with specific models of selfand other which

consider the distinctive features of specific relationships, rather than exhibiting

the same behaviors and having the same expectations in all relationships. This

hierarchical structure may he an optimal one that does not characterize all

individuals, specifically not mealtreated children from low socioeconomic

families (Crittenden, 1990), but it would he expected to reflect the nonnative

cognitive structure ofattachment models in a sample ofyoung adults attending

university (i.e., the samples considered in the present research).

ln sum, Collins and Read (1994) and Crittenden (1990) propose that a

generalized or global attachment model and relationship-specifie models are

integrated into a network of interconnected models. Greater model specificity is

acquired al the expense ofgeneralizability: from the more abstract and widely

generalizable global model, to more specific models differentiating hetween

relationships with parent and peers which do not uniquely capturing any one

relationship, and finally, into highly specific models for the relationships with the

particular others in the person's social network (Collins and Read, 1994;

Crittenden, 1990). ft would therefore he simplistic and inaccurate to think of

attachment models as solely an individual difference variable, although the casual

reader of research focusing on individual differences explained by global,

romantic or parental attachment models might form this conclusion.

In their detailed review of theory and research on internaI working models

ofattachment, Shaver, Collins and Clark (1996) note that researchers have often

drawn indiscriminating broad conclusions about the correlates or effects of

attachment models, with little regard to the particular attachment measures they

used to tap either global or specifie models. They state that "attaehment
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researchers need to be more precise in specifying whicb aspects ofthe attachment

representational network are under study at a particular tinte. Just as it is incorrect

to speak of a single model of selfor others" it May be incorrect to speak ofa

person"s single attachment style"" (p.45). Shaver et al."s (1996) criticism follows

from the absence ofexplicit recognition or acknowledgment in research on

representational models ofclose relationships that people possess multiple"

dynamic working models for their close relationships. Ooly a few studies have

considered attachment models as varying from one relationship to another

(Arrnsden & Greenberg" 1987; Bartholomew & Horowitz., 1991; Lynch &

Cicchetti, 1991). They report modest correlations between various specific

attachment models, which suggests that these specific models are distinct. These

correlations between specific models have been proposed as evidence ofa global

or generalized attachment model. However, to my knowledge ooly one study to

date clearly set out to predict specifie attachment models for young adults"

relationships with parents and friends as a function ofa measure of the global

attachment style" and it obtained mixed results (Blain et al." 1993).

Global and Specifie Constrllcts

Although the idea ofglobal and specific constructs has received little

attention in the attachment field" it bas been considered in theory and research

pertaining to the perceived availability ofsocial support and the self-concept.

Pierce, Sarason and Sarason (1991) have demonstrated that expectations about the

availability of social support can he assessed as both a personality characteristic

(i.e., a global construct) and a feature specific to relationships and unique from the

global construct. They report that a global measure of perceived available support

could explain between 6% and 19010 of the variance in expectations of support for

any one specific relationship. Similar correlations were reported by Brock.,

Sarason" Sarason & Pierce (1996), suggesting that global and specific

expectations ofsupport are distinct constructs. Pierce, Sarason and Sarason (1991)
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and. more recently, Davis, Morris and Kraus (1998) reported that global and

specific measures of support expectations uniquely contributed to explaining

students' reports of loneliness and negative affect.

However, on the basis oftheir findings, Davis et al. (1998) note that the

effects of global support expectations may more adequately explain global

indicators ofwell-being, whereas, the effects ofspecifie support expectations May

be most prominent when the outcome is specifie ta a domain or relationship. This

last point is consistent with the results ofPierce, Sarason and Sarason's (1992)

experimental study in which participants were facing a stressful situations were

asked to rate the supportiveness of notes from their mother, received before and

after the stressful task. They found that expectations of support from mother,

assessed prior to the experimental manipulation, explained 17% to 20% of the

variance in the rated supportiveness of the mother's note, whereas global

expectations ofsupport did not significantly predict these ratings.

Similar distinctions have been drawn between global and specifie

constructs in research on the self-concept. Marsh and Yeung (1998) reviewed the

self-concept literature in which the multidimensional nature of the self-concept,

that is within specifie domains, bas been well-established. They further describe

the various conceptualizations that have been proposed for the global self­

concept. They differentiate two well-developed theoretical frameworks. In a

hierarchical view of the self-concept, the global self-concept consists ofa higher­

arder factor representing the common factor underlying domain-specific measures

of the self-concept. This hierarchical view of the self-concept resembles the

structure proposed by Collins and Read (1994) for global and specifie attachment

models.

In contrast to this hierarchical model, Marsh and Yeung (1998) describe

self-concept research which bas relied on a unidimensional measure to assess the

global self-concept. The underlying assumption ofthis self-report measure is that
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respondents are themselves able to appropriately combine their self-perceptions

within specific domains to provide a global report oftheir self-concept. However,

the authors point out that resPOnses on such a measure may he based on proximal

factors such as mood, inunediate experience or the specific domain considered in

the study.

This second conceptualization of the global self-concept resembles the

conceptualization of global attachment which is implied by social and personality

psychologists as they rely on self-report measures to assess individuals' global

attachment model (or style). The hierarchical conceptualization of the self-concept

is more similar to the conceptualization of the global attachment model a1luded to

by Annsden and Greenberg (1987), Bartholomewand Horowitz (1991) and others

in their reports of the modest correlations between more specifie attachment

models for parents and peers.

Objectives ofthe Present Research Pro6ram

The present research sought to provide support for the hypothesized

distinction between global and specific relational models and to demonstrate how

these multiple models can be used to extend our understanding of the experience

ofsignifieant Iife events and daily social interactions.

Objective 1. A few studies have examined the correlations between young

adults' relationship-specific attachment models (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987;

Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Baldwin et al., 1996; Brock et al., 1998; Trinke

& Bartholomew, 1997). One study attempted to explain individual differences in

specifie attachment models (for mother, father and friends) as a function of the

global attachment style (Blain et al., 1993). Yet, no research to date has attempted

to assess the correlation hetween global and relationship-specifie models, that is

the extent to which an explicit measurement of global attachment and the global

attachment factor derived from relationship-speeific models overiap. The first

objective of the present researeh was to consider the degree ofoverlap between a
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person' s global models ofselfand other and bis or her multiple relationship­

specifie models ofselfand other, as weil as to assess the extent to which specific

models are distinct from eaeh other.

Objective 2. Researeh bas demonstrated that attachment models (global or

specifie) are relatively stable over lime (Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994; Klohnen &

John, 1998; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1994). Nonetheless, theyare to some degree

unstable or changing over lime (Baldwin & Fehr, 1995). Collins and Read (1994)

suggested that sueh changes over time May result from influences ofglobal

models on relationship-specific ones and/or from the integration ofnovel

relational ~xperiences in specifie models which, in tom, May imPact on global

models. The second objective of the present researeh was to, once more,

demonstrate the general stability ofglobal and specifie models of selfand others

over time and also to assess the extent to whieh changes operated through top­

down (Le., global to specifie) and/or bottom-up (Le., specifie to global) processes.

Objective J. Past research bas demonstrated that attachment models are

associated with adjustment to a variety of significant life events (e.g., Cozzarelli,

Sumer & Major, 1998; Larose & Boivin, 1998; Miku1incer et al, 1993; Mikulincer

& Florian, 1998). Furthermore, developmental perspectives ofattachment have

proposed (Hazan & Shaver, 1994) and supported (Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997)

that the reliance on parents for the fuJfillment ofattachment needs is progressively

transferred to peers and romantic partners. Thus, as young adults experience

different significant life events, which evoke different attachment needs, their

adjustment to the event may he most intluenced by the models ofselfand other

for a specifie relationship (with a parent or peer), as it May be more relevant or

important in the adjustment process. That is, the fulfillment ofattachment needs

or absence thereof within a specifie relationship May be most beneficial or

detrimental depending on the event. To my knowledge, no research bas yet

considered the concurrent contributions ofglobal and relationship-specific models
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of self and other, nor the variable contributions of relationship-specific models in

the adjustment to significant life events which evoke different relational needs.

This was the third objective pursued with the present research.

Objective 4. In addition, attachment models have been associated with

individual differences in the eXPerience of more common, daily, social

interactions (Feeney, NoUer & Pany, 1993; Pietromonaco & Darrett, 1997;

Tidwell, Reis & Shaver, 1997). The aforementioned research focused on the

predictive role ofa single attachment model (global or romantic), whereas Lin

(1992) demonstrated associations between relationship-sPeCific assessments (of

trust and intimacy, not specifically attachment models) with the experience of

daily interactions within relationships. The fourth andfinal objective of the

current research was to examine the role ofglobal and relationship-sPecific

models of self and other as concurrent predictors ofthe eXPerience ofdaily

interactions.

Overview ofthe Present Resellrch Program

ln order attain these four objectives, two studies were carried out. Study 1

consisted ofan II month longitudinal study that was conducted with a sample of

406 young adults who were all, at the beginning of the study, completing the final

semester ofa general CEGEP degree (i.e., a two year post-secondary, pre­

university program in Quebec) and eXPecting to begin university the following

academic year. Over the course of the study, particiPants submitted their

applications to university, obtained their university acceptances and undertook

their first tenn of university. As they completed questionnaires at each of five

periods over the II month period, participants completed measures assessing

global and specific models ofselfand other for each of four possible relationships

(with their mother, father, closest ftiend and, if applicable, their romantic partner).

At these various time points, they also provided infonnation on their romantic

relationship status and completed a set ofmeasures assessing psychologjcal and
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physica1 well-being. The goals of this first study were: to assess the level of

eorrespondence between global and relationship-specific models (objective J), to

examine the degree ofstability ofthese models over time and assess possible top­

down or bottom-up effects oftemporal changes (objective 2), and finally to test

the relative contribution of both global and specific models of selfand other in the

adjustment to two significant life events: the adjustment to the first semester of

university and the adjustment to a romantic breakup (objective 3).

8tudy 2 utilized a very different methodology 10 address two ofthe

objectives ofthis research program. A sample of72 university students completed

a measure oftheir global models ofselfand other. They recorded their social

interactions over seven days, using modified Rochester Interaction Records (Reis

& Wheeler, 1991). At the end of the week, they completed measures of

relationship-specific models of self and other for each of the five People whose

names appeared the most frequently in their interaction records, that is, the most

salient relationships that week. With this study it was then possible to assess the

degree ofcorrespondenee between global models of selfand other and a sample of

specifie models ofself and other for the MOSt salient relationships (objective 1).

These data aIso aIlowed me to test the relative contribution of both global and

specifie relational models to the eXPerience ofdaily social interactions within

relationships (objective 4).
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Global and Specifie Relational Models,
Distinct but Correlilted Construcls

As introduced in the previous chapter, theoretical work by Baldwin

(1992), Collins and Read (1994) and Crittenden (1990) suggests that people

possess different specific models of selfand others which guide their perceptions

and behaviors in accordance with the relational context, integrate idiosyncratic

knowledge and memories and generate specific interpersonal expectations within

existing relationships. The existence ofdistinct relationship-specific models has

been supported by research conducted with children (e.g. Lynch &. Cicchetti,

1991) and young adults (Annsden &. Greenberg, 1987; Baldwin et al. 1996;

Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Brock et al. 1998; Trinke &. Bartholomew,

1997).

Bartholomewand Horowitz (1991) reported significant correlations

between judges' ratings ofattachment to family members and attachment to peers,

based on separate sections ofattachment interviews which focused on these

different sets of relationships. Nonetheless, on average, only about 19% of the

variance in these two measures overlapped. Using a self-report inventory

assessing the degree of felt security within relationships with parents and peers,

Armsden and Greenberg (1987, Study 2) reported a correlation ofr = .36,

p < .001, between parent and peer attachment scores (i.e., about 13% ofshared

variance). Brock et al. (1998) reported similarly modest correlations between the

perceived acceptance by friends and parents. Further support for the

distinctiveness of relationship-specific models was provided by Trinke and

Bartholomew (1997). They reported that their participants rated themselves as

being significantly less securely attached to their father in comparison to their

mother, romantic partner and best friend, but more securelyattached to their

panner than to their mother. Sïmilarly, when Baldwin et al. (1996, Study 1) asked
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participants in their study to define each oftheir ten closest relationships using

Hazan and Shaver's (1987) three attacbment styles, they found that 88% of

participants reported more than one style and nearly halfofthem (47%) used the

three models to describe their ten closest relationships. Thus, relationship-specific

models were highly variable within individuals' c10sest relationships.

Overall, these studies indicated that attachment models for parents,

friends and various close others were clearly distinguished. Most of the variance

in these specific models was unique and unrelated to other SPeCifie Madel.

Nonetheless, as Crittenden suggested (1990), internai representational models

must also provide a sense ofconsistency ofselfand ofgeneral coherence ofthe

world. Crittenden (1990) and Collins and Read (1994) further theorized that more

abstrac~ generalized and global attachment representations are formed on the

basis of multiple relationship-specific models, but as a distinct cognitive structure

oftheir own. Accordingly, Bartholomewand Horowitz (1991) and Armsden and

Greenberg (1987) concluded that the correlations found between attachment

models for parents and peers reflected a global underlying attachment model.

However, the convergence ofspecific models was not compared to an explicit

measure of the global attachment model (i.e., self-report measure).

This was done in ooly one study which was conducted by Blain et al.

(1993). They assessed young adults' global attachment style with the

Bartholomewand Horowitz (1991) four category measure and assessed the quality

oftheir attachment to their mother, father and friends with a continuous measure

(Armsden & Greenberg, 1987). The global attachment style was used as a

predictor of relationship-specitic attachment. In their analyses, Blain et al. (1993)

focused on the differences in relationship-specific attachment, for each of the

three relationships, between groups of individuals distinguished on the basis of

their global attachment style. They found that attachment to friends significantly

differed as a function of the global attachment style, with the most secure

16



•

•

Global and Specific Relational Models. Distinct bUI Correlaled Construcls

attachment to friends being reported by globally secure individuals. They however

did not fmd similar differences in the attachment to mother and father as a

function of the global attachment style. The authors thus concluded that a more

secure global attachment style was ooly necessary for a better quality of

attachment to friends. The authors ofthis study unfortunately did not consider the

extent to which the global attachment style was predictive ofa person' s tendency

to report a better quality ofattachment throughout their network of close

relationships (i.e., a consistent effect on ail specific models).

A more appropriate test of the association between measures ofglobal and

specific models would first delineate the common variance shared among

relationship-specific models of selfand other, ta determine the common factor

underlyiog these specific models throughout the network of relationships. Theo, it

would he possible to determine the extent ta which this common factor,

underlyiog all relationship-specific models, and a measure of the global model are

truly redundant. This strategy would determine the extent ta which a global

attaclunent model exists as a representationaI model distinct, but not entirely

independent from the network of specific models.

Current Objectives 1

The main objective pursued in the present chapter is to test the hypothesis

that people develop specific models ofself and other within their close

relationships which are distinct from their global models of selfand other and vice

versa. That is, people were expected ta report relationship-specific models of self

and other which differed from their reports ofglobal models, such that the specific

models for any one relationship would not essentially he the equivalent ofyoung

adults' global models of self and other.

Global and relationship-specific models of selfand other were

nevertheless not expected ta he completely divorced or unrelated. These global

and specific models should he correlated within an individual as it is presumed

17



•

•

Chapter 2

that individual differences in individuals' networks ofrelational models are

captured by measures of global models ofselfand other. These global models are

hypothesized to have shaped the development ofnew relationship.specific models

and, reciprocalJy, to adjust over time to the person's specific relational models

which evolve according to changes in social experiences (Baldwin, 1992; Collins

& Read, 1994). Therefore, as people have more positive global relational models,

they should also have generally more positive relationship-specific models in

contrast to others who have more negative global relational models.

Method

Participants

Study 1. The initial sample ofthis study consisted of406 students (257

women and 149 men) in their fmal semester of a general CEGEP program.

Participants' mean age at the start of the study was 18.6 years, median = 18,

SD = .9, range = 17 to 26. They were recruited from three different CEGEPs, one

English (n = 127) and two French (n = 279) institutions. Participants were

provided with a questionnaire in the teaching language oftheir school2
• They were

each paid 5$ upon retum ofthis initial questionnaire which provided the necessary

data for the present analyses. They also received a louery ticket for a drawing of

seven 50$ prizes.

Study 2. Seventy-five university students were recruited to take part in this

study. The data relevant to the present analyses were obtained in two distinct

testing sessions, one week apart. Two participants did not retum for the second

testing session as they both left town for a family emergency during the testing

week (in one case there was a death in the family, in the other, a parent was

hospitalized due to illness). The data for one of the 73 participants who retumed

for the second testing session was excluded from analyses as the records and self·

reports were deemed to he unreliable due to the participant's general behavior and

attitude toward the study. Therefore, a total of 72 participants (42 women and 30
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men) remained in the sample, Mean age = 19.9, Median = 19, SD = 2.0, range = 17

to 30. Ali participants completed the measures in English. They received either

course credit and $10 or simply a $15 payment for taking part in the study.

Procedure

Study 1. Participants were recruited, through c1ass announcements, to take

part in a longitudinal study of the transition from CEGEP to university.

Questionnaires were distributed in class, completed at home and retumed to the

experimenter, al school, within the following week. These questionnaires

contained an extensive set of measures which were part ofa larger longitudinal

study of the transition from CEGEP to university.

Study 2. Participants were recruited to take part in a study of relationships

and daily interactions. They were tested in small groups ofup to five people. Data

were collected in two laboratory sessions, separated by seven days during which

participants kept records of their daily interactions. Relationship questionnaires

were completed during the two testing sessions which were run by one of three

trained experimenters.

Measures

Global Models ofSelfand Other. Global models ofselfand other were

assessed with Bartholomew and Horowitz's (1991) four paragraph attachment

measure (see Appendix A). Each paragraph corresponds to a description ofone of

four attachment models: secure, dismissive, preoccupied and fearful. Using a five

point scale, participants rate the degree to which they resemble each of the four

descriptions. Griffio and Bartholomew (1994) devised a coding procedure, using

the ratings of the four paragraphs, that yields scores for both models of self and

other. The model ofself score is obtained by subtracting ratings of the paragraphs

reflecting a negative view ofself (i.e., preoccupied and fearful) from ratings of the

paragraphs reflecting a positive view of self (Le., secure and dismissive). The

model ofother score is obtained by subtracting ratings of the paragraphs reflecting
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a negative view ofother (i.e., dismissive and fearful) from ratings of the

paragraphs reflecting a positive view ofother (Le., secure and preoccupied).

Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) report that the model ofself score is clearly

associated with existing self.concept measures (e.g., self-esteem; Rosenberg,

1965), and also that the model ofother score is related to interpersonal orientation

(i.e., sociability; Cheek & Buss, 1981). These scores, which are meant to assess

two orthogonal dimensions ofattachment, should not he significantly correlated.

In a series of four studies, Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) report correlations

ranging from r = .03 to .20. Consistent with their findings, the present samples

yielded correlations ofr = .09 in Study 1 and r = .11 in Study 2, ps > .05.

Relationship-specijic Models ofSelfand Other. The four Bartholomew

and Horowitz (1991) paragraphs were reworded to pertain to specific relationships

(See Appendix B). These were presented to participants after they had completed

the measure of the global models. This prevented responses to the relationship­

specifie measure from contextualizing these studies within specifie relationships

and thus biasing reports on the global measure. In Study 1, participants completed

up to four different relationship-specific measures. Paragraphs were reworded to

refer to the relationship with their mother, their father, their closest friend and

finally with their current romantic partner, ifthey had one. Due to the death or

absence ofcontact with the parent, scores for relationship-specific models were

unavailable for 3 mothers, and 12 fathers. Additionally, only 184 participants were

currently involved in a romantic relationship. Due to the absence ofa romantic

partner and either one of their parents, only 178 participants completed this

measure for ail four relationships. Ratings for 3 relationships were available for

219 additional participants: 213 rated relationships with bath parents and the

closest friend, and 6 rated relationships with their mother, closest friend and

romantic partner. Finally, the remaining 9 participants provided ratings for only 2

relationships: 6 rated relationships with their mother and closest friend, and 3
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rated relationships with their father and c10sest friend. Thus, at least three of the

four possible relationships were rated by 397 ofthe 406 participants (97.8% of the

sample).

In Study 2, no specifie relationship (e.g., mother) was mentioned in the

paragraphs. Participants were asked to complete the relationship.specific

measures for each of five different people by filling in the blanks with the

appropriate names. These were the names of the five people with whom they had

interacted with the most frequently over the course ofthe testing week. The names

were selected by the experimenter on the basis of the frequency with which they

appeared in the interaction records retumed by participants. Participants identified

the relationship they had with each of these five people (hereafier referred to as

partners) using the following categories: parent, romantic partner, sibling or

extended family member, teacher or boss, peer (including close friend, roommate,

c1assmate or social acquaintance) or finally other relationship. In each case, most

participants identified the partner as a peer, with peer relationships comprising at

[east 67% of the relationships with any given one of the five partners. A romantic

partner was included in the five partners for 28 of the 72 participants. At least one

parent was included by 28 participants, whereas ooly 10 participants interacted

frequently enough with their parents for both of them to he included among the

five partners. A sibling or member of the extended family was included in the five

partners for 17 of the 72 participants. A boss or teacher was included for only 2

participants. Thus, taken together, peers and a romantic partner account for at least

4 of the 5 partners in 71% ofthe cases (see Table 1 for more detailed frequencies).

Results

The Distinction Between Global and Relationsllip-specijic Models

Ta determine if, on average, ratings ofglobal models of self and other

differed from those of relationship.specific models, a series of repeated measures

ANDVAs were conducted with both available sets ofdata. Global and

21



•

•

Chapler2

relationship-specific scores for either model of self or model ofother were entered

as repeated measures in the analyses. The omnibus F-test was supplemented by

planned contrasts which compared the global score to each of the specific scores

(i.e.~ simple contrasts). In Study 1, these comparisons assessed ifparticipants'

ratings of their global models were significantly different from models of self and

other within their closest, most intluential relationships: with their mother, their

father~ their closest friend and their romantic partner. In Study 2, these

comparisons assessed ifparticipants' global models were significantly different

from their models for the five people who were most salient in their social

environment over the course of the week. These tests allowed me to determine if

people reports' ofglobal models ofself and others were, on average, similar to

their reports of relational models within the selected specific relationships. In

contrast~ significant F-tests would indicate that different patterns emerged in

reports of relational models within these two samples, such that the range of

ratings ofglobal models could he distingujshed from that of specifie models.

Study 1. Table 2 presents the mean scores for global and relationship­

specifie models for Study 1. Because ooly 46% ofthe participants who provided

ratings of their relationships with mother, father and friend also had a romantic

partner, thus radically reducing the available sample when romantic partner was

considered, two repeated measures analyses were conducted for each relational

model measure. The tirst analysis was conducted without the measure for the

romantic partner and the second analysis included il. The results ofcontrasts

obtained from the first analysis, which included the largest available sample, are

reported for the fmt three relationships (i.e., mother, father and friend). Qnly the

contrast for romantic partner is reported from the second repeated-measures

ANüVA.

Significant F scores were obtained in all of these analyses for both model

ofselfand model ofother, Fs = 18.64 to 62.22,ps < .001 (see Table 2). The
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planned eontrasts yielded significant differenees between the global model of self

and all four relationship-specific models: mother, F(l, 390) = 82.49, father,

F(l, 390) = 25.90, friend, F(I, 390) = 152.88, and romantie partner, f(l, 177) =
35.85, all ps < .001. In all four cases, the global model of selfwas less positive

than the relationship-specific model ofselfon this scale ranging from -8 to +8.

Planned contrasts also yielded significant ditferences between the global model of

other and three relationship-speeific models: mother, F(l, 390) = 16.63, friend,

F(I, 390) = 136.73, and romantie partner, F(l, 177) =87.54, allps < .001. The

global model of other was less positive than the specifie models ofother for ail

three of these relationships. The eontrast eomparing the global model of other to

the specifie model of other with father did not attain significanee, F(1, 390) =

3.22, ns. These results suggest that not only are people's global models

distinguishable from their relationship-speeific models, as suggested by the

nunlerous significant eontrasts, but also that their specifie models within their

closest, most influential relationships are generally reported to he more positive

than what might he expected on the basis of their global models.

Study 2. Mean scores for global and relationship-specific models for Study

2 are presented in Table 3. Significant F-tests were obtained for both models of

self and models ofother, F(4.45, 316) = 17.26 for models of selfand , F(5, 355) =

10.62 for model ofother, ps < .001 (see Table 3). The planned eontrasts yielded

significant differences between the global model of self and all relationship­

specifie models, from the Most to the least frequent of the five partners: partner 1,

F(l, 71) = 93.49, partner 2, F(l, 71) = 42.36, partner 3, F(1, 71) = 26.15, partner

4, F(l, 71) = 30.88, and partner 5, F(l, 71) = 29.46, allps < .001. In ail five cases,

the global model ofselfwas significantly less positive than relationship-specifie

models of self. Planned contrasts also yielded significant differences between the

global model ofother and two relationship-specific models: partner 1, F(1, 71) =

14.78,p < .001, and partner 5, F(l, 71) = 9.13, p < .01. The global model ofother
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was less positive than the specifie model ofother with the most frequent partner,

but more positive than the specific model ofother for the least frequent of the five

partners considered. The contrast comparing the global model ofother to the

specifie models ofother with partner 2, 3, and 4 did not attain significance,

Fs(l, 71) = .26,2.78, and 2.16 reSPeCtively, ail M. Interestingly, the Mean of the

five relationship-specific models of other is .57, a value which closely resembles

the global model ofother, .78.

Again, these results are indicative ofpeople's distinctions of relationship­

specifie models ofselfand other from global models. The global model ofother

was signifieantly less positive than the model ofother for the most frequent

interaction partner, significantly more positive than the model ofother for the

least frequent interaction partner, but not signifieantly different from the specific

models of other for any ofthe three other interaction partners. A general deerease

in model ofother from the most to the least frequent partner was noted, the Mean

of the five closely resembling the mean score for the global model of ather. This

is in contrast to the consistent pattern in Study 1, where participants reported more

positive specifie relational models of selfand other within each of their closest

relationships (Le., with parents, closest friend and romantie partner) than for their

global models, with the exception ofthe specific model ofother for father.

The Association Between Global and Relalionsllip-specijic Models

Subsequent analyses were done to examine the degree of association

between measures ofglobal and relationship-specific models. First, the

correlations between global and each of the specific measures were examined.

Second, a hierarchicallinear modeling (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) procedure was

use.ct ta more accurately assess the proportion of variance shared by the global and

the ne~oi'kof speeific relational models (i.e., considering ail specifie measures

simultat~eously).
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Correlationsfor St"dies l tlnd 2. The correlation ofglobal and specific

models ofselfand other in Study 1 are presented in Table 4. The coefficients were

calculated using the largest available samples, such that MOst correlations were

calculated with samples ranging from n =394 to n =406. However, correlations

implicating the romantic partner relied on, at MOst an n = 184, but this decreased

to n = 178 when paired with father. Correlations ofthe global model ofself and

relationship-specific models ranged from r = .21 to .30, mean r = .24, ail ps <

.001. Intercorrelations ofrelationsbip-specific modeIs ofself range from r = .11 to

.43, mean r = .21, five ofthe six coefficients attainedp < .05. Correlations of the

global modeI ofother and relationship-specific models ranged from r = .16 to .33,

mean r = .24, ail ps < .01. Intercorrelations of relationship-specific models of

other ranged from r = .02 to .39, Mean r =.18, four of the six coefficients attained

p < .05. These coefficients suggest that global models are modestly, yet

significantly, correlated with the corresponding relationship-specific models.

The correlation of global and specific relational models in Study 2 are

presented in Table 5. Correlations of the global model of selfand relationship­

specific models ranged from r =.14 to .44, mean r =.29, four of the five ps < .05.

Intercorrelations of relationship-specific models ofself ranged from r = .03 to .44,

mean r = .19, only two of the ten coefficients attained p < .05. Global and

relationship-specific models ofother correlations ranged from r = .05 to .33, mean

r = .19, with only one of the live coefficients attainingp < .05. Intercorrelations of

relationship-specific models ofother ranged from r = .11 to .46, Mean r = .23, two

of the ten coefficients attainedp < .05. As in Study 1, these coefficients suggest

only modest correlations between global and relationship-specific models.

Whereas the mean correlation coefficients are similar to those obtained in Study 1,

the substantially smaller sample size increased the value which was necessary in

order to attain the significance level ofp < .OS.

Taken together, the correlation coefficients obtained in bath studies
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suggest that the degree ofoverlap hetween global and relationship-sPeCific

measures of selfand others is highly reliable. However, the magnitude ofthe

overlap is quite low, as suggested by the proportion of variance shared by global

and specific models of self, on average 6% in Study 1 and 8% in Study 2, and by

global and sPeCific models ofother, on average 6% in Study 1 and 4% in Study 2

(based on the Mean correlation coefficients). Yet, these correlations do not

indicate the magnitude of the overlap between global and the common factor

underlYing specifie measures. The correlations do not take ioto account that global

models ofselfand other vary only between individuals, whereas the variance in

relationship-specific models is in part hetween-individuals but also within­

individuals, from one relationship to another. It would therefore he important to

examine the proportion of the variance in a person's relationship-sPeCific models

of self and other, common to ail relationships, which is shared by global models

of self and other, that is, the proportion of shared variance between-individuals

(Le., at the person-Ievel). This was examined with HLM analyses.

Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM). The hierarchical linear modeling

procedure described by Bryk and Raudenbush (1992) was used to more accurately

assess the proportion ofvariance shared by the global and specifie relational

models. Analyses were conducted with the HLM software, version 4.01 for

Windows. In Studies 1 & 2, two levels ofdata were obtained. Global relational

models were between-individual variables, whereas relationship-specific models

were assessed within-individuals, but were between-relationship variables. Thus,

because multiple relationships were considered for each participant, this produced

multilevel data whereby ooly one set of global scores was assessed per participant

at the "person-Ievel" (or the upper-Ievel or Level2; Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992;

Kenny, Kashy & Boiger, 1997) and multiple sets of relationship-specific scores

were assessed for each participant at the "relationship-level" (or the lower-level or

Levell). To examine the correspondence hetween these two levels, considering
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the correlations between global and each of the various relationship-specific scores

concurrently, the optimal analytical strategy is hierarchical linear modeling (HLM).

For the present analyses, HLM cao he thought of as quite similar to

regression analyses. A continuous variable was used to explain another continuous

variable. A coefficient for the "predictor" variable was estimated, indicating the

degree of association hetween the two variables. The level of significance of the

coefficient was detennined with a (-test.

However, the goal here was to examine the degree ofassociation between

global and specific relational models ofself and other. Global models were

assessed once for each participant, whereas the relationship-sPeCific models were

assessed for up to 5 different relationships for each participant. In attempting to

detennine the degree ofassociation between global relational models and the

specifie relational models for any one ofthe sPeCific relationships sampled within

individuals, traditional regression analyses posed one important problem.

Specifically, linear regression analyses could not take ioto account that the

relationship-specific measures were repeated within individuals, whereas global

measures were not. Thus, such regression analyses could not take ioto account the

unique nature of the variance in the present relationship-Ievel variables, which is

that relationship-specific models ofselfand others could vary bath hetween- and

within-iodividuals. For example, a person's models ofselfmay differ from one

relationship to the next, yet they May be consistently more positive or more

negative than another person's various relationship-specific models ofself. In

linear regression analyses, the relationsbip-Ievel variance would not he

acknowledged if analyses were conducted at the person-Ievel, whereby

relationship-specific measures could have to he an aggregated score for each

participant. Ifwe wished to know the degree of the association between a person's

global relational models and the common factor underlying bis or her multiple

relationship-specific models (Le., what is constant throughout a persan's specific
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models), linear regressions would produce a biased estimate as it would not

consider the variance in specifie models from one relationship to another, whereas

in theory and in practice, these models vary between relationships, within

individuals. This strategy would therefore underestimate the magnitude of this

association between global relational models and the common factor throughout

specifie relational models as the variance in the latter would not be duly

acknowledged. This problem was remedied by the use of HLM analyses in which

a relationship-Ievel variable (Le., specific models ofselfor other) was entered as

the criterion and the corresponding person-level variable (Le., global models of

self or other) was entered as a predietor.

HLM analyses were conducted in two steps. However, before testing any

HLM models, both global and relationship-specific measures were transfonned

ioto standardized Z scores, with M =0, SD = 1. For the global measure, this was

done at the person-level and for the relationship-specific measures it was done at

the relationship-Ievel, that is bath variables were grand Mean centered in Bryk &

Raudenbush's (1992) tenns. The purpose of the tirst step of analyses was to

detennine what proportion of the relationship-specific measure was between

individuals and what proportion was within individuals, but between

relationships. This was accomplished by testing a tirst model which Bryk and

Raudenbush (1992) cali the random ANOVA model, in which only an intercept is

included in the model. This extremely parsimonious benchmark model does not

actually expIain any of the variance in the relationship-specific measure, it simply

serves to partition the total amount of variance in the outcome variable (Le., a

value of 1.00 for the Z scores used here) into between-individual variance (Le.,

person-Ievel variance) and within-individual variance (i.e., relationship-level

variance).

In the second step ofanalyses, the appropriate global measure was entered

as a "predictor" of the selected relationship-specitic measure. The HLM equations
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take on the following fonn:

[Specific model ofself] = Yo + Yt[Globai model of self]+ U + R

[Specifie model ofother]= Yo + YI[Globai model ofother]+ U + R

Where y0 is the intercept or constant, YI is the coefficient indicating the

degree ofassociation between global and specific models, U is the unexplained

person-Ievel variance and R is the unexplained relationship-level variance.

Because both global and specifie measures were standardized Z scores, the YI

coefficient associated with the global model is similar to a standardized P
coefficient in regression analyses.

To assess the proportion of the person-Ievel variance whieh the

relationship-specific measure shared with the global measure, the residual

unexplained variance at the person-Ievel once the global measure was included

(U1) was compared to the amount ofperson-Ievel variance obtained from the

benchmark model (Vo) with the following fonnula:

An estimate of the total amount ofvariance in the relationship-specific

measure which is shared with the global measure was obtained by multiplying the

proportion ofvariance accounted for in the second step ofanalyses by the

proportion of the total variance in the relationship-specific measure which was

detennined to he at the person-Ievel. For example, if the HLM analyses indicated

that the global measure accounted for 25% of the person-level variance in the

specifie measure and that 20% of the total variance in the specific measure was at

the person-Ievel, it would then follow that 5% of the total variance in the specific

measure was shared with the global measure (i.e., .25 X .20 = .05). This would

imply that the global measure could he used to explain 25% ofthe variance which
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is common among a persan's multiple relationship-specific models (i.e., the

portion ofrelationship-specific measure which is constant within a person's

multiple relationships, but variable from one person to the next). Yet this would

also indicate that the global measure could only account for 5% of the variance in

the specific measure for any one relationship.

Although the design ofHLM models would seem to imply a causal

association, whereby global models would he said to predict specifie ones, such

conclusions are neither warranted nor hyplthesized in the present study .

Therefore, the onJy conclusions drawn from the result ofHLM analyses with the

present samples pertained 10 the magnitude ofproportion of variance shared by

global and relationship-specific measures, al the person-Ievel and in total. The

interested reader is referred to Bryk and Raudenbush (1992) and Kenny, Kashy

and Boiger (1997) for a more detailed presentation ofthe statistical theory

underlying HLM analyses. However, a general overview of the basic principles

and characteristics of HLM analyses is given in Appendix C.

HLM analyses: Study 1. The HLM analyses for Study 1 were conducted

with the sample of397 participants who rated al least 3 of the four possible

relationships, Mean number ofrelationships = 3.45. The benchmark models,

which included onJy an intercept, indicated tbat 23% of the variance in the

relationship-specific model ofself was at the person-Ievel (Le., between

individuals), whereas the remaining 77% ofthe variance was at the relationship­

level (i.e., between relationships, independent ofindividual differences). For

relationship-specific model ofother, 12% ofthe variance was the person-Ievel and

88% was al the relationship-Ievel. Thus, the specific models of self and other were

highly variable within individuals.

The results of HLM analyses for Study l, in which global models were

entered as predictors of relationship-specific models, are presented in the top half

ofTable 6. The global model ofselfwas significandy associated with
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relationship-specific models of self, as indicated by the significant y coefficient =

.23~p < .001. The inclusion of the global model ofself in this model accounted

for 22% ofthe person-Ievel variance and a total of5% oftotal variance in

specifie models ofself: The global model ofother was also significantly

associated with relationship-specific models ofother, y = .22, p < .001. The

global model ofother accounted for 37% of the person-level variance and a total

of 5% of total variance in specific models ofother.

These results suggest ofmodest association between global and

relationship-specific models of self and other. They indicated that MOst of the

variance in relationship-specific models ofself and other (i.e., 77% to 88%) May

be due to relational differences, that is, most of the variance in relationship­

specifie ratings is within individuals. Nonetheless, some of the variance in

relationship-specific ratings (Le., 12% to 23%) was between individuals. The total

proportion of the variance shared by global and specifie models of self and other

obtained from these analyses were, as would he expected~ similar to the

proportions determined above with the mean correlations. However~ the result of

HLM analyses indicate that the proportion of shared variance markedly increased

when only the person-Ievel variance (Le., variance hetween individuals) Was

considered for relationship-specific models.

HLM analyses: Study 2. HLM analyses were also conducted with this

second sample of 72 participants. Each person provided global relational model

ratings and relationship-specific ratings for each of the five partners with whom

they interacted with the most frequently over the course ofa week. The

benchmark models yielded proportions ofperson-level and relationship-Ievel

variance similar to those obtained for Study 1. For relationship-specific models of

self~ 19% of the variance was al the person-level and 81% was at the relationship­

level. Comparably, when the relationship-specific model ofother was examined~

19% of the variance was at the person-level and 81% was at the relationship-level.
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Thus, once again, most of the variance in relationship-specific models of selfand

other was found to he within-individuals, hetween their relationships, rather than

between individuals.

The results for Study 2 HLM analyses, in which global models were used

to explain relationship-specific models, are presented at the bottom ofTable 6.

The global model of self was once again significantly associated with

relationship-specific models ofself, y = .21, p < .001. The global model of self

accounted for 36% ofthe person-Ievel variance and a total of1% oftotal variance

in the specifie models of self. Furthennore, the global model ofother was a1so

significantly associated with the relationship-specific model ofother, y = .18, p <

.01, with the global model ofselfaccounting for 15% ofthe person-Ievel variance

and a total of 3% of total variance in the specific model ofother.

These results are comparable to those obtained in Study 1. They further

support the idea that global and relationship-specific models of selfand other are

modestly yet significantly correlated constructs. Once more, the total proportion

of shared variance suggested by HLM analyses and estimated ahove with the

mean correlations are essentially the same. As in Study 1, these present results

indicated that most of the variance in relationship-specific models of self and

other (i.e., 81 %) is likely to results from relational differences. When this was

acknowledged and only person-Ievel variance was examined, the proportion of

shared variance between these constructs was substantially greater than what

would have been concluded on the basis of the average correlations reported

above.

Discussion

Evidence Supporting the Distinctiveness ofthue Construcls

The results of these two studies support the notion that global and specifie

relational models are distinct, but correlated constructs. From the first sets of

analyses it was apparent that the global model of selfdid not refer particularly to
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the relationship with mother or father or closest friend or romantic partner, nor to

the relationship with any one of the five most frequent interaction partners. In all

instances, the relationship-specific model of selfwas more positive than the global

model of self. Thus, as a group, the participants sampled held a relatively neutral

model ofthemselves, but more positive views ofthemselves within their closest

relationships and with the people with whom they interact the most often.

Although the present studies can offer no explanation for the

systematically more positive ratings of models ofselfwithin specific

relationships, in contrast to the global model ofself: multiple hypotheses can he

generated as potential explanations for this difference. Firstly, these differences

could simply reflect a response bias which naturally occurs when global and

specific contexts are compared. Secondly, self·presentation and impression

management concems (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) could he greater when assessing the

model of self within specifie relationships rather than globally. Thirdly, and more

interestingly, these differences in scores May actually reflect differences in the

processing of self-knowledge. When assessing their global model of self in the

relational context, people may draw on the broader, not necessarily relational,

self-knowledge which is available to them in their general self-concept or self­

schema (Markus, 1977). That is, reports assessing the global model of self may

not be exclusively based on relational knowledge structures. In contrast, when

assessing their model of selfwithin a specific relationship, people may he more

likely to focus on the knowledge pertaining to their experiences with the specifie

other. Fourth1y, it may he that people hold more idealized views ofthemselves

and of the general quality oftheir relationships (e.g., Murray & "olmes, 1997)

within the context of specifie relationships, feeling that they are better within their

closest, most influential relationships and within their most salient relationships

than they are within relationships in general. Nonetheless these few hypotheses

are merely conjectural explanations for this consistent finding, that is suggestions
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of possible directions for future research.

When the global and specifie models ofothers were considered, repeated­

measures ANOVAs also provided interesting comparisons. On average,

participants had more positive models oftheir mother, their closest friend, their

romantic partner and the person with whom they interaet with the MOst frequently

than they had ofothers globally. Yet, on average, their global model ofothers was

not significantly different from their models oftheir father and the se~on3 to

fourth person with whom they MOst often interacted. Finally, as the frequency of

interactions with people who were generally defined as peers decreased, the

specifie model of other decreased as weil, sueh that the model ofother for the fifth

most frequent interaction partner was on average more negative than the global

model of other.

These results suggest that the global model ofother is not simply an

aggregation of specifie models ofother for the four most central relationships,

whereas it May he derived from the relationships with the specifie others with

whom a person interacts with most frequently. When evaluating their general

model of other, people May (consciously or unconsciously) he drawing on their

most salient others. The frequency and recency of these interactions May render

these relationship-specific models of other more accessible, thus influeneing their

global model ofother. This is consistent with the idea that the MOst frequently

activated relational models are the most accessible ones (Baldwin et al., 1996;

Pierce & Lydon, in press).

Further support of the distinction between these two constructs and ofthe

validity ofconsidering relationship-specific models as distinct constructs,

independent1y developed for each close relationship, was provided by HLM

analyses. The benchmark models served to partition the variance in relationship­

specifie measures ioto persoo-Ievel and relationship-Ievel variance. These models

indicated that most ofthe variance in re1ationship-specific measures, from 77% to
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88%~ represented differences in models ofself and other within individuals, but

between their relationships. Thus only a fraction of the variance in relationship­

specifie measures, from 12% to 23% was variance between individuals (Le.~

stable within individuals, from one relationship to another), whereas each person~s

specifie relational models were highly variable and differentiated from one

relationship to another.

Evidence Supporti"6 the Corre/lltio" ofthese Const,,,cls

In addition to supporting a distinction between global and specifie

relational models, the present results a1so suggest that these construets are

correlated. Correlations and HLM analyses demonstrated that 3% to 8% ofthe

total variance in relationship-specific models ofselfand others was shared by

global relational models. While these percentages attained significance they seem

to suggest onlya small overlap between global and specific measures. However,

when ooly the person-Ievel varianee in relationship-specifie models (Le.,

individual differenees) were considered, the overlap was found to he much

greater. The proportion ofperson-level varianee shared by global and specifie

models of self was 22% in Study 1 and 36% in Study 2, whereas the proportions

for models ofother were 37% and 15% in studies 1 and 2 respectively. Thus~

modest, yet significant associations were found between global relational models

and specifie models sampled on the basis of the nature of the relationship in Study

1 and the frequency of interactions in Study 2.

The results of the analyses appear to suggest that the proportion of

variance in specifie models shared with global models differed in the two

samples. Global models of selfappeared more elosely related to specifie models

of self within the five Most salient relationships (Le., total = 7%, person-Ievel =

36%) than to specifie models ofself within relationships with parents, close friend

and romantic partner (Le., total = 5%, person-Ievel = 22%). In contrast, global

models ofother seemed more closely related to specifie models ofother within
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relationships with parents, close friend and romantic partner (Le., total = 5%,

person-Ievel = 37%) than to specific models ofother within the five MOst salient

relationships (Le., total = 3%, person-Ievel = 15%)3.

Nevertheless, it would he hasty and unjustified to conclude that the

differences are meaningful as the estimated proportions were based on samples

from two distinct studies. The two studies were conducted with samples which

greatly vary in size (n = 397 versus n =72). The y coefficients were sunHar in

both studies: y = .23 in Study 1 and .27 in Study 2 for models ofself: y = .22 in

Study 1 and .18 in Study 2 for models ofother. Finally, these differences in the

shared person-level variance did not translate into remarkable differences with

respect to the total proportion ofshared variance (2% in both cases).

Collectively, these results suggest that a person's report ofglobal models

may be useful in determining their general tendency to have more positive or

negative relationship-specific models relative to other individuals, yet there is

substantial variance in specific relational models, both between individuals and

within individuals but between their relationships, which remains unexplained by

this person-Ievel variable. For instance, individual difference measures such as

self-esteem, extraversion or neuroticism, which have been associated with adult

attachment (Shaver & Brennan, 1992; Mickelson et al., 1997), may additionally

expIain the consistency in a person's relationship-specific models. Future research

could also attempt to expIain the large proportion of the variance in specific

measures that is between relationships. The relationship-Ievel variance may be

explained by unique relationship histories, for instance experiences of support or

disappointment within the relationship, or particular characteristics of the

significant others, such as the global model of self, global model ofother, self­

esteem, extraversion and neuroticism of participants' mothers, fathers, closest

friends and romantic partners. These unique characteristics ofthe significant

others and relational experiences May have resulted in distinctions between
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models of self and/or other from one relatioDShip to another.

In sum, these results are consistent with Collins and Read (1994) and

Crittenden's (1990) proposai that people develop multiple specific relational

models and also fonn global models of self and other, independently ofany one

specifie model. Tbese results also indicate that the measure of the global models

ofself and other are significantly associated with an underlying common factor in

a person' s network ofspecifie relationships. This suggests that explicit measures

of global relational models are only modestly related to the implicit generalized

relational models assessed by the common, person-level variance in relationship­

specific measures. The measure of the global model and the shared variance

among specific models are correlated, but not entirely redundant.

Limitations ofthe Present Findings

In their theoretical overview of internai working models. Collins and Read

(1994, p.61) proposed '1hat working models include four inter-related

components: (1) memorics oiattachment related experiences, (2) beliefs,

attitudes, about the self and others in relation to attachment, (3) attachment-related

goals and needs, and (4) strategies and plans associated with achieving attachment

goals". As Shaver et al. (1996) remark, these components of internal working

models May he in part conscious and easily identified with self-report measures.

This is most likely to he the case for attachment related beliefs and attitudes.

However, Shaver et al. (1996) also suggest that components of internal

working models May also he uneonscious and thus difficult to verbalize.

Therefore, the self-report measures utilized in the present research are likely to he

more indicative ofpeople's eonscious associations and distinctions between

global and relationship-specific models, than of the consistencies and

discrepancies between unconscious components ofglobal and specifie models of

self and others. Future research should therefore consider and assess both the

conscious and unconscious aspects of these multiple relational models to provide
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a more complete test of the hierarchical nature ofthese representational models.

The use ofattachment interviews, a1though quite tinte consuming, would provide

more integral assessments ofthe components ofrelational models. Social­

cognitive experimental procedures, sueh as lexical decision tasks (Baldwin et al.,

1993; Baldwin & Sinclair, 1996; Mikulineer, 1998), might a1so he used to tap the

unconscious aspects of global and specifie relational models.

Another weakness of the present analyses is that association between

global and specifie reiationai models is portrayed as a statie one. Collins and Read

(1994) and Crittenden (1990) suggested that global and specifie models mutually

influence eaeh other over time. Global models are believed to shape the

construction of specific models, whereas adjustments in specifie models, resulting

from the integration ofnew relational experiences, are expected

induce sorne degree ofchange in the global relational Madel. Although the

structure of HLM analyses reported in this ehapter might appear to suggest a

causal influence ofglobal relational models on specific ones, the correlational

nature of these one-time assessments does not warrant such conclusions. As

global and specifie relational models were assessed only once, the present data

could not he used to determine the extent to which global and specific models

shaped each other over time, nor could they be used to assess the degree of

stability of these global and specifie relational models over time. Multiple

assessments of bath levels of the relational models are required to test the

direction in which global and specific relational models influence each other. The

objective of the following ehapter was to consider the more dynamic nature of the

association between global and specific relational models by testing their

hypothesized reciprocal influences over time.
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Footnotes

1. As the basic structure ofBowlby's (1973) internai working models of

attachment is extended to representational models for an increasingJy large

number ofan individuals' interpersonal relationships, it would he inaccurate to

indiscriminately refer to the models for each of these relationships as attachment

models. Trinke and Bartholomew (1997) report that the young adults in their

study identified, on average ten different close relationships.

Nevertheless, only about five ofthese close relationships were determined

by judges to fuifiIl the necessary requirements ta he considered attachment bonds.

That is, on average, ooly five of the ten close others were identified by

participants as People they would want ta (or could actually) go to for help, would

like to (or could actually) count on ta he there for them, and whose death would

have a great effect on them. Thus when refening to specific models ofselfand

other, within relationships which have not been clearly identified as attachment

bonds, the term 46relational models" rather than "attachment models" more

accurately reflects the broader nature of the close relationships considered.

The current research is presented with the goal ofextending and

complementing existing theory and research in the field ofattachment. However,

the distinction in tenninology indicates the broader range of relationships

considered here. It also serves ta recognize that these relationships are not

equivalent to the relationship with the central attachment figure (Le., generally a

romantic partner for young adults who are romantically involved, or otherwise a

parent; Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997).

2. AIl questionnaires ta he used with a French speaking sample were

independently translated from English ta French by two Psychology graduate
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student whose native language is French. These two translators met to eompare

and combine their versions of the measures. Finally, the translations were revised

by a third person with a B.A. in French studies whose first language is a1so

French.

3. This apparent differenee in results for the specifie models ofother within the

most salient relationships versus relationships sampled on the basis of the others'

role (e.g., mother) would seem to contradict the conclusions drawn from the

repeated measures ANOVAs. However, these two analytical approaches were

used to answer different questions. The repeated measures analyses focused on

mean ratings of relational models in the sample. This indieated that the Mean

global model ofother was similar to the Mean specifie model ofother ratings for

the five most salient relationships, but not specifie relationships with mother,

father, friend and romantie partner. In eontrast, HLM analyses focused on the

between-individua/ variance in specifie ratings in association with the variance in

global ratings, with ail ratings having been standardized to have a Mean ofzero,

that is, focusing on the departures from the sample means eontrolling for the

differences in means ratings ofglobal and specifie models. These analyses suggest

that an individual's global model ofother rating, relative to the sample mean of

global models ofother, May he more strongly associated with bis or ber specifie

model of other ratings for important signjfieant others (aeeording to their role),

relative to the sample Mean of specifie measures, than with ratings for the most

salient others.
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Stllbility and Change in
Globilland Specifie Relational Models

As global and specific models of selfand other are gradually developed

over one's lifetime, integrating one's numerous relational experiences, they might

be expected to he quite stable over lime, as no one element ofnovel information

would necessarily undermine or substantially alter them. In addition, the basic

functions of these representational models (i.e., shape social perception and

experience) have self-fulfilling effects wbich render these cognitive structures

resistant to change (Collins &, Read, 1994). ft is therefore not surprising that

assessments ofadult attachment have been reported to he moderately stable over

periods as short as a few months (Collins & Read, 1990; Scharfe & Batholomew,

1994) and as long as 4 years (Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994), and possibly even up

to 25 years (Klohnen & John, 1998).

However, the quality ofa person's close relationsbips May itself change

over time, as his or her social environment is dynamic, as disconfirming social

experiences May he persistently encountered or he highly salient and significant.

Relational models should also change to provide more accurate representations of

the new social reality (Collins & Read, 1994). Therefore, sorne degree of

meaningful change in global and relational models would he expected over time.

Furthermore, Crittenden's (1990) meta-structure and Collins and Read's

(1994) hierarchical network ofmodels are also premised to he somewhat dynamic

in nature, whereby global and specific representational models are expected to

reciprocally influence each other. Global models of self and other are expected to

shape the development of relationship-specific models, providing the individual

with a sense ofcoherence throughout bis or her various relational experiences.

However, the ongoing nature ofclose relationship continuously provides

opportunities for novel relational experiences within established and developing
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relationships. As relationship-specific models ofselfand other adjust to integrate

these novel experiences, the common factor underlying multiple specific models

will he altered. This should ultimately generate change in the self-reported global

modeIs ofselfand other.

Current Objectives

One of the objectives of the present research was to assess and compare

the stability of both global and relationship-specific models over time. Another

goal was to examine the extent to which global models shaped changes in specific

models (top-down effects) and also the extent to which specifie models altered

global ODes over time (bottom-up effects). The selected relationship-specific

models were within existing, well-established relationships and the top-down

effects of global relational models have mainly been proposed to influence the

development of new relationship-specific models (Collins & Read, 1994),

therefore top-down effects were expected to he weak. However, as the global

models are defined to he generalizations from specific models, this process should

he manifested in bottom-up etTects.

Method

Participants

The sample was composed of293 students who took part in the

longitudinal study of the transition from CEGEP to university (Study 1). The data

reported in this chapter was collected at the first and third point ofassessment in

this longitudinal study, as measures of relational models were not included in the

second package ofquestionnaires. For the present analyses, only participants for

whom relation-specifie models data were available for each of three relationships

(i.e., mother, father and closest friend) were retained. Due to the death or absence

ofcontact with one of their parents, 15 respondents were excluded from the Time

1 sample, reducing it from 406 to 391 cases. Upon retum ofthe second

questionnaire, 10 participants were not eligible to pursue the study as they had not
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applied to attend university the following year. Two other participants were

excluded because they reported that someone close to them (Le., mother or friend)

had died since the last assessment. Of the remaining Time 1 sample of participants

deemed eligible to pursue the study (n = 379), 90% completed and retumed the

Time 2 questionnaire (n = 341). Of these Time 2 respondents, 86% later retumed

the subsequent Time 3 questionnaire (n = 296). Data for the relational models

measures were incomplete in three of these questionnaires, thus a sample of 293

participants was available for the present analyses.

The resulting sample was comparable to the original sample. It was

composed of 99 men and 194 women, that is 34% of the present sample were men

compared to 37% at Time 1. Eighty-nine participants completed the questionnaire

in English and 204 in French, that is 31% ofthe present sample responded in

English compared to 30% al Time 1. The Mean age at Time 1 was 18.6 years, in

the present sample Mean age = 18.5, Median = 18, SD = .8, ranging from 17 to 22

years.

One hundred and thirty five of these 293 participants were in a romantic

relationship at Time 1. Only 116 reported being in the same relationship at Time 2

questionnaire and 98 ofthem remained in that relationship at Time 3. Therefore,

analyses including the romantic partner ooly included these 98 cases, as the rest of

the participants sampled were either not romantically involved at Time 1 or no

longer in the same romantic relationship at Time 3.

Procedure and MellS"res

As described in the preceding chapter, the first questionnaire was

distributed to students in class, completed at home and retumed to the

experimenter at their school the following week. This testing period began the last

week of January 1996 and continued until mid-February, before the provincial

deadline for university applications: March 1sl
• The second questionnaire was

mailed to participants' home address in mid-March ofthat same year, as
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participants awaited the university admission decision(s). Participants retumed the

completed questionnaire in a sealed envelope either by mail or to a designated

staff member at their school. The third questionnaire was mailed to participants'

home at the beginning ofJune, once students had completed their Winter semester

and were expected to have received the final responses to their university

applications. The time elapsed between the completion of the first and third

questionnaires ranged from 3.28 to 6.43 months, M= 3.77 months, SD = .34

months. Ninety-eight Percent ofparticipants in the present sample retumed the

third questionnaire within 4.5 months of having completed the tirst one, that is, by

the end of June.

The measures of global and relationship-specific models ofself and others

which were ineluded in the Tinte 1 questionnaire package were also administered

in the Time 3 package (see Appendices A and B for the items and chapter 2 for a

description of the measures). These measures were however not included in the

Time 2 questionnaire.

Results

Stahi/ily: T-tests and Correlations

To test the extent to which the scores for models ofself and other were

similar from one point ofassessment to the next, paired sample (-tests were

conducted (Huberty & Morris, 1989). Global relational models and specifie

models with mother, father, elose friend and romantic partners were compared.

The means, standard deviations and (-tests comparing Tl and T3 scores for

models of self and others are presented in Table 7. Nine of the ten (-tests failed to

attain the significance level ofp < .05, ts < 1.88, indicating that not much change

in relational model scores occurred in this sample during those few months. The

test comparing assessment ofglobal model ofself was however significant, t(292)

= 3.61,p < .001. This suggests that from the Winter tenn to the Summer,

participants' global model ofself modestly, but significantly increased, from an
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average of 1.25 to 1.79, on a scale with possible ranges of-8 to +8.

Test-retest correlations were also calculated. The correlation ofTl and T3

relational measures is presented in Table 8. Test-retest reliability correlations are

along the diagonal in the upper-left and lower-rigbt quadrant ofthe table. The

correlation of measures of models ofselfover the two assessments are presented

in the upper-Ieft quadrant of the table, whereas correlations ofTI and T3 models

ofothers are in the lower-right quadrant. Finally, the remaining quadrants contain

the correlations of models ofself with models ofother over the two assessments.

Ali test-retest correlations were reliable atp < .001, with values ranging from r

=.33, for the models ofselfwithin the romantic relationship to r =.69 for the

model of other for mother, Mean test-retest r = .56, Median r =.54. The

coefficients suggest that, over a period of 3 to 4.5 months, a persan's global and

relationship-specific models ofselfand others were moderately, but not highly

stable. Furthennore, the range ofthe reliability correlations for relationship'

specific models ofself (i.e., .33 to .67) and other (i.e., ,53 to .69) were comparable

to those obtained for the global model of self (.50) and other (.54). Scharfe and

Bartholomew (1994) reported similar test-retest correlation values with this self­

report measure (mean r = .51). However, they also reported higher test-retest

reliability for these constructs (i.e., in the order of .72 to .85) when they took into

account the error in measurement in coders' ratings of two attachment interviews,

8 months apart. Ibus, the modest test-retest reliability found here May result tram

measurement error of the self-report scale itself rather than instability ofthe

constnlets.

Most all of the correlations in the upper-left and lower-right quadrant of

Table 8 attained a significance ofp < .05. Thus global and specifie relational

models were generally significantly correlated when assessed at different points in

time. Finally, the small values in the remaining two quadrants indicate that models

of selfand other were generally independent from Tl to n .
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Stability and Change: Structural Equation Model;"g

To further examine the stability and change in measures of global and

relationship-specific models ofself and others over these few months, a series of

structural equation models (SEM) were tested for both models of selfand models

ofother independently, using maximum likelihood estimation. The software used

to conduct SEM analyses was EQS for windows, version 5.1 (Bentler, 1989).

Ooly 33% of the present sample (n = 98) were in the same romantic relationship at

both times. In SEM analyses, the selected sample must bave available data for all

of the variables entered in the analysis. Tbus, including the romantic partner in

analyses would reduce the sample from 293 cases to ooly 98 (i.e., a loss of67 %

of the sample). This radically reduced sample size would he insufficient to test the

desired SEMs. Structural equation modeling is a large sample procedure whicb,

when applied to small samples, yields unstable and unreliable results. For these

reasons, the romantic relationsbip was excluded from the relationships chosen to

assess the common factor underlying a person's various relationship-specific

models of selfand others. Nonetheless, the specifie models for no one relationship

were critical to estimate the sbared variance (Le., latent factor) among ail specifie

relational models. Thus, the use of the remaining specific relational models for

mother, father and close friend was deemed sufficient to estimate the common

factor underlying a person's network of specific models (Le., what is stable across

a person's multiple specific models).

The decision to consider selfand other separately was made on the basis of

the available sample size. The most detailed SEM, including measures of global

and three relationsbip-specific models ofeither selfor other, contained 19

parameters to he estimated. If models of self and other were tested in the same

SEM, 54 parameters would need to he estimated (including the possible

correlation between models of selfand other at the same point in time and over

time). It is generally recommended that, unJess the size of the effect is expected to
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he large, the sample size ta parameter estimated ratio he at least 10 : 1

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). However, larger samples yield more reliable

estimates (BoUen, 1989). With this sample of293 cases, there should he no more

than 29 parameters estimated. 1

MetlSuremenl SEMs. Before estimating the magnitude of top-down and

bottom up effects, it was necessary ta establish that the proposed factor structure

adequately fit the data (Le., that the proposed latent factors underlying specific

measures at each lime point adequately captured the variance in the sample). This

was done by testing measurement SEMs (BoHen, 1989; Byme, 1994). For each of

the two time points, the three relationship-specific scores were entered as

indicators ofa latent factor labeled specifie models ofselfor other (in addition ta

the description of the measurement SEM, it is highly recommended that the reader

refer to Figure 1 as a guide). This extracted the common factor underlying the

specifie measure for each of the three close relationships. The errors associated

with each relationship measure represented the variance unique to each

relationship-specific model, not shared with specifie models for the remaining two

relationships. As relationship-specific models of self and other were expected to

remain relatively stable over time, the variances unique to each measure (Le., the

errors in assessing the latent factors in SEMs) were expeeted ta he correlated from

TIto T3. Three correlations were therefore included to aeeount for the temporal

stability ofthese specific relational models (represented as correlations ofthe

error terms). Golyone measure ofglobal model of selfor other was available at

each time point. These measures were entered as observed variables without

measurement error. Measurement SEMs estimated the correlation between the

measures ofglobal models ofselfor other and the latent factors representing the

variance in specifie models ofself or other shared by the three close relationships.

The sarne measurement SEM was fitted to the data for both models ofself

and models ofother. The coefficient estimates for both models of selfand other
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are presented in Figure 1. Results for models ofother are indicated in parentheses.

The null SEMs, in which no associations are POstulated between the different

variables (not represented), have large, highly significant X2 values: models ofself

X2 (28) = 716.67 and models ofother X2 (28) = 834.68,ps < .001. The X2 values

of the measurement SEMs tested here were, in contrast, substantially smaller at Xl

(13) = 42.73 and 59.90, resPectively,ps < .001. These values indicate that,

although these proPOsed measurement SEMs remained significantly different

from the saturated SEMs, in which ail variance is accounted for (not represented),

they were substantial improvements over the null SEMs, in which none of the

variance is accounted for.

Various overall fit indices can he used to assess the goodness of fit of

SEMs. These indices generally vary between 0 and l, where 1 indicates a perfect

fit and .90 is the agreed upon cutoffvaIue ofadequate fit (Byme, 1994). The

reliability ofcertain fit indices is affected by sample size (Hu & Denter, 1995).

Because the present sample is considered to be a relatively small sample by SEM

standards, sorne fit indices are considered more reHable than others. Hu and

BentIer (1995) report that, when anlyses are based on a small sample, the

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Goodness ofFit Index (GFI) are two of the

mast reliable fit indices2
• For the present measurement SEMs, these two indices

indicate that they adequately fitted the data: models ofselfCFI = .96 and GFI =

.97, models ofother CFI = .94 and GFI = .95.

For bath models of selfand other, ail three relationship-specific measures

significantly contributed to relationship-specific latent factors with loadings

ranging from .36 to .73, all loading positively and attaining a signjficance ofp <

.00 1. The error terms associated with the specifie measures for each relationship

were, as anticipated, significantly correlated from Tl to T3. In the measurement

SEM for the relational models of self, these correlations suggested that the

variances unique to the specific models of self with mother, father and closest
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friend were moderately stable from Tl to n with rs = .60, .46 and .47

respectively, ps < .001. For the relational models ofother, correlations suggested

that the variances unique to the specific models ofother for mother, father and

closest friend were moderately stable over lime with rs = .60, .65, and .58

respectively,ps < .001. As only one measure ofthe specific models of self and

other was obtained for each of the three relationships at each time point, the

measurement error associated with relationship-specific models of self and other

could not he accounted for. Thus, the present values most likely underestimate the

true stability of the unique variance for each relationship-specific model (Sharfe &

Bartholomew, 1994).

Taken together, the X2 statistics, the fit indices and the factor loadings ail

indicate that the measurement SEMs fitted to the data for models of selfand other

adequately account for the variance in the present sample. Because ail of the

parameters estimated in the measurement SEMs were also included in the

subsequent SEMs fitted to the data to test top-down and bottom-up effects, these

statistics remained the same throughout all of the SEMs tested.

The measurement SEMs also yielded estimates of the correlations between

the global and the factors underlying specifie relational models (see Figure 1). As

would be expected, the correlation between TI and T3 global models ofself, r =

.50, and between TI and T3 global models ofother, r = .54, were identical to

those reported in Table 8, ps < .001. The correlation between the latent factors,

representing the common factor underlyjng the specifie models of selfor other for

the three relationships, were somewhat greater than what might have becn

expected on the basis of the test-retest correlations reported in Table 8. In the

measurement SEMs, the correlations between the latent factors underlying the

specifie measures at each time point indicate that these factors were quite stable

over time: r = .74 for model ofself and r =.81 for model of other, ps < .001.

Finally, the correlation ofTl global measures and T3 specifie factors, as weil as
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the correlation of Tl specifie factors and T3 global measures were also highly

significant: rs = .29 and .45 for models of self, and rs = .36 and .44 for models of

other respectively,ps < .001.

In SUIn, these measurement SEMs adequately eaptured the variance in the

data. They yielded highly significant correlations between global and specific

relational models bath within and aeross time points. However, the measurement

SEMs only estimated the correlations between the constnJcts of interest. To test

the magnitude ofpossible top-down and bottom-up effects, two additional SEMs

were fitted to the data.

Top-down and Bottom-llp SEMs. In Top-down and Bottom-up SEMs,

the correlations between the constructs were substituted with the hypothesized

causal paths representing direct effects ofone construet on another. In the Top­

down SEM, the associations between global and specifie measures were primarily

modeled as top-down effects (see Figure 2). That is, the paths were defined to test

the hypothesis that the observed correlations were mainly due to the effect of

global models on the factor underlying the specifie ones. In the Bottom-up SEM,

the associations between global and SPecifie constructs were primarily modeled as

bottom-up effects (see Figure 3). That is, the paths were defined to test the

hypothesis that the correlations mainly represented effects of the common factor

underlying the specifie models of selfand other on the global models.

In bath ofthese SEMs, direct effects were entered linking the Tl global

measure to its T3 counterpart as weil as from the Tl to the T3 latent factors for

the relationship-specific Madel. These effeets represented the extent ta which the

second assessment ofa eonstruct was explained by the previous assessment of the

same construct. The correlations between global and specific measures across

assessments were replaced by direct effects trom the Tl global measure to the T3

specifie factor and from the TI specifie factor to the TI global measure. The first

path tested a direct top-down effect over time, whereas the latter tested a direct
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bottom-up effeet over time. Finally, the Top-down and Bottom-up SEMs differed

with respect to the direction of the effects between global and specific relational

models within each lime point. In the Top-down SEM, these paths were modeled

as direct effects of the global model on the relationship-specific factor (Le., as top­

down effects; see Figure 2). In the Bottom-up SEM, these paths were modeled as

effects of the relationship-specific factor on the global model (Le., as bottom-up

effects; see Figure 3).

Calculation ofOvt!rall Top-down tlnd Bottom-up Efft!cts. Using a

procedure described by Bollen (1989), the overall effeets of top-down and bottom­

up processes over time were calculated and compared for each of these two

SEMs. The O'vera// top-down effèclofTI global relational models on T3 specifie

relationaI models was determined by adding the estimated indirect effects~ through

Tl specific and T3 global models, to the effeet obtained for the direct patb. That

is, a total effect was estimated by cumulating the direct and indirect paths through

which Tl global relational models influenced T3 specific relational models. The

overa// bottom-up effect ofTl specific relational models on T3 global models was

determined with the same procedure. The estimated indirect effects, through Tl

global and T3 specifie models, were added to the effect of the direct path to

produce an estimate of the total bottom-up effect. The resulting caleulations,

based on the results obtained from bath the Top-down and Bottom-up SEMs,

indicate the possible range ofbath top-down and bottom-up effeets in this sample.

Models ofSelf: Top-down and Botloltl-up SEMs

The results ofTop-down and Bottom-up SEMs for models of self are

presented in Figures 2 and 3 (values which are nol in parentheses). In both SEMs,

the coefficients for the paths from Tl global and specifie models ofselfto the

corresponding T3 measures (Le., test-retest coefficients) were highly reliable, ps <

.00 l, as would he expeeted on the basis ofprevious results indicating the stability

of these constructs. The direct top-down effects within a given time point were
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only tested in the Top-down SEM (Le., paths from global to specific al each time

point). These values were highly significant, with ps = .32 and .31 for Tl and T3

respectively, ps < .001 (see Figure 2). In the Bottom-up SEM, the direction of

these two paths was reve~with ps = .32 and .45 for Tl and T3 respectively~ps

< .001 (see Figure 3). The coefficients of the path between Tl variables are

identical, regardless of its direction, whereas a distinction is noted in the values of

the opposite direction paths at T3. The differences of the TI paths results from the

fact that different variables are used to account for TI variables in the two SEMs.

In the Top.down SEM, the path from T3 global to T3 specific is used, along with

paths from Tl global and Tl specific, to account for T3 specific models ofself.

However~ in the Bottom-up SEM, the path from T3 specific to T3 global (i.e.,

reversed direction) is used, along with paths from Tl global and Tl specific, to

account for T3 global model ofself. No conclusion can he drawn regarding the

direction of these two paths and the effects they represent as the constructs were

assessed within each time points. Yet, it is clear from both SEMs that the global

model ofselfand the factor underlying the multiple specific models ofselfare

significantly related at bath time points.

Top-down Effects. The direct top-down effect, from the Tl global model

of self to the T3 specifie models of self, did not attain significanee (p > .05) in

either the Top-down or the Bottom-up SEMs, with ps = -.06 and .07 respectively,

ns. This suggests that, once the stability of each measure and the effects between

global and specifie within each time point were aceounted for, no signifieant

direct top-down effeets between Tl global and T3 specifie models of self

remained. ln the Top-down SEM, this non signifieant path does not imply the

absence of top-down effects, but rather indieates that any top-down effeets were

accounted for by indireet paths, through Tl specifie and T3 global models ofself.

However, in the Bottom-up SEM, where no indirect path tested the top-down

effect~ the Il = .07 implies that even when no other top-down effects are modeled,
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there still is no effect from Tl global to T3 specific models ofself.

The overall top-down effect for each SEM was calculated by summing

direct and indirect effects (Bollen, 1989). Indirect effects are the product of the

weights of the indirect paths. For example, in the Top-down SEM, the indirect

effect ofTl global on T3 specific models ofselfthrough the T3 global model of

selfis: .40 [Tl Global ta T3 Global] X .31 [T3 Global to TI Specific] = .12. The

calculation of the total top-down effect for the two SEMs is given at the top of

Table 9. Using this procedure, the total top-down effect in the Top-down SEM is

.26, whereas it is ooly .07 in the Bottom-up SEM. We may conclude from this that

the top-down effect ofglobal model ofselfon specific models of self was at most

a small effect, but also potentially a null effect.

Bottom..up Effects. The direct bottom-up effect, from Tl specifie to T3

global model ofselfdiffered across the two SEMs. In the Top-down SEM, this

path was highly significant, P= .32,p < .001. However, in the Bottom-up SEM,

this direct path was nul!, p= .00, ns. In the Top-down SEM, where no indirect

path tested bottom-up effects, the significant direct bottom-up effect implies that

there was a significant effect ofT 1 specific on T3 global models of self in this

sample. In the Bottom-up SEM, the null coefficient for the direct bottom-up effect

indicates that once indirect effects were accounted for there was no residual direct

bottom-up effect.

Once again overall effects were calculated for each SEM. The results are

presented at the top ofTable 9. The overall bottom-up effect in the Top-down

SEM is .32, whereas it is estimated at .44 in the Bottom-up SEM. From these

results, we may conclude that the bottom-up effect of factor underlying specific

models of self on the global model of selfwas a medium sized effect. Taken

together, these results suggest that over tinte the global model ofself is more

likely to he derived from specifie models of selfwith mother, father and c10sest

friend than the reverse. One might wonder if these results are not due to a greater
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stability of the factor underlying the specifie models ofself. Although the

comparable test-retest correlations ofglobal and specifie models do not suggest a

greater stability of relationship-specific models ofself, when specifie models are

taken together., as indicators ofa latent factor representing the common variance

in models of self within close relationships, this latent factor does appear more

stable than the global model ofself. Nonetheless, this conclusion is not duly

warranted as the error in measuring the constnlct ofglobal model ofself was not

accounted for in the present SEMs, whereas it was excluded a10ng with the unique

variance ofeach relationship-specific model ofself in the assessment of the factor

underlying the specifie models ofself:

Models ofOther: Top-down and Bottom.up SEMs

The analysis of the top-down and bottom-up effects for models ofother

was conducted in the same manner as described above for models of self. The

results of Top-down and Bottom-up SEMs for models ofother are presented in

parentheses in Figures 2 and. In bath SEMs, the coefficients for the paths from

Tl global and specific modeis of other ta the corresponding T3 measures were

highly reHable, ps < .001, once more indicating the stability of these constructs.

The direct top-down effects within each time point, tested only in the Top­

clown SEM, were significant, Ji = .38,p < .001 at TI and p= .19,p < .01 at T3.

These two paths, which were in the reverse direction in the Bottom-up SEM, were

aiso significant, p= .38,p < .001 at Tl and p= .35,p < .01 at T3. As the

constructs linked by these paths were assessed within a single time point, no

conclusion can he drawn regarding the direction ofthese effects. However, bath

SEMs suggest tbat global and specifie models ofothers were signifieantly related

at both time points.

Top-down Effects. The direct top-down effeet, from the TI global model

of other ta the T3 factor underlying the specific models ofother, was quite weak

in bath the Top-down and the Bottom-up SEMs, ps = -.01 and .07 respeetively,
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ns. Thus, once the stability ofeach measure and the within-time-point associations

between global and specific models ofother were accounted for, no significant

direct top-down effects remained between Tl global and T3 specific models of

other. In the Top-down SEM, this suggests that top-down effects were accounted

for by indirect paths, through Tl specific and TI global models ofother. In the

Bottom-up SEM, the estimated P= .07 represents the total top-down effect, thus

implying that there was no significant top-down effects from Tl global ta T3

specifie models ofother, al all.

The overall top-down effects are calculated at the bottom ofTable 9. In the

Top-down SEM, the total effect is .35, whereas it is only .07 in the Bottom-up

SEM. The present SEMs therefore suggest that the top-down effect of the global

model of other on the factor underlying relationship-specific models ofother was

potentially a null effect, yet possibly as much as a medium sized effect. However,

if there is a top-down effect, it is completely mediated by indirect paths.

Moreover, MOst ofthese indirect effects are through the TI relationship-specific

factor.

Bonom-up Effects. As was found for models ofself, the direct bottom-up

effect from Tl specifie to T3 global models ofother differed across the two

SEMs. This path was significant in the Top-down SEM, Il = .28, p < .01, but null

in the Bottom-up SEM, Il = .00, M. The significant direct bottom-up effect in the

Top-down SEM implies that there were significant effects ofTI specific on T3

global models ofother. The Dull coefficient for the direct bottom-up effect in the

Bottom-up SEM indicates that there were no residual direct bottom..up effeets to

be accounted for once indirect effects were entered.

Finally, overall bottom..up effects were calculated for each SEM (see

Table 9). The overall bottom..up effect was .28 in the Top-down SEM, yet it was

estimated al .43 in the Bottom-up SEM. We May therefore conclude that the

bottom-up effect of the common factor underlying relationship-specific models of
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other on the global model ofother was a small ta medium sized effecl. In sum, the

results of these two SEMs suggest the same conclusions as those drawn for the

model of self. The global model ofother is likely to evolve due al least ta some

extent to the collective influence of specific models ofother within relationships

with mother, father and closest friend. In contrast, the evidence is weaker to

suggest that global models influence changes in the factor underlying the specific

models ofother within relationships with mother, father and closest friend.

DiseussioD

The objectives of the present analyses were to assess the stability ofglobal

and relationship-specific models ofselfand others over time, as weIl as ta

examine the magnitude of top-down and bottom-up effects through which global

and specifie relational models May shape each other over time. The present results

suggest that the Mean scores reported for the global and relationshi!,-sPecific

models ofself and others are relatively stable over a 3 to 5 month period. The

non-signifieant results for most all of the t-tests indicates that there was no

overall, consistent change in participants' reports from Tl to T3. The ooly

significant difference noted was an increase in the global model ofself. Collins

and Read (1994) have suggested that significant changes in working models of

self and others May occur when a person experiences a powerful disconfinning

event which is either long in duration or highly emotionaily significant.

AlI 293 students in the present sample eompleted their CEGEP degree

between the Tl and T3 assessments, save one. Furthennore, 91% of the present

sampie was accepted to university during this period and thus anticipated

attending university in the Fait. In SUIn, the Time 3 sample consisted mainly of

students who recently completed their CEGEP degree and were expecting to begin

university in the Fall. One might conclude that graduating from CEGEP and being

aeeepted to university, although not primarily an interpersonal event, may have

been a positive experience for these young adults which enhanced their views of

56



•

•

Slability and Change in Re/alionai Models

themselves globally. This increase in their general self-views May have had a

diffuse effect on their relational models, increasing their global model of selfas

assessed with the present measure ofglobal relational models. This post-hoc

explanation is offered in light ofthe significant increase noted for the present

sample, yel nothing in the present data, except for academic changes, is available

to explore what may he the source of this bolstering effect. The above explanation

could therefore not he tested further and must remains speculative.

The test-retest correlations which ranged from .33 to .69, with a mean of

.56, are comparable to the values obtained by Scharfe and Batholomew (1994) for

these self-report measures (mean r = .51). They a1so resemble values reported by

Collins and Read (1990) using their multi-item scale (mean r = .64). When

multiple measures are used to assess a given construct this allows the use of SEM

analyses to control for the unreliability of the measurement tool itself. This

technique would therefore provide a more aceurate assessment of the stability of

these construets, controlling for the error in its measurement. Scharfe and

Bartholomew (1994) report much higher stability ofthese constructs using SEM

analysis to control for error in measurement (Le., pvalues then ranged from .72 to

.85). Their findings suggest that the apparent low stability of the present relational

model constructs might he higher than what test-retest correlations imply.

However, the use of SEM analyses to control for errors in measurement requires

multiple measures ofeach construct, at each time point. In the present study, the

global and relationship-specific models were each assessed with only one

measure, precluding the use ofSEM to assess the stability of these distinct

measures as latent constructs. Nonetheless, the latent factor representing the

common variance in relationship-specific models, which excluded both

measurement error and variance which was unique to relationship-specific

models, did yield test-retest Pvalues of .74 for model of self and .81 for model of

other in the measurement SEM. These values are similar to those reported by
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Scharfe and Bartholomew (1 994).

Specifie models of selfand other were assessed for three relationships

assumed to he central in participants' social network (i.e., relationships with

mother, father and elosest friend), therefore these measures could he used in

SEMs to construet a latent factor representing the common variance in a person' s

relationship-specifie models of selfand others. This a1lowed me to use SEM

analyses to assess the direction in whieh self-reported global relational models and

the factor underlying specifie models within focal close relationships intluenced

each other over time. Thus, SEM was especially useful in determining the

magnitude oftop-down and bottom-up effects from TI to T3. Results ofthe

separate analyses ofmodels ofselfand others yielded similar results. As expected,

when assessing the magnitude of top-down and bottom-up effects hetween global

relational models and specific models for well-established relationships (as

opposed to models for new relationship; Collins & Read, 1994), generally greater

support was found for the bottom-up process. The top-down process, in which

global models shape specifie ones, cannot he excluded on the basis of these

results. Nonetheless such effeets were smaller in magnitude than bottom-up

effects. Over time, self-reports or explieit global models ofselfand other were

c1early influenced by the factor underlying specifie models ofself and other within

established relationships with mother, father and closest friend (Le., implicit

generalizations). This is supported by the finding that a bottom-up effect was

necessary to adequately explain the data. When both direct and indirect bottom-up

effects were tested, results supported mainly indirect effects. The effects of the

factors underlying specifie measures at TI on global measures at T3 were

mediated by Tl global measures and, more importantly, by the T3 latent factors

underlying specifie measures. These fmdings imply that relationship-speeific

models ofself and other, with mother, father and closest friend, influence global

models at any given point in time. Furthennore, we can infer from the results of
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the SEM analyses that the stability of the factor underlying these specific models

within close relationships contributed to the stability ofglobal models over time.

Incon~ top-down effects were not required to explain the variance in

the present sample, as indicated by the non-significant top-down effects, ps = .07,

obtained in the Bottom-up SEM. This implies that global relational models do not

greatly influence existing relationship-specific models. Nonetheless, top-down

effects in which novel experiences are processed in accordance with and

assimilated into existing models have been weil documented in the field ofsocial

cognition (e.g., Brewer, 1988; Higgins, King & Mavin, 1982; see Gollwitzer &

Moskowitz, 1996; Higgins, 1996 for reviews of relevant examples). The present

results suggest that biasing effects of global models on relationship-specific ones

are weak to null once the SPecifie relationship is weil established, presumably

restricting this process to the period during which models are being developed for

a novel relationship. The interesting question which then arises is when and how

does the data from social interactions begjn to overtake the global model in the

development of relationship-sPecific models? Also, at what point in the

development of relationship-specific models do these specific constructs begin to

influence the global models which had until then shaped them?

An unavoidable limitation of the present research is that the repeated

presentation of global, but more importantly relationship-specific measures may

have contextualized the study. That is, participants May perceive the studyas

pertaining to their relationships with their mother, father, close friend and

romantic partner. Thus, when participants completed the self-report measure at

Time 3, on average four months after the initial questionnaire, their resPOnses May

be influenced by the belief that the study focused on these four specifie

relationships. Although a second questionnaire package, which did not include

these measures, was completed before relational models were assessed for the

second time at T3, having previously presented the relationship-specific measures
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may have biased responses to the global measure and thus may have inflated the

bottom-up effects reported here. Unfortunately, this a1temate explanation cannot

be excluded on the basis of the present results. Nonetheless, the number ofmonths

between assessments and the intervening questionnaire package may have

minimized these possible effects.

The previous and present chapter yield results which were supportive of

global and relationship-specific models as distinct, yet correlated construets. They

demonstrate that no specifie relationship is uniquely captured by global relational

models and that global models ofselfand other are more likely to integrate

information from multiple relationship-specifie models. However, the usefulness

and interest of this information is restrieted to the theoretical domain until their

respective consequences on individuals' well-being are considered. Previous

research has examined how a person's global attaehment model or the quality of

their attachment bond within a certain specifie relationship influences the

experience of signifieant life events (e.g., Cozzarelli et al., 1998; Mikulincer &

Florian, 1995) and daily interactions (e.g. Lin, 1992; Tidwell et al., 1996). Yet no

research to date has considered the relative, cumulative or even interacting effects

of both global and specifie relational models. In the following ehapters, 1 will

examine the role ofglobal and specific relational models in young adults

experiences of two significant life events and in their experience of daily

interactions.
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Footnotes

1. Had the romantic partner been added to the list of predictors, the basic

measurement SEM would contain 22 parameters to he estimated, requiring al the

very least a sample of220 cases, that is more than twice the number ofavailable

cases.

2. The interested reader is referred to Bollen (1989), Byme (1994), Hoyle (1995)

or Hu & Bentler (1995) for the precise meaning and methods ofcalculating of the

various fit indices reported.
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Global and Specifie Relational Models
and the Experience ofSignificant Life Events

Global attachment models have been reliably associated with individual

differences in psychological well-being and symptom reporting. In contrast to the

secure attachment style, insecure attachment styles and greater insecurity on

continuous attachment seales, assessed globally, have been found to he correlated

with greater state anxiety, more negative and less positive affect, heightened

reports ofdepression and somatic symptoms (Feeney & Ryan, 1994; Hazan &

Shaver, 1990; Priel & Shamai, 1995; Simpson, 1990) and an increased incidence

of psychiatrie disorders (Mickelson et al., 1997). Furthermore, young adults'

ratings of the security of relationship-specific attacbment to both parents and peers

have been indePendently correlated with negative affects such as depression,

anxiety and resentment and also with life satisfaction (Armsden & Greenberg,

1987).

In addition to these general individual differences in well-being, insecure

attachment styles have been associated with poorer responses to a variety of

stressful situations. Individuals who reported a global insecure attachment style

reported greater negative affect and somatization than those with a secure global

attachment style when living in a dangerous area during the Gulf War (Mikulincer

et aL, 1993). In response to chronic back pain, men who endorsed a global

insecure attachment style experienced greater psychological distress than men

who were globally secure (Mikulincer & Florian, 1998). Global insecure

attachment has also been related to a more threatening and less challenging

appraisal ofcombat training, as weil as poorer coping strategies, in contrast to the

secure attachment style (Mikulincer & Florian, 1995). In a laboratory setting,

women with a globally insecure attachment style experienced heightened

psychophysiological arousal, as a result of the presence oftheir romantic partner,

63



•

•

Chapter4

as they awaited to experience an anxiety proving task (Carpenter & K.irkpatric~

1996). Cozzarelli et al. (1998) reported tbat securely attached women (i.e., global

attachment) experienced less post-abortion distress and more positive well-being.

These findings were largely explained by women's global model of self.

Academie Experiencn

In contrast to these findings for adjustrnent to highly stressful events (e.g.,

war or abortion) which considered ooly global attachment models, research on

academic experiences has tended to focus on the quality of relationship-specific

attachment, particularly attachment to parents. Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo,

Assouline & Russell (1994) reported that greater perceived parental suppo~ most

importantly reassurance ofworth and the similarity in interests and concerns, was

associated with a higher university grade point average when controlling for

academic ability (assessed by the American College Testing program, ACn. This

association was not found for perceived support from friends and a romantic

partner. Cutrona et al. (1994, study 2) reported that the effects ofparental support

on university grades was mediated by global models ofattachment, namely

Collins and Read's (1990) measure ofanxiety in close relationships. College

seniors were aIso found to have greater maturity in their career planning as a

function of the quality of their attachment to their parents.

When examining the end of high-school and the transition to college,

Larose and Boivin (1997) reported that students' experience ofloneliness and

anxiety at the end of high-school was associated with the quality of the attachment

to both their mother and father. In a subsequent report examining these students'

transition to college (i.e., CEGEP), the quality ofattachment to bath their parents

explained students heightened feelings of loneliness, but not anxiety (Larose &

Boivin, 1998). Interestingly, in this study, the association between parental

attachment and loneliness was moderated by separation from parents (i.e., moving

away to attend college). The quality of the attachment to mother was significantly
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related to the loneliness experienced by those who moved away from home.

However, for those who stayed at home, loneliness in college was associated with

the quality of the attachment to father.

The effects reported throughout these studies examining the quality of

parental attachment and well-being or achievement in university were generally

small, accounting for 1% to at MOst 10% of the variance in the outcome measures.

Furthermore, with few exceptions (e.g. Cutrona et al., 1994) only specific

attachment to parents bas been examined, neglecting the possible contributions of

global attachment models to student's well-being and achievement. Finally, these

findings do not suggest which aspect of internai working models were associated

with these outcomes. For example, in Larose and Boivin's (1998) study, did a

more positive model ofself in relation to either parent underlie the association

between parental attachments and loneliness or was this mainly due to having a

more positive model ofmother or father?

Romantie Relationship and Breakup

The quality ofattachment has also been associated with differences in

romantic experiences in samples of both young and older adults. Past research has

found that individuals with a secure global attachment style or more secure ratings

of attachment were more satisfied with their romantic relationship, saw

themseives as more committed, trusting, interdependent and intimate in their

relationship in contrast to insecurely attached individuals (Brennan & Shaver,

1995; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Shaver & Brennan, 1992; Simpson, 1990).

Their ratings of relationship satisfaction, commitment and trust were a1so more

stable over time compared to insecurely attached individuals (Keelan, Dion &

Dion, 1994). Furthennore, severa! studies have reported that individuals with a

secure global attachment style were more Iikely to he involved in a romantic

relationship, less likely to experience one or Many breakups and had been in their

current relationship for a longer time than individuals with an insecure global
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attachment style (Feeney & Noller, 1992; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Kirkpatrick &

Davis, 1994; Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994 Shaver & Brennan, 1992). Finally, recent

research has demonstrated that globally securely attached individuals experience

less distress subsequent to divorce than insecurely attached individuals

(Bimbaum, Orr, Mikulincer & Florian, 1997), but that avoidant men experience

less distress than others in response to the breakup ofa dating relationship

(Simpson, 1990). A study conducted with young adults whose marnages had

recently ended suggested that a greater quality ofclose relationships was

associated with less stress subsequent to divorce (Sansom & Famill, 1997).

AlI in ail, the research on the experience of romantic relationship indicates

that individuals with a secure global attachment style are more likely to he in a

romantic relationship, to remain in their relationship longer and have better

romantic relationships than globally insecurely attached individuals. This research

yielded somewhat contradictory findings with respect ta the association between

global attachment models and distress after the breakup ofa dating relationship or

a marriage. However, the adjustment to a relationship breakup may he associated

with specifie attachment models for close relationships other than the romantic

relationship. Little research has heen conducted to examine the importance of

global or specific attachment models in the experience ofa relationship breakup.

To my knowledge, no research bas examined the contributions ofglobal and

specifie models concurrently. Furthermore, research conducted to date on the

experience of breakup has not ascertained which dimension of relational models,

the view of selfor the view ofother, is most strongly associated with adjustment

ta a breakup.

Specifie Relationships andAttllchment Functions

Hazan and her colleagues (Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Hazan & Zeifinan,

1994) have suggested that the features or functions ofadult attachment

relationships are the same as those of the parent·child relationship. That is,
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although their behaviors differ, adults seek the fulfilment of the same basic needs

within their attachment relationships as children seek from their caretakers: the

maintenance of proximity, a safe haven and a secure base. The maintenance of

proximity refers to the desire to he near and to resist separation from a close other

(i.e., an attachment figure). When comfort, reassurance and support are needed,

the child or adult are expected to tum to an attachment figure to fulfill their need

for a saft haven. Fina11y, the third fonction ofattachment relationships are to

provide a secure hase from whicb to explore the environment, tbat is to provide

the child or adult with a sense of security whicb allows them to venture outside

the relationship and their more familiar milieus to face the challenge ofmastering

a new environment, knowing that the close other is accessible if needed.

Furthermore, Hazan and ber colleagues have proposed that these functions

which are fulfilled by parents in childhood, are progressively transferred to peers

and ultimately to the romantic partner as the child, then adolescent, matures into

adulthood. They suggest that the transfer ofthese three attachment fcatures is

done successively, beginning with proximity maintenance which is transferred to

peers in early childhood. Then, in adolescence, there is increased reHance on peers

over parents for comfort and reassurance with the transfer of the safe haven

function. Finally, the transfer of the secure base function to peers or a romantic

partner is done last, in adulthood, once the peer or romantic relationship is

established as stable, committed and sufficiently long-lasting to fulfill this

function.

Young adults should he in the midst oftransferring these functions from

parents to peers, with peers or romantic partners being relied upon for comfort and

reassurance (i.e., safe haven), but parents remaining the secure base. Evidence

supporting this proposed transfer ofattachment functions and the different roles of

served by parents and peers or romantic partners in young adults has been

provided by research conducted by Fraley and Davis (1997) and also Trinke and
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Bartholomew (1997). As young adults experience significant life events which

evoke different relational needs~ we would therefore expect to distinguish the

contributions of relationship-specific models for parents and peers ta their

adjustment. That is~ young adults~ adjustment to significant events which evoke

the need for a secure base May be more strongly associated with their attachment

models for their close peers~ but not their parents~ whereas the reverse would he

expected for events which evoke the need for a secure base.

Current Objectiva

The objective of the present chapter is to examine the relative contribution

of global and relationship-specific models ofselfand other in young adults~

experience of two common life events: the transition to university and the breakup

of a romantic relationship. The extent to which global models ofself and other

account for participants ~ well-being during their tirst tenn of university or after a

breakup will first he considered. Second~ the additional contributions of specific

models of self and other with mother~ father~ closest friend and romantic partner

(when appropriate) to participant~s well-being will he examined.

These two Iife events differ in a notable way with respect to the

relationship needs they evoke. The first event~ the transition ta university~ is an

event which is generally positively anticipated and provides students with new

opportunities and challenges. Within the context ofattachment theory~ this can he

thought of as an experience in which students draw on their secure base to explore

and adapt to a novel environment (Hazan & Shaver~ 1994). Thus~ on the premise

that at this age the secure base function has not yet been transferred to peers

(Fraley & Davis~ 1997; Trinke & Bartholomew~ 1997)~ we might expect the

specifie relational models for parents~ but not for a close friend nor a romantic

partner, to he determinant in the experience ofthis transition.
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In contras~ the breakup ofa romantic relationship is in Many cases

experienced as a loss in reSPODSe to which a Persoo tums to others for comfort and

reassurance. That is, wben adjusting to this particular event, a safe baven from

which to draw solace sbould he at the forefront ofone's relational needs. By late

adolescence and young adulthood, the safe haven fonction ofclose relationships

has generally been transferred trom parents to peers, whereby young adults most

often tum to their friends or romantic partner for comfort and reassurance (Fraley

& Davis, 1997; Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997). Tberefore, the quality of

relationship-specific modcls with their closest friend, but not with their parents,

should contribute to young adults' adjustment to a romantic breakup.

Method

Participants

Adjustment to University. Participants all took part in the Il month

longitudinal study of the transition to university (Study 1). The periods of interest

for the analyses pertaining to the adjustment to university were the Summer (Time

3) and FaU (Time 4 and 5) assessments. The sample is constituted ofparticipants

who completed these questionnaires and were attending university in the Fall. Of

the original 406 participants, Il indicated at Time 2 that tbey did not apply to

university and were therefore ineligjble to pursue the study. As mentioned

previously, one participant's mother died and a close friend ofanother participant

committed suicide. These participants were also excluded from the eligible

sample. Of the remaining 393 eligible participants who had completed Time l,

353 completed and retumed the second questionnaire (90%). Three hundred and

four (86% of353) later retumed the Time 3 questionnaire in the Summer. When

contacted in the Fall for the Time 4 interview, 28 were not attending university for

diverse reasoDS. Of the remaining 276 eligible participants, 255 completed the

telephone interview (92%). Ten moved and were unreachable. Eight were never

reached at the telephone number they provided and only 3 People refused to do the
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telephone interview (1% ofthe 276). The final Tinte 5 questionnaire was mailed

to the 255 people who completed the telephone interview and the Il people who

either were not reached by telephone or declined the interview. Two hundred and

two ofthem (76%) retumed the Time 5 questionnaire.

In all, 263 participants completed the Time 3 questionnaire and the Time 4

and/or Tinte 5 questionnaires, (i.e., Summer and FaU questionnaires). The gender

distribution of this sample was similar to that al Tinte 1 reported in chapter 2: 171

women and 92 men (35% versus 37% men al Time 1). As was the case at Time 1,

70% ofthe sample completed questionnaires in French (n=184) and 30%

completed them in English (n=79) At Tinte 3, participants' mean age was 19.3

years, Median = 19, SD = .7, ranging from 17 to 22 years.

Although 119 of the 263 participants were in romantic relationships at

Time 3, only 88 remained in that relationship at Times 4 and 5. Most of the

sample (201 of263 = 76%) stiUlived with their parents during their fust terro of

university. Fourteen students (5%) had already moved out oftheir parent's home

while they were still in CEGEP. The remaining 48 participants (18% of the

sample) moved out oftheir parents' home to attend university, Mean distance =

112.1 km, ranging from 8 to 300 km, median = 110.0, sn = 81.3. Thus, the vast

majority of the students in the sample were either living at home or within a

relatively short distance oftheir parents' home (i.e., within a 1 hour car drive).

Adjustment 10 a Relalions1lip Breakllp. The sample for analyses of the

adjustment to a relationship breakup comprises 342 participants who completed at

least two consecutive questionnaires in the longitudinal study of the transition to

university (Study 1). Participants who were selected from the larger available

sample, regardless of their pursuit or not ofa university degree, were required to

fit the criteria for one of the following tbree groups: The "breakup" group

consisted of48 participants who experienced a breakup oftheir romantic

relationship between two time points in the study and were not in a new
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relationship at the assessment point immediately following the breakup of their

romantic relationship. The "couple" group consisted of 126 participants who were

in the same romantic relationship over at least two consecutive assessments

during the study. The ~~single"group consisted of 168 participants who were oot

involved in a romantic relationship over at least two consecutive time points. The

remaining 64 participants of the total sample of406 were excluded from analyses

for the following reasons. Fifty-two completed only the Time 1 questionnaire.

Two experieoced the death ofa close other before Time 2. The relationship status

of 8 participants Was unclear. It could not conclusively he detennined ifthese

participants were in the same relationship over the course of the study or if they

changed partners. Finally, 2 participants experiences multiple breakups and new

relationships over the course of the study and were excluded for this reason.

In Many instances, more than ooe pair of time points was available for

participants in the couple and single groups. The time points for these two groups

were sampled in accordance with the distribution of the breakup sample over the

duration of the study. Consequently, the relationship status groups were balanced

across the different possible pairs ofassessmeots. Within each group, Time 1 and

Time 2 questionnaires (Winter and Spring) were sampled for 25% of participants

(i.e., 12 breakup, 32 couple and 42 single), Time 2 and Tinte 3 questionnaires

(Spring and Summer) were sampled for 31% of participants (Le., 15 breakup, 39

couple and 53 single) and finally, Time 3 and Times 4 and/or 5 questionnaires

(Summer and FaU) were sampled for 43% of participants (i.e., 21 breakup, 55

couple and 73 single).

The resulting sample was quite similar in composition to the full Time 1

sample. It was composed of 126 men and 216 women, that is 37% of the present

sample were men and 63 % were women, (Le., a gender distribution identical to

the Time 1 sample). One hundred participants completed the questionnaire in

English and 242 in French, that is 29% of the present sample responded in English
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compared ta 30% for the Time 1 sample. Upon completion of the first

questionnaire considered for the present analyses (Le., Time 2 or Time 3 for 75%

of the sample), the Mean age was 19.2 years, median = 19, SD = .7, ranging from

l 7 to 22 years.

Procedure

Participants were recnrited in class to take part in a longitudinal study of

the transition to university. The study took place over a period of Il months in

1997. The Time 1 questionnaires were distributed to participants in class and

retumed to one of three experimenters within the following week. This tirst

assessment period began during the last week ofJanuary and ended in mid

February, two weeks before the university application deadline of March 1st. The

Time 2 questionnaire was mailed to participants' home during the first week of

March as they were expected to be waiting for responses to their university

applications. This second questionnaire was completed and returned either to a

staff member at their CEGEP or by mail witbin the months of March and April.

The Time 3 questionnaire, again mailed to participants' home, was sent out at the

end of May. This third questionnaire was retumed primarily within the months of

June and July, that is during participants' Summer vacation, before they began

university. In November, as the mid-term exams for the FaU semester were

expected to he weil underway, participants were contacted for a 20 minute

telephone interview (Time 4). This telephone interview was foUowed by a final

Time 5 questionnaire, designed to complement the interview. It was mailed out at

the end ofNovember l and retumed by participants during the month ofDecember.

Participants received 5$ payments after completing the Time 1, 2, and 3

questionnaires. Participants also received a payment of 10$ when they were

mailed the Time 5 questionnaire, to thank them for their participation in the study.

For analyses of the adjustment to university, data from the Summer and

FaU assessments (i.e., the Time 3, Time 4 and Time 5 questionnaires) were used.
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For this sample ofparticipants, the FaU interview was conducted on average 5.5

months after the Summer questionnaire, SD = .3, range = 3.5 to 6.2 months with

98% ofparticipants having been contacted within 4.5 to 6 months after Time 3.

The subsequent FaU questionnaire (Time 5) was retumed by panicipants on

average 3.6 weeks after their interview, range = 1.1 to 9.0 weeks, SD = 1.0.

Ninety-five percent ofparticipants retumed this last questionnaire within 2 to 5

weeks of their interview.

The sample for the analyses of the adjustment to a relationship breakup

was, as described above, composed of pairs ofconsecutive questionnaires (or

interview) taken from the different assessments in this longitudinal study. The

mean amount of lime elapsed between the two assessment times considered was

3.5 months, ranging from 1.0 to 6.6 months, SD = 1.8.

Measures

At each time point the questionnaire package contained various measures

assessing participants' global and specific relational models, their well-being and

their coping strategies. The package also included questions pertaining to

participants' university applications and the decision process. Finally,

participants' attitudes toward university and their romantic relationship were also

assessed. These measures were generally repeated from one time period to the

next, with the exception of the Time 4 and 5 questionnaires which were designed

to complement each other. For the present analyses ooly the scales pertaining ta

their close relationships and well-being were considered.

Global and Specifie Relational Models. The Bartholomew and Horowitz

(1991) four item measure ofglobal and specific models ofselfand others were

assessed at Time 1 and Time 3 in the sample (see chapter 2 for a detailed

description and Appendices A and B for the items). The Time 3 scores were used

for analyses pertaining to the adjustment to university (i.e., the assessment during

the Surnmer preceding the beginning of university from which the baseline well-
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being measures were drawn). When adjustment to a relationship breakup was

examinedl' the scores for the relational models were from either Time 1 or Time 3

questionnaires, whichever was the most recent assessment (i.e., the concurrent

assessment or the one immediately preceding the time point from which the

baseline well-being data were taken). The time 1 assessment was used when the

well-being data were sampled from Time 1 and Time 2 or from Time 2 and Time

3, whereas the Time 3 assessment was used when the relevant well-being data

were sampled from Time 3 on.

Well-being. Three different measures of well-being were used to assess

adjustrnent to each of the two significant life events: general affect, perceived

stress and somatic symptoms. Measures ofgeneral affect and perceived stress

were obtained at Times 1, 2, 3 and 4, whereas the somatic symptom measure was

administered at Times l, 2, 3 and 5. Gene,al affect was assessed with a subset of

16 items from the Affect Balance Scale (Derogatis, 1975). In response to each

item, using a 5-point scale rangÏDg from never to always, participants indicated

"the extent to which they felt that way during the past week including today". Two

subscores were calculated with this scale, one for positive affect and one for

negative affect. Each subscore was obtained by averaging responses to the

corresponding 8 items (see Appendix D for the items). Over the course of the

study, Cronbach alphas ranged from ex = .87 to .89 for the positive affect subscale

and a = .78 to .84 for the negative affect subscale. The overall general affect score

was obtained by subtracting the Mean ofnegative items from the Mean of positive

ones. A positive general affect score indicates greater positive than negative

affect, whereas a negative scores means the opposite. Perceived stress was

measured with the 4 item short form ofthe Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen,

Kamark & Mennelstein, 1983; see Appendix E for the items). Using a 5-point

scale ranging from never to very often, participants rated each item in terms of

"how often they felt that way during the past week". Responses to the second and
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third item were reversed. The overall perceived stress score was the Mean of

responses to the 4 items. Higher values indicate greater perceived stress. Over the

course of the study, Cronbach alphas for this measure ranged from ex = .80 to .84.

Finally, somalie symptOIllS were assessed with a subset of26 items taken from the

54 item Pennebaker Inventory for Limbic Languidness (pennebaker, 1982; see

Appendix F for the items). On the basis ofzero frequencies with an undergraduate

sample (see Lydon~ Pierce & O~Regan~ 1997),28 items were dropped from the

original inventory. Participants rated ~~how frequently during the past week they

experienced each symptom" using a 5-point scale ranging from not at all to a great

deal. A total score was obtained by summing responses to the 26 items. Higher

scores indicate a greater amount and severity ofsymptoms. The Cronbach alphas

for this index ranged from ex = .82 to .85 over the different tinte points in the

study.

Academie Performance. As part of the longitudinal study of the transition

to university, the permission to obtain a copy oftheir fmal CEGEP grades was

requested from aIl participants at Time 1. The final Tinte 5 questionnaire was

accompanied with a similar request for pennission to obtain their grades for the

first term of university. Both CEGEP and FaU university grades were obtained for

166 of the 263 participants in the sample for analyses pertaining to the adjustment

to university. Grades were missing in part or in total for the remaining 97

participants for the following reasoos. Although they had previously permitted the

release of their CEGEP grades, the form authorizing the release of their university

grade was not completed by 85 participants. There were no significant differences

in the CEGEP grades of these 85 participants and those of the 166 students for

whom university grades were available, 1(249) = .56, ns. Twenty-four did not

include the with their completed Time 5 questionnaire and 61 did not retum the

Time 5 questionnaire or the completed release fonn. In the case of 8 participants,

either the university or the CEGEP did not provide the grades although completed
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release forms were submitted. One participant authorized the release of bis

university grades, but not bis CEGEP grades. Finally, 3 people did not autborize

the release of either their university ofCEGEP grades.

Results

Outcome Variab/u

Ana/ytie./Strategy. Attachment models have been associated with well­

being, independent of stressful or significant life events (Feeney & Ryan, 1994;

Hazan & Shaver, 1990; Priel & Shamai, 1995; Simpson, 1990). As the goal in this

chapter was to explain adjustment to significant life events, it was important to

control for baseline measures ofwell-being. This was done by removing the

variance in well-being measures, assessed either in the first term of university of

after a relationship breakup, which could he accounted for by an earlier

assessment of the same measure. For the two samples, independent sets of

regression analyses were carried out. The prior assessment of the measure

(essentially a baseline measure) was entered as the predictor of the latter

assessment of well-being (Le., either the FaU term at university or subsequent to a

breakup). The standardized residual variance, unexplained by the baseline

measure, was saved as a variable. The residual scores for general affect, perceived

stress and somatic symptoms were used as measures ofadjustment in ail

subsequent analyses, that is as indicators ofgreater or poorer well-being relative

to baseline.

Descriptive Information. Baseline measures of well-being were all highly

correlated with measures obtained either during the first term of university or at

the second assessment for the relationship breakup sample. In the "adjustment to

university" sample, Summer and FaU correlations were r = .64 for general affect,

r = .53 for perceived stress, r = .62 for somatic symptoms,ps < .001. The

adjusted R2 values obtained from the regression analyses indicate that the baseline

measures explained 41% ofthe variance in general affect, 28% of the variance in
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perceived stress and 38% ofthe variance in somatic syrnptoms during the frrst

semester of university. SunHar results were obtained with the "relationship

breakup" sample, where the correlations between the two assessments were r =

.60 for general affec~ r = .47 for perceived stress, r = .63 for somatic symptoms,

ps < .001. The regression analyses yjelded adjusted R2 which indicate that baseline

measures explained 36% ofthe variance in general affec~ 22% of the variance in

perceived stress and 3901'0 of the varianee in somatie syrnptoms following a

breakup or when remaining single or in a romantic relationship. The standardized

residuals for each of these regressions were saved and used as the criterion

variables in subsequent analyses. Thus, the outeome variables were the relative

increase or decrease in well-being compared to a baseline assessmen~represented

by these respective residual scores.

Adjuslment 10 University

Analytical St,ategy. A total of 12 regression analyses were conducted to

assess the relative contributions ofglobal and specific relational models to

adjustment to university. Four separate regressions were earried out for each of

the three well-being measures, one for each specifie relationship (i.e., with

mother, father, close friend and romantic partner, when available). The global

models of self and other were entered in the frrst step ofeach regression analysis.

In the second step, specifie models ofself and other for a gjven relationship were

entered. The tirst step of these regression analyses yielded the signiticance for the

main effects ofglobal models ofself and other. The seeond step indicated the

significanee of main effects of specifie models for eaeh relationship. The second

step also tested if the effects of the global models prevailed over and above the

effects of relationship-sPecific models. Thus, these analyses tested the

hypothesized independent and eomplementary effects of global and relationship­

specifie model. They a1so tested the alternate hypothesis that global and specific

models similarly explain adjustment to university, as redundant predictors of
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participants' well-being. Regression analyses were conducted with samples

slightly smaller than n = 263 because ofmissing data for well-being measures at

either lime point or due ta the absence ofone of the four possible close others,

except when the romantic partner was considered (n ~ 79).

To test whether academic perfonnance in university contributed to the

well-being in the Fall term and also to test for possible interactions between

academic performance and relational models, the above regressions were repeated

using the subsample of 166 participants for whom bath CEGEP and university

grades were available. The residual score of university GPA, removing variance

accounted for by CEGEP grade average, was included in the tirst step of

regression analyses. The second step remained the same. A third step was

included in which the cross-products of the residual university GPA score and

each of the global and specific models ofselfand other were entered (i.e., testing

the four possible interactions).

General Affect ResuJts of the regression analyses in which general affect

was the criterion are presented in Table 10. As indicated by the low coefficients in

Table 10, global models ofselfand others, entered in the tirst step ofail

regression analyses, did not significantly explain generaI affect. When specific

models for the four relationships were entered, independently, in the second step

of regression analysis, one single significant effect was found. The specifie model

ofother with father significantly explained general affect, p= .17, r = .1 S, sr =
.16, P = .01. None of the other possible predictors significantly accounted for

general affect. These results indicate that only the specific model ofother for

father was significantly associated with changes in students' general affect during

their first semester of university, such that having a more negative view ofone' s

father significantly predicted experiencing poorer affect. This effect was not

accounted for by global models ofother. This is nonetheless a quite modest

finding as this predictor increased the adjusted R1 by .02.
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Perceived Stress. Regressions in which the perceived stress score was

entered as the criterion produced similar results (see Table Il for regression

coefficients). When global relational models were first entered in regression

analyses~ the global model of self significantly accounted for perceived stress~ p=

-.13~ r = -.13, sr = -.13~p < .OS, whereas the global model ofotherdid not. When

relationship-specifie models were entered in the second step, the specifie model of

other for father was once again a significant predictor ofwell-being, p= -.23, r =

-.21, sr = -.22~p = .001. Furthermore, the main effeet of the global model of self

remained significan~ p=-.15 , sr =-.14, P < .05, when the specifie models for the

relationship with father were ineluded. None of the other relationship-specifie

models significantly added to the variance in pereeived stress explained by the

global model ofself. Ye~ an interesting result was found with respect to the

specifie model of self in the romantic relationship.

The zero-order correlation between this relational model and perceived

stress, r = -.21, attained the p < .05 significance level. Nonetheless, this

potentially significant effect did not attain significance after global models had

been considered, whereas the effect of the global model ofself remained

significant after the models for romantic relationship were entered, p= -.28,

r = -.28 , sr =-.25, p < .05 (compared to p=-.30, r =-.28 , sr = -.30, P < .01 for

global model ofself in step 1 with the restricted sample n = 79). These two

measures, model ofselfglobally and within a romantie relationship, were modestly

correlated, r =.38, p < .001. Thus, the effect ofthe model ofselfwithin the romantic

relationship on perceived stress was accounted for by the effects of the global model

of self, decreasing the specifie models' effect below significance p < .05.

The results ofthese regression analyses indicate that having both a more

positive global model ofself and a less negative model ofone's father serve to

minimize one's perception of stress during the tirst semester ofuniversity.

Together, these significant effeets explained 5% ofthe variance in the pereeived
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stress which was unaccounted for by the baseline measure. Although the model of

self within the romantic relationship was significantly correlated with perceived

stress~ the inclusion of this relationship-specific model did not complement the

effects of the global model of self. The latter more adequately explained perceived

stress.

Somalie Symptoms. Results of the regression analyses in which the

variance in somatic symptoms during the first semester in university, controlling

for a baseline measure of symptoms, are presented in Table 12. Neither global or

any of the relationship-specific models of selfor other significantly predicted this

outcome measure.

Academie Performance. The final CEGEP and Fall university grades were

obtained for 166 of the 263 students who look part in the study and began

university that FaU. This subsample did not significantly differ from the 97

excluded cases on global and relationship-specific models ofself and other nor on

the well-being outcome variables, ali/s < 1.0, ns. Students' CEGEP and Fall

university grades were highly correlated, r = .61,p < .001. The CEGEP grades

explained 37% ofthe variance in university grades, based on the value of the

adjusted R2
• The residual unexplained variance was used as a indicator of

academic performance in university, relative to CEGEP 2. This variable, along

with the cross-products assessing the interaction between academic performance

and the effect of global and specifie relational models of selfand other, were

included in the regression analyses conducted to examine if the effect of relational

models on well-being during the first semester of university differed as a function

of students~ academic performance. In all regressions, students' academic

performance in university relative to CEGEP did not significantly expIain any of

the well-being outcomes (i.e., no significant main effects were found). For each of

the three outcome variables, no significant interactions between academic

performance and either global or relationship-specific models of self or other were
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found. Therefore, the effects ofglobal model ofself and model ofother with

father described above were independent of students actual academic performance

in university.

Adjustment 10 " R~/"';ons"ip B'~(lIc"p

Ana/ylie,,/ Strllt~gy. A set of9 regression analyses were conducted in

arder to assess the contributions of global and specific relational models to

adjustment to a relationship breakup. Three regression analyses were executed for

each of three outcome variables, considering the specific relationships with

mother, father and closest friend ooly. The relationship with the romantic partner

was not considered because the breakup of this relationship was the source of the

significant event. In contrast to the previous analyses which examined the

adjustment to university, ooly a portion of the sample actually experience a

breakup (Le., the breakup group, n = 48). The two other groups (i.e., participants

who remained in a couple, n = 126, or single, n = 168) were included as

comparison groups. Because only a portion of the sample experienced a breakup

and nearly half were assessed over the time periods during which participants

adjusted to university, signjficant main effects ofglobal or relationship-specific

models were ofno particular interest here and were expected ta reiterate the

findings of the previous set of analyses. The interactions between relational

models and relationship status were the effects of interest in this set ofanalyses.

Significant interactions indicate that the effect ofrelational models on well-being

differed between those who broke up and those who remained in their relationship

or remained single.

Each regression analysis was conducted in the following manner.

Relationship status was identified by two variables according the unweighted

effects coding procedure described by Aiken and West (1991). The first variable

served to contrast the break up group with the couple group, whereas the second

variable contrasted the break up and single groups. On the first variable,
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individuals who experienced a breakup were assigned a value of -1, those who

remained in a couple were assigned a 1 and the single participants received a o.
On the second variable, individuals who experienced a breakup were again

assigned a value of -1, those who remained single were assigned a 1 and those

who maintained their relationship received a O. In the tirst step of regression

analyses, these two effect coding variables as weil as the global models ofselfand

other were entered. In the second step, the variables for interactions between

relationship status and global relational models were entered. These were the four

cross-products ofeach ofthe two contrast variables by measures ofglobal models

of self and other.1n the third step, one set ofvariables assessing relationship­

specifie models of self and otber were entered. In the fourth and final step, the

variables for interactions between relationsbip status and specifie models for one

of the three relationships were entered. These were the four cross-produets of the

two contrast variables by relationship-speeifie models ofselfand other. The first

set of interaction tenns, entered in step 2, assessed the extent to which global

relational models have a different effect on adjustment in the breakup group

compared to the couple and the single groups. The second set of interaction terms,

entered in step 4, examined the differing effects ofspecifie relational models on

adjustment in the breakup group compared to the other two groups. When

significant interactions between relationship status and global models were found

in the second step, the fourth step served to test whether specifie relational models

had either a complementary or a redundant effect.

Group Comptl'isons. The well-being scores of the three relationship

groups were compared with one-way analysis of variance. No significant

differences in general affect, F(2, 331) < 1.0, ns, or in perceived stress, F(2, 337)

< 1.0, ns, were found between the groups. The difference in somalie symptoms

between groups approached significance, F(2, 333) = 2.32, p < .10. The breakup

group appeared to report somewhat more symptoms after a breakup, M = .14,
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SD = 1.21 eontrolling for baseline, than the single group, M= -.12, SD = .96, with

the couple group falling between them, M= .11, SD = .96.

General AffecL Results from the steps of the regression analysis which

tested the interactions ofrelationship status with global (step 2) and SPeCific (step

4) models of selfand other are reported in Tables 13. The main effeets ofglobal

and relationship-specific models were not examined as they were generally

expected to reiterate the findings for adjustment to university.

As indicated by the low coefficients reported in Table 13, no significant

interactions between relationship status and either global models or specifie

models for any of the three relationships considered. Therefore, global and

relationship-specific models ofselfand other did not differentially explain general

affect after a relationship breakup compared to when participants remained in a

relationship or single.

Perceived Stress. Once more, low coefficients were found when testing

the interactions between relationship status and relational models in predicting

perceived stress (see Table 14). None of the interactions attained the p < .05

significance level. From these results it can he coneluded that global and specifie

relational models are not more predictive ofparticipants' perceived stress after a

relationship breakup than when they remained in a romantie relationship or

remained single.

Somatic Symptoms. In contrast to the previous results, signifieant

interactions in predicting somatie symptoms were found between relationship

status and the model of selfwith one's closest friend. Both eontrasts, eomparing

the breakup to the couple and single groups, interacted with the model of self with

friend, ps = .27 and .31, ps < .05. These interaction effects account for an

additional3% of the variance in symptom reports, Fchanse(4, 320) =2.39,p = .05.

Neither global models nor specifie models with either parent had any specific

effect on report ofsomatic symptoms after a breakup. (See Table IS for coefficients.)
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In accordance with the procedure described by Aiken and West (1991) for

probing significant interactions in regression analyses, the simple regression

equations were generated for each of the three relationship status groups. These

equations were then plotted using the sample means for the relational model

variables that did not significantly interact with relationship status (Le., global

models of selfand other and specific model ofather with friend). For the model of

other with friend, which interacted with relationship status, the sample Mean as

weil as values one standard deviation above and below this mean were used to

plot the interaction. These simple regression equations and the plot of the

interaction are presented in Figure 4.

The different effects of model of self with friend between the groups are

quite salienl. As indicated by its coefficient in the simple regression equations, P3'

the slope of the effect ofmodel of self with friend within the breakup group is

negative, J}3 = -.40. This slope is significantly different from a null slope, t(320) =

3.70, p < .001. However, the siopes for the two other relationship status groups, J}3

= -.06 and -.04 for the couple and single groups respeetively, do not significantly

differ from the null slope, Is(320) < 1.0, ns. These results imply that the more

young adults have a negative view of themselves within their relationship with

their c10sest friend, the more likely they are to report increases somatic symptoms

as a result ofa breakup ofa romantic relationship in contrast to those who have a

more positive view of self with their closest friend. When they are either in a

romantie relationship or single, young adults' model of self with friends is

unrelated to their reports of somatie symptoms. Finally, these results cannot he

explained by differenees in the specifie model of selfby relationship status as the

Mean and the varianee of model of self with friend does not significantly differ

across groups: breakup group M= 3.12, SD = 1.50; couple group M= 3.18, SD =

1.97; single group M= 2.72, SD = 2.00; overall F(2, 332) = 2.26, ns, and Levene

test ofhomogeneity ofvarianee (2,332) =2.04, ns.

84



•

•

Re/ational Models and the Experience o[Sipi/icant Li/è Events

Discussion

Overall, the results appear weak and inconsistent. However, the

differential pattern ofresults, parent for adjustment to university and friend for

relationship breakup, is consistent with my hypotheses with respect ta the

different attachment needs fulfilled by parents and Peers. These effects could not

be explained by a general association between attachment models and well-being,

irrespective oflife events (Feeney & Ry~ 1994; Hazan & Shaver, 1990; Priel &

Shamai, 1995; Simpson, 1990), as the variance in the well-being measures which

could he accounted for by a baseline measure was removed (i.e., used residualized

outcome measures). The results for the effect ofrelational models specific ta

father were found for two of the three well-being measures, general affect and

perceived stress. These results for father were consistent with those reported by

Larose and Boivin (1998) for young adults adjusting ta their tirst semester of

CEGEP and still living at home with their parents. Although results for the effect

of relational models specific to friend were only obtained on one of the three weIl­

being measures, this effect was highly significant as evidenced by the -.40 slope

representing the degree of association between the specific model of selfwith

friend and the increased report of symptoms after a relationship breakup. Ail in

ail, the resuIts obtained remain quite modest, accounting for at most 5% ofthe

variance in the outcome variables. Nevertbeless, they suggest the value of

distinguishing between global and spc.:cific constructs in research on models of

close relationships and also between specifie models for different relationships.

In explaining students' adjustment to university, a more positive global

model ofself predicted less perceived stress during the first tenn of university,

controlling for baseline perceptions ofstress obtained during the Summer. This

main effect for the global model of self appeared to subsume the potential effect

of the model of selfwithin a romantic relationship, the global measure more

adequatelyaccounting for the variance in perceived stress.
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In addition~ the model of other for father additionally explained perceived

stress~ whereby a more positive view of father predicted less perceived stress

during the FaU semester~ again controlling for baseline. The model of other for

father was also significandy associated with general affect. Having a more

positive view of father was associated with generally more positive affect during

the first semester in university, controlling for the baseline measure ofgeneral

affect obtained during the summer. In SUIn, both global models of self and specifie

model of father were predictive ofstudent's well-being during their first semester

in university, whereas specifie models for mother, but more importandy peers,

were generally not predictive ofwell-being when effects of global models were

accounted for. The significant role played by the relationship with father, but not

peers, is consistent with the predictions based on the secure base function served

by parents in young adults. Thus, students who were generally confident in

themselves and viewed their father as accepting and responsive to their needs

were found to better adjust to the fll'St semester of university. These effects were

independent of students' actual performance in university.

With respect to the second life event considered, the breakup of a romantic

relationship, the results support the hypothesized importance of the quality of the

relationship with the closest friend, but not parents, in a situation evoking safe

haven needs. As indicated by the signjficant interaction of relationship status and

model of self with a close friend, the extent to which young adults have a positive

model of themselves within their relationship with a close friend predicted lower

reports of somatic symptoms after the breakup ofa romantic relationship,

controlling for a baseline report a few months prior to the post-breakup

assessment. No such effects were found for young adults who maintained their

romantic relationship or who remained single over the same periode
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The present research further supports the consideration of both global and

specifie relational models in understanding adjustment ta significant life events.

More imPOrtantly, it suggests that a measure of global ar..achment models does not

aeeurately capture the extent to which the specific close relationships with parents

or peers adequately fulfill young adults' relational needs.
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Footnotes

1. The Time 5 questionnaire was to he mailed within the week following the

Time 4 interview. However, this was delayed several weeks due to a prolonged

postal strike which began shortly after the Time 4 interviews were initiated.

2. This measure ofacademic perfonnance was not significantly correlated with

any of the measures of global and specific models of self and others, absolute

values of the rs < .11, ns.
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Global and Specific Relational Models
and the Experience ofDaily Interactions

At the foundation ofadult attachment theory is the premise that people's

interpersonal experiences vary in accordance with their attachment models.

However, direct evidence of these differences in interpersonal experiences has

onJy recently been provided with more reliable methodologies than retrospective

reports, such as observational and event-contingent sampling methods. Research

with observational methods bas yielded interesting fmdings with respect to the

differences in behaviors associated with attachment models. Attachment models

(either global or romantic) have been associated with differences in the behavior

toward a romantic partner when attempting to resolve a problem or disagreement

in their relationship (Kobak & Hazan, 1991; Simpson, Rholes & Phillips, 1996).

Global attachment models also predict women's support seeking behavior and

their male partners' emotional support and reassurance behaviors as women

awaited to engage in anxiety provoking activity (Simpson et al., 1992). Mikulincer

& Nachshon (1991) found that global attachment style was associated with

differences in participants' self-disclosure to a stranger.

In order to assess social interactions in more naturalistic settings and with

a larger number of interaction partners, recent research bas utilized an event­

contingent sampling method to obtain on-Hne assessments of the experience of

daily interactions. This methodology requires that participants keep a diary of

their social interactions using structured interaction records (i.e., the Rochester

Interaction Record; Reis & Wheeler, 1991). The main advantage of this type of

event-contingent sampling it that it provides assessments ofparticipants'

experience as their social interactions occur (Wheeler & Reis, 1991). This

minimizes the possibility ofbiases which arise when past events are recalled from

rnemory (Pietromonaco & Barre~ 1998). Biased reports are further reduced by
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the fact that several days' worth of interactions are recorded independently, in

contrast to retrospective reports which require that participants themselves

aggregate their experiences.

A1though this method does not provide an objective measure of social

interactions~ it does provide a more reliable and less biased assessment of

participants~ subjective experience oftheir daily interactions than would he

abtained thraugh a single retrospective self-report questionnaire. In order to

ensure the reliability ofthe interaction records, great care must he taken in

explaining the response items to participants. They must c1early understand what

is required of them as they record their social interactions. Another requirement to

ensure the reliability of the records is that participants understand the importance

ofcompleting the records as soon after the interaction as possible and for each and

every social interaction lasting 10 minutes or longer over the course of the testing

period. (See Reis & Wheeler, 1991 and Wheeler & Reis, 1991 for a detailed

discussion of the issues pertaining to this type ofevent-eontingent recordings).

Attachment models (global or romantic) have been associated with

individual difIerences in the experience ofdaily interactions and also in

attachrnent-relevant interactions such as opposite-sex interactions (Feeney et al.~

1993; Tidwell et al., 1996) and high conflict interactions (pietromonaco & Barrett,

1998). However, little work bas been done ta date to examine the association

between relationship-specific models and daily interactions with specifie others,

with the exception of a dissertation by Lin (1992) which focused exclusively on

the association hetween relationship-specific ratings of intimacy and trust and the

subjective experience of the other's responsiveness and self-disclosure in daily

interactions with the specific other.

Feeney et al. (1993) and Tidwell et al. (1996) examined the individual

differences in opposite-sex interactions (Le., not within specifie relationships)

which were associated with global attachment styles. Pietromonaco and Barrett
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(1998) examined the individual differences in the experience ofdaily interactions~

more particularly high conflict interactions, as a function of the romantic

attachment style (not necessarily assessed for a cunent romantic relationship).

These studies essentially used the attachment measure as a stable personality-like

trait, not assessing relationship-specific models, whereas Lin (1992) focused on

relationship-specific models (intimacy and trust within the relationship),

excluding the effects ofindividual differences in global relational models. To my

knowledge, no research to date bas considered both global and specific relational

models to explain the experience ofdaily interactions within relationships. Thus

the extent to which global and specific models concurrently explain the

experience ofdaily interactions remains to he tested. This was the main objective

of the present research.

Furthennore, with the exception of Lin (1992), the research on daily

interactions described above examined differences between individuals on the

basis of attachment categories. As Pietromonaco and Barrett (1998) point out, the

categorical assessment does not clearly delineate which dimensions of relational

models (self or other) contribute to the experience of interactions. The present

research used continuous measures ofmodels ofself and others in order to assess

which of these two contributes most significantly to the interactional experience,

at both the person- and relationship-leveI.

Method

Participants

Seventy-five undergraduate students were recruited to take part in a 9 day

study of relationships and daily interactions. This study (Study 2) was briefly

described in Chapter 2.Da18 were collected in two laboratory sessions, separated

by a seven day period during which participants kept a diary of their social

interactions. As indicated in chapter 2, the data of2 participants was excluded

because two of them left town during the testing week due to family emergencies
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and a third participant did not properly complete the diary records and self-report

questionnaires. Therefore, 72 participants remained in the sample.

Due to the low number of interaction records completed for the five most

frequent interaction partners, this sample was further restricted to n = 6S. The 7

participants which were excluded did not meet the criteria of recording at least

three interactions over the week with a minimum ofthree ofthe five different

partners considered. Analyses with such low frequencies of social interactions

« 3) or with so few relationships « 3) would have been highly unreliable. The

finaI sample of6S participants was constituted of40 women and 2S men, Mean

age = 19.8, Median = 19, sn = 1.9, range = 17 to 30. Ali participants completed

the measures in English. They received either course credit and 10$ or simply a

15$ payment for taking part in the study.

Procedure

Participants tirst attended a laboratory session in groups of up to S people.

The sessions were run by one ofthree experimenters (one male and two females).

During this first session, they completed the global measure of relational models,

along with a few other measures which are not directly relevant to the present

analyses. Upon completing the questionnaire packet, participants received seven

pocket-sized booklets containing blank interaction records, one booklet for each

day of the week. They were aIso provided with a packet containing written

instructions on how to record their interactions. The experimenter verbally

reinforced these instructions, going over the infonnation packet in detail and

explaining that their accurate recoding of interactions was essential to the success

of the study. Participants were asked to record ail oftheir interactions lasting 10

minutes or longer, during the following seven days. They were asked to complete

the interaction record as saon as possible after the interaction and not to complete

them from memory at the end ofa day. At the end ofthe first session, before

participants left, the experimenter POinted out the telephone number printed in
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each of the seven booklets and encouraged them to cali during the week if they

had any problems or questions regarding the study. Only a few participants called

for information and the experimenter promptly returned all caUs. In addition~ all

participants received a telephone cali from the experimenter within the following

two days. This was to eosure that participants were remembering to record their

interactions and to answer any questions they might have.

Nine days after the first session, participants retumed to the laboratory,

again in groups of up to 5 people. This second testing session was generally led by

the same person they met the previous week. The experimenter collected

participants' booklets and briefly explained the various tasks involved in the

second testing session. Participants were infonned that they would receive three

small packets ofquestionnaires to he completed, the latter was to he personalized

by the experimenter as they worked on their tirst two packets. These two packets

were composed ofretrospective questionnaires assessing various aspects of

participants' week and hypotheticai scenarios describing possible social

interactions. They did not contain measures relevant to the present analyses and

essentially served to occupy participants while the personalized packets were

being prepared. Using a tally sheet the experimenter listed each name which

appeared in a participant's booklets of interaction records and recorded the total

number of times each person was mentioned in the interaction records. Five

copies of the relationship-specific questionnaire were personalized for each

participant using the names of the five people mentioned the most frequently in

the week's interaction records. When more than 3 participants attended a given

session, two experimenters were present to coont the frequencies of relationship­

specifie interactions and prepare these packets. Once participants had completed

the preceding packets ofquestionnaires, they answered the relationship-specific

questionnaires. Finally, a briefdiscussion of the study was [ed by the experimenter

before participants left.
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Measures

Global and Specifie Rt!lational Models. The Bartholomew and Horowitz

(1991) 4 item measure was used to assess global models ofselfand other. The

modified version assessing relationship-specific models ofself and other was

completed for the relationships with each ofthe five people participants interacted

with most frequently over the week. (See Appendices A & B for the items and

Chapter 2 for a more complete description of the measure.)

Interaction Records. Each of the seven booldets given to panicipants

contained 13 structured interaction records as weil as three daily measures which

were not considered in the present analyses. The interaction records were slightly

modified versions of the Rochester Interaction Record (RIR; Rc:is & Wheeler,

1991). A blank interaction record is presented in Appendix G. Participants were

instructed to complete an interaction record for each social interaction lasting 10

minutes or longer. The left side of the record contained mainly information

describing the interaction: when it occurred, how long it lasted, how many people

were involved~ a list oftheir names and gender, the nature of the interaction and

the participant's goal in the interaction. The latter two categorical descriptions

were exploratory and will not he addressed further. The right side of the record

comprised eight items assessing participants' experience of the interaction: who

initiated the interaction, who was most influential, the degree of intimacy and

satisfaction, how helpful the other persan was, how helpful they were to the other,

the extent to which they felt understood and their mood after the interaction

ended. These items were rated on 7-point seales, with the possibility ofchoosing

"not applicable" for the questions pertaining to help and support.

Three variables were drawn from participants' interaction records to assess

their overal1experience ofdaily interactions within specifie relationships. The

length of interactions was employed as a descriptive variable. An index of the

overall quality of the interaction was coostructed with three of the eight items
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rated on the 7-point scale: satisfaction~ understanding and mood. The three items

were strongly correlated with each other~ Mean within·subject rs = .56, .74. and

.60 for satisfaction with understanding, satisfaction with mood and understanding

with moad respectively,ps < .01, Mean df= 25.5. On the basis of the interaction

records retained for analysis, the reliability of this index was acceptable at ex = .87

(calculated with n = 1790). Intimacy was retained as a distinct indicator of

participants' experience of the interaction. It was moderately correlated with the

quality index and each ofthe three items included in the quality index, Mean

within-subject rs = .44, .36, .35 and .46 for quality, understanding, mood and

satisfaction, with ooly the two largest rs attainingp < .05, Mean df= 25.5.

Results

Descriptive Information on the Interaction R~cords

Participants were asked to record aIl their social interactions during the

week. The present analyses focus ooly on the interactions with each of the five

most frequent interaction partners. If participants listed more than one person~ the

record was retained for analyses only if the specifie partner of interest was listed

first. This was assumed to ref1ect the greater importance of the specifie other in

those interactions in contrast to instances in which the person of interest was

mentioned after 1 or 2 others. For the 65 participants retained in the sample, each

of the 5 specifie others' names were mentioned on average 8.33 limes throughout

their interaction records, ranging from 1 ta 34 times, Median = 7, sn = 5.51.

However, each specifie other was the first person listed in an average of5.77

records, ranging from 0 to 28 records, Median =4, sn =4.63.

Because the set minimum of 3 interactions was not always available for all

five relationships, the number of relationships sampled for a given participant

varied from 3 to 5, M= 3.95 relationships, sn = .74. When restricting the

interaction records to the 257 partners who were listed frrst on at least 3 records

during the week, the mean number of interactions was 6.98, ranging from 3 to 28,
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median = 5, sn =4.46. In 95% ofthese relationships~from 3 to 15 interactions

were retained, with only a few relationships yielding more than 15 interaction

records. Sixty-seven percent ofthese interaction partners were of the same gender

as the participant. Eighty-two percent of the partners were peers, with most

identified as either a close friend, a roommate~ a c1assmate or a social

acquaintance~n = 186 or 72%, and another 10%, n = 26, identified as a romantic

partner. Only 9%, that is 22 ofthe 257 relationships sampled, were with a parent

and another 5% were with a sibling or member of the extended family. Finally

less than 1% of the partners, only 2 in all~ were identified as a teacher or boss. The

remaining 30/0 of the 257 relationships, n = 8, were Iisted as not fitting any of the

above categories.

A total of 1795 social interactions with these sPeCifie partners were

sampled from participants' interaction records for the week. These interactions

most oCten occurred only with the sPecified partner, with 65% ofrecords

indicating that participants interacted with only 1 person, M = 1.68, ranging from

1 to 10 people in the interaction, SD = 1.21. The length of these interactions was

on average 56.50 minutes, ranging from 10 to 640 minutes (Le., 10.67 hours),

SD = 65.71. Ninety-five percent of the interactions recorded lasted 3 hours or less.

Furthermore, halfof the interactions lasted 30 minutes or less. The rated quality of

these interactions ranged from 1.33 to 7.00 on the 7-point scale, M= 5.31, median

=S.33, SD = 1.13. Intimacy ratings were quite variable over these numerous

interactions with a mean rating of4.45 (Le., near the mid-point of the scale),

median = 4.S0, range = 1 to 7, SD = 1.59.

Analytical Strategy

From 3 to 28 interaction records were sampled within each of 3 to 5

different relationships identified by the 65 participants. The present study thus

generated three distinct levels ofdata: social interactions within relationships

within individuals. Although these three distinct levels can~ in theory, he
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distinguished and entered independently in 3-level HLM analyses9 the present

sample could only he tested with 2-level analyses. In order to conduct 3-level

analyses9 there needs to he sufficient variance at the lowest level within each of

the upper-level units ofanalysis, that is there must he sufficient variance in the

ratings of social interactions within specific relationships. In the present sample,

there was not a sufficient amount ofvariance in the interaction records within

each relationship. In severa! relationships, the variance across the cOn'eSPOnding

interaction records was null9 indicating that ail interactions with a given partner

were rated as identical throughout the week. Null within-relationship variances

were obtained on ail three measures. In 7 of these 257 relationships there was no

variance in the length of interactions (e.g., a participant might have interacted 6

times with a specifie partner that week, each interaction lasting 20 minutes). Null

variance was also found for quality ratings within 8 relationships and for intimacy

ratings within 10 relationships. Had these relationships been excluded, the sample

of 65 participants would have heen reduced by 4 participants in order to maintain

the minimum number of 3 interactions for each of 3 relationships per participant.

As there was generally a small amount of variance in interaction ratings within

relationships and to avoid having to restrict the sample any further9 the multiple

observations at the interaction-Ievel were aggregated within relationships to

produce relationship-Ievel scores. The aggregated social interaction measures and

the relationship-specific models ofself and other constituted the within

relationship variables (i.e' 9 relationship-Ievel variables), whereas global models of

self and other composed the between individual variables (i.e., person-level

variables). Before proceeding with analyses, all measures were transfonned ioto

standardized Z scores at their respective levels to obtain means of zero and

standard deviations ofone for all person-Ievel and relationship-level observations.

In Bryk & Raudenbush's (1992) terms9 ail measures were centered around the

grand mean.
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In accordance with Bryk and Raudenbush's (1992) recommendations,

HLMs were developed in a '~step-up" manner using the HLM software, version

4.01 for Windows. The extent to which global and relationship-specific models of

self and other accounted for the variance in each of the four interaction measures

was tested with three nested hierarchicallinear models. In the first HLM, the main

effects of relationship-specific models were tested. The second model

incorporated the main effects ofglobal relational models. Finally the third HLM

tested the possible interaction ofglobal and specific relational models.

As all measures were standardized Z scores, the y coefficient associated

with a relational model measure used to explain social interaction ratings is

essentially equivalent to standardized Pcoefficients in regression analyses,

ranging between -1 and +1. The contributions ofeach set ofvariables entered in

the model in explaining social interactions was assessed with the amount of

variance it explained at the person-Ievel, the relationship-level and overall. The

proportion ofvariance explained was detennined by comparing the amount of

unexplained variance once global and/or specifie relational models were included

in the equation to the total amount of variance for the outcome variable when no

predictors or entered into the equation. That is, improvements were detennined on

the basis of the random ANOVA or benchmark model (see chapter 2 for details),

which yjelds the total amount ofvariance between individuals, within individuals

but between their relationships and overall (i.e., the sum of the variance within

and between individuals). Because global models ofself and other only varied

between individuals and remained constant ~thin participants' relationships,

these variables could ooly account for person-level variance. In contrast,

relationship-specific models ofselfand other varied both between-individuals

(i.e., at the person-Ievel) and between-relationships but within-individuals (Le., at

the relationship-Ievel) due to their grand Mean centering. Thus, the specifie

relational models could be used to account for both person-Ievel and relationship-
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level variance in the ratings ofsocial interactions.

The contributions ofmodels of selfand other to the experience ofdaily

interactions were examined in separate HLM analyses. The small number of

relationsmps sampled restricted analyses to ooly one relationship-Ievel predictor,

that is only one of the two relationship-specific measures could he considered at a

time. One solution might have been to require each participant to complete

relationship-specific measures for a greater numher of relationships. However, it

is unlikely that a sufficient number ofinteraction records would have been

available for this number of relationships to produce reliable indicators ofdaily

interactions. Furthennore, it is unlikely that the average number of relationships

sampled for each participants would have attained 10 of 15 relationships to ensure

a minimum of reliability for the estimated coefficients for two relationship-Ievel

predictors. The simpler solution was then ta examine the effects ofmodels ofself

and other with distinct sets ofanalyses. As these two measures are hypothesized

to be orthogonal and thus are reported as not significantly correlated

(Bartholomew & Horowi~ 1991; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1994), this solution

does not entail substantial problems in interpreting the effects of these unrelated

models on outcome variables.

As demonstrated in chapter 2, global and specific models were however

oot iodependent ofeach other. Although they were at different levels ofanalysis,

the variance in relationship-specific measures which is shared by global measures

could have entailed problems ofmulticollinearity and most certainJy would have

split the variance accounted by bath levels ofmeasures between the two

predictors. To circumvent these potential problems, the relationship-specific

scores used in the HLM analyses were residualized scores resulting from the

removal ofvariance in relationship-specific models which could he accounted for

by global models. These residual scores were highly correlated with the original

measures of specific models ofself, r =.95, and other, r =.98, df= 63,ps < .001.
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This partitioning of the variance somewhat favored global relational models and

produeed more conservative tests of the effects of relationship-specific models.

CorTelation oflllt~rllct;ollRillillgs .IId R~/lIliollalModels

Preliminary correlations were conducted at the person-Ievel and at the

relationship-Ievel. They are presented in Table 16. In the top portion of the table,

the correlation ofglobal relational models and social interaction ratings,

aggregated across relationships, are reported. Only two of the six coefficients

attained a significance ofp < .05: the correlation ofglobal model ofother with

ratings of quality, r = .39,p < .001, and intimacy, r = .35,p < .01, of social

interactions. The Mean, range and standard deviation of the correlations of

specifie relational models and social interaction ratings within participants (i.e.,

within each person-Ievel unit) are also presented. These correlations were

computed for up to 64 samples (i.e., participants) of 3 to 5 relationship. This

produced highly variable coefficients which only rarely attained p < .05, as this

required coefficients ranging in absolute value from r ~ .878 for samples of 5

relationships to r ~ .997 for samples of3 relationships (Rosenthal & Rosnow,

1991). The within-individual correlations could not he calculated for one or two

people due to an absence of variance in their relationship-specific models. The

Mean correlations suggested that specific models ofother May he positively

associated with the quality, Mean r = .18, the intimacy, Mean r = .44, and the

length, Mean r = .22, of interactions. Although these correlations imply that both

global and specifie relational measures were associated with the experience of

social interactions, they are imprecise estimations of the potential main effects of

relationship-specific models. Furthermore, the statistical interaction ofglobal and

specifie measures in explaining the ratings of social interactions could only have

inappropriately been considered by aggregating the relationship-specific measures

obtained for each participant. These weaknesses were nonetheless overcome with

the use of HLM analyses which were expected to provided truer estimates of the
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association between relational models, at both global and specific levels, and the

experience ofdaily social interactions within the selected relationships (Bryk &

Raudenbush, 1992).

Quality ofSocillllnlerllcliotlS

The correlations reported above suggested that both global and specifie

models ofother should explain a significant proportion ofthe variance in ratings

of the quality ofsocial interactions. The results ofthe HLM analyses in which

global and specific relational models were entered as predictors ofquality ratings

are presented in Table 17. The top portion of the table presents results ofanalyses

testing the effeets ofmodels of self: The bottom portion of the table presents

results for the effects ofmodels ofother.

The random ANOVA model (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992), in which ooly

an intercept was entered, served to partition the total amount of variance in ratings

ofquality between the person-Ievel and the relationship-Ievel. That is, this first

analysis distinguished what proportion of the total variance in ratings ofquality

was between individuals and what proportion of the variance was within

individuals, but between relationships. This benchmark model, agaiost which all

analyses examining the association between relational models and the quality of

social interactions were compared, indicated that 46% of the variance in quality

was at the person-Ievel and the remaining 54% was within individuals, at the

relationship-Ievel. Thus, there was nearly as much variation in the quality of social

interactions between individuals as there was between relationships within

individuals.

Models ofSelf. The main effect of the relationship-specific model of self

approached significance with a y coefficient = .11, p < .10, accounting for 10% of

the variance within individuals from one relationship to the next (i.e.,

relationship-Ievel variance) and 4% ofthe variance between individuals (i.e.,

person-Ievel variance). Because relationship-level variance represented 54% of
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the total variance in quality and the remaining 46% was person-Ievel variance, the

total variance in quality accounted for by the relationship-specific Madel of self

was calculated as follows: [.10 X .54] + [.04 X .46] = .07. That is, the specific

model ofselfaccounted for a total of7% of the variance in ratings ofquality.

Including the main effect of the global model ofself and the global-specifie

interaction did not increase the proportion ofvariance accounted for in quality

ratings, as the total amount of variance explained in ratings ofquality remained

relatively consistent when these predictors were included. Nonetheless, the global­

specifie interaction did attain a significance ofp < .0 l, suggesting that the

association between specific models ofselfand ratings ofquality differed as a

function of a person's global model of self. The negative global-specifie

interaction coefficient, y = -.17, implies that the association between SPecific

model of self and ratings ofquality was stronger for a person with a negative

global model of self, decreasing with increases in the global model of self. In

other words, for participants with a negative global model of self, the relationship­

specific model of self was more strongly associated with the quality of their

interactions than it was for those with a positive global model of self.

Nonetheless, this effect was modest as it accounted for 12% ofthe relationship­

level variance, representing 6% ofthe total variance in ratings ofquality.

Models ofOther. The effects ofmodels ofother in explaining the quality

of social interactions, presented in Table 17 under models 4 to 6, were more

straightforward. There were independent main effects ofglobal and specifie

models ofother, both positively associated with the quality of social interactions,

ys = .27 and .19 respectively when both were entered in model S,ps < .01. The

global-specifie interaction, tested in model6, was non-significant. The specific

model ofother, when entered alone in model 4, accounted for 16% of the

relationship-level variance and 8% ofthe person-level variance in quality. The

total variance in ratings ofquality accounted for by the specifie model ofather
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was 12% (i.e., [.16 X .54] + [.OS X .46] = .12). The global model ofother, entered

in model 5, contributed to explaining another 13% of the person-Ievel variance,

increasing the total amount ofvariance explained by 6% (i.e., [.13 X .46] = .06),

for a total of IS%. Thus, the quality ofsocial interactions was greater within

relationships in which individuals had more a positive model ofthe specific other.

Furthennore, the more positive participants' global model ofother, the greater the

quality of their social interactions in general.

Intimacy ofSoc;lIllnt~rtlct;ollS

Correlations of relational models and ratings of intimacy resembled those

obtained with the measure ofquality ofsocial interactions. Essentially, these

correlations implied bath global and specifie nlodels of other, but not models of

self: were associated with intimacy. HLM analyses were expected to provide more

reHable estimates ofthese associations as the variances in intimacy between- and

within-individuals are accounted for. The tirst HLM analysis, which tested the

benchmark model, signaled that only 39% of the variance in intimacy ratings were

al the person-Ievel, whereas the larger portion of the variance, 61 %, was at the

relationship-Ievel.

Models ofSelf. Results of the HLM analyses pertaining to intimacy ratings

are presented in Table 18. The correlations reported above did not accurately

portray the association between models of selfand intimacy. The main effect of

the relationship-specific model of self suggested a significant, positive association

with ratings ofintimacy, y = .17,p < .01. This relationship-specific variable

aceounted for 10% of relationship-Ievel variance and 3% ofperson-Ievel variance,

explaining 7% of the overall variance in ratings ofintimacy (i.e., [.10 X .61] +

[.03 X .39] = .07). The main effect of the global model ofself, entered in model2,

was not significant. However, a significant global-specifie interaction was found

with the third model, y = -.13,p < .OS. Including the main effects of the global

model and the interaction term did not increase the proportion of variance
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accounted for in intimacy ratings, as the total amount of variance explained

remained relatively consistent in all three HLM models. The global-specifie

interaction was indicative of differences in the association between specifie

models ofselfand intimacy as a function of the global model ofself. As was the

case for analyses pertaining to ratings ofquality, the negative global-specifie

interaction denoted that the level of ÏDtimacy ofsocial interactions was more

strongly associated with the specific model ofselfwithin a relationship for

individuals with negative global models ofselfthan for those with more positive

ones. Thus, the association between relationship-specific models of self and the

intimacy ofsocial interactions was positive and significant overall, but it was

most pronounced when the person had a negative global model of self and weaker

for those who held generally positive global models of self. In other words, for

individuals with a negative global model of self: the variation in relationship­

specific models ofself was a stronger predictor of intimate interactions than for

those with a positive global model ofself. This effect was however a modest one

as it accounted for 9% of the relationship-level variance, representing ooly 6% of

the total variance in ratings of intimacy.

Models ofOther. The results of HLM analyses examining the association

between models of other and intimacy are also presented in Table 18. They

closely resemble the results obtained for the quality ratings. Both global and

specifie models ofother were significantly associated with ratings of intimacy in

social interactions, y = .22, p < .05 for the global and y = .38, p < .001 for the

specifie model ofother, when both were included in model 5. The global-specifie

interaction was not significant. The specifie model ofother, entered alone in

model 4, explained 31% of the relationship-level variance and 12% ofthe person­

level variance, accounting for a total of 23% of the variance in intimacy (i.e., [.31

X .61] + [.12 X .39] = .23). Adding the global model ofother in modelS

increased the total amount of variance explained to 27%, increasing the explained
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variance al the person-level by 9OA. (Le., adding [.09 X .39] = 4% to the total

exp1ained variance). Thus, the more positive the relationship-specific model of

other~ the more intimate the social interactions \\ithin the relationship. In addition,

individuals with a more positive global model ofother experienced generally

more intimate interactions than individuals with a more negative global model of

other.

Length ofSociallnlerllcliollS

Because the length ofsocial interactions was highly skewed, this variable

was transfonned (i.e., the distribution was nonnalized) before any analyses were

perfonned. The average within-subject correlation of relationship-specific model

of other and the length ofsocial interaction, with a value of .22, was the

correlations \vith the highest ofail between relational models and length (see

Table 16). This would therefore suggest specifie model ofothers as the

relationship variable most likely to explain a significant proportion of the variance

in the length ofsocial interactions in HLM analyses. The benchmark, random

ANGVA model indicated that most of the variance in the length ofsocial

interactions, more precisely 88%, was at the relationship-Ievel and ooly 12% was

at the person-Ievel. This implies that individuals are not very consistent in the

length of their social interactions from one relationship to another, that is the

duration of social interactions is highly variable between relationships within

individuals.

The results ofHLM analyses were generally consistent with the

correlations (see Table 19). Although the effect of specifie model of self

approached significance, y = .13, p < .10 in model l, neither specifie nor global

models of self, nor their statistical interaction explained a significant proportion of

the total variance in length. In the second set ofanalyses, which examined the

association between length and the models ofother, only the specifie model of

other was significantly associated with length, y = .19, p < .01 in model 4. It
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accounted for 6% ofthe person-Ievel variance and 4% of the relationship-Ievel

variance, explaining a total of 5% ofthe variance in the length of the interactions.

In addition to explaining only a small proportion of the total variance in length,

this analysis (model 4) took 1920 iterations to converge. This slowness to

converge was paired with an extremely low reliability associated with the

coefficient of the relationship-specific model of other, À. = .02. Reliability indices

(À.) vary between 0 and 1, with higher values indicating greater reliability. They

are calculated globally for person-Ievel and relationship-level coefficients. Bryk

and Raudenbush (1992) mention that when reliability values are below .OS this is

likely to indicate that the variance in the variable to be explained by the analysis

(i.e., here the length ofsocial interactions) is close to zero and this is usually

associated with an inordinately large number of iterations before convergence is

reached. Such problems were not encountered in previous analyses as ratings of

quality and intimacy had a sufficient amount of variance. Here, the slowness to

converge and the low reliability ofthe estimates undermine the validity of

conclusions regarding the modest contribution ofspecific models ofother to

expIain the length of interactions.

Discussion

The present coopter examined the association between global and specifie

models of selfand other and the experience ofsocial interactions. Two analytical

strategies were used. First, correlations of relational models and social interaction

ratings were calculated. These were done by correlating global measures with

interaction ratings aggregated within individuals and also by averagjng the within­

subject correlations of relationship-specific measures and social interaction ratings

obtained for each participant. Second, HLM analyses were conducted in which the

variance in the social interaction ratings was partitioned into person-Ievel and

relationship-level variance. Relational measures at each level ofanalysis were

then entered into "step-up" models to test bath main effects and interaction
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effects. The specific relational measure was entered in the first model. The global

relational measure was added in a second model. Finally, the statistical interaction

between the global and specific relational measures was added in a third model.

The specific relational measures were residualized scores, that is the variance

accounted for in the specific measure by the corresponding global model had been

removed beforehand. Therefore, none ofthe variance explained by sPeCific

measures in the present analyses would have been accounted for by the global

measures if it had been entered first.

An advantage of the HLM analytical strategy over the correlations was to

acknowledge and account for both between- and within-individual variance in

social interaction ratings. This also allowed me to test the effects of both global

and specifie relational models within a single Madel. Finally, interactions between

global and specific measures could be tested.

Although the simple correlations did suggest effects that were later

confirmed in HLM analyses, correlations overestimated the strength ofsome of

the associations between social interaction ratings and models ofother and

underestimated those with models of self. The results of HLM analyses are

however truer estimates ofthese associations as they take into account bath the

variance between individuals and within individuals, between their different

relationships.

Overall, positive associations were found between global and specific

models ofothers and both the quality and the intimacy of social interacticns. The

effects of specifie models of selfon these same outcome variables were

moderated by the global model of self. For individuals with a negative global

mode! of self, social interactions within relationships for which they had a

positive specifie model of self were somewhat better in quality and more intimate

that interactions within relationships for which they had a negative specific model

of self. The association between specific model ofselfand the quality and
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intimacy of interactions was less pronounced for individuals with a positive global

model of self. Further analyses suggested a modest association between the length

of social interactions and relationship-specific models ofother, accounting for

only 5% ofthe variance in the length of interactions. The validity ofthis last

finding was however highly questionable as very large numbers of iterations were

required for analyses to converge and there was insufficient variance in length to

produce reliable estimates.

Nonetheless, global and specifie models ofselfand others were clearly

associated with participants' on-line ratings of the quality and intimacy oftheir

interactions. Past theory and research bas generally reponed models ofselfand

other as orthogonal (e.g., Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Similarly, global

models of selfand other (r = .11, ns) and specifie models of selfand other (mean r

= .02~ ns) were not significantly correlated in the present study (see Table 5).

Therefore the effects of models ofselfand other would he expected to he additive

and non-overlapping. Thus, global and specific models of selfand others,

together, could account for as much as 24% of the variance in the quality and 33%

of the variance in the intimacy of social interactions. These combined estimates

may nonetheless he slightly inflated as model of self and other were examined

independently due the small number of relationships sampled within individuals.

The extent to which the associations between the experience of social interactions

and both models ofselfand other are truly complementary remains an issue to he

addressed in future research.

An interesting finding was generated by the bencbmark, random ANGVA

models. The variance in ratings of quality and intimacy of social interactions was

almost equally panitioned into variance between individuals and within-individual

variance between a person's different relationships. The panitioning of variance

did however indicate a slightly larger proponion of the variance being found

within-individuals rather than beLween them. Thus, although there are individual
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differences in the overall experience ofsocial interactions, the quality and

intimacy ofa person's interactions is not very consistent from one relationship to

another. These variations between- and within-individuals were explained in part

by global and specific relational models, yet a substantial proportion ofvariances

in these experiences remained unexplained.

Ofall the relational models measured, the specifie model ofother

explained the largest proportion of the variance ofboth quality (12%) and

intimacy (23%) ratings. Global models ofothers added somewhat to these

findings, increasing the variance explained by 6% for quality and 4% for intimacy.

Nonetheless, greater varianee in the quality and intimacy ofsocial interactions,

mainly at the relationship-Ievel but also at the person-Ievel, was accounted for by

the specifie model of other. These results suggest that although a person's global

model ofothers is informative, relationship-specific models ofothers are more

likely to explain their experiences ofsocial interaction within their relationship.

Furthermore, the comparably small findings for the effects ofspecifie models of

self, in combination with the global model ofself, were found ta essentially

expIain relationship-level variance. Taken together, these results suggests that the

variability between people's experiences ofsocial interactions is partly explained

by their global model ofothers, but the equally if not more considerable variance

in a person's experience ofsoeial interactions from one relationship to another is

most adequately explained by the model ofother for the specifie interaction

partner. The relationship-level variance in the experience ofsocial interactions

was also modestly explained by models of self. The association between specifie

modei of self and bath the intimacy and quality ofsocial interactions was most

pronounced for those with a negative global model ofselfand those with a

positive global model of self. For those with a positive global model of self, the

specifie model of selfdoes not explain the quality and intimacy of their social

interactions. However, for those with a negative global model of self, having a
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positive relationship-specific model ofself (Le., a specific model of self which is

discrepant with the person's global model ofself) was associated with

experiencing more intimate and better quality interactions than when the specific

model ofself was negative.

In conclusion, the present research bas further served to demonstrate the

pertinence ofconsidering global and relationship-specific models ofselfand other

as distinct constructs. These constructs were useful in explaining the quality and

intimacy of young adults' social interactions within existing relationships, mainly

with their peers. By considering these two levels of relational models rather than

relying on only global or specific relational models, we could more adequately

account for the variability in the social interactions experienced by different

individuals and also the variability in an individual's social interactions as they

occur in the context ofdifferent relationships.
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Summary and Conclusion

The goals of the present research program were to provide evidence of the

distinction between global and specifie relational models and to assess the relative

contributions of these global and specific models in the experience ofsignificant

life events and daily social interactions. With the use of Hierarchical Linear

Modeling (HLM), the degree ofassociation between global and specific models of

self and other were examined (Chapter 2). The results ofanalyses conducted with

two samples yielded similar results, although the specific relationships considered

in these two samples were selected on the basis of the other's role (Study 1) or

salience (Study 2). These findings suggest that there is a significant association

between global relational models and the common factor shared by the multiple

specific relational models (ranging from 15% to 37%). Earlier research May have

implied that the global model was equivalent to this common factor among

specifie models (Annsden & Greenberg, 1987; Bartholomew & Horowi~ 1991).

However, the present findings indicate that what is assessed by a self-report

measure ofglobal attachment (or relational) models is not redundant with what is

assessed by self-reports of relationship-specific models for any one relationship,

nOf with the latent factor underlying this network of specific models. Based on

Marsh and Yeung's (1998) review of the different conceptualizations ofthe global

self·concept, we could conclude that the global self-report measure assesses the

explicit, accessible and conscious generalized attitudes and heliefs about close

relationships. The within-individual variance which was shared by the various

relationship-specific measures (chapter 2) and the latent factor extracted from

these specific measures (chapter 3) refer to a hierarchical conceptualization of

global attachment models (Collins & Read, 1990), that is to a more implicit,

abstract generalized attachment model. Although this is a hypothesis to he

addressed in future research, we could postulate that the common variance or
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factor underlying specifie models May he more closely tied to assessments

provided by attachment interviews. Unlike the global self-report measure, but

similar to the attachment interviews, the latent factor approach to assessing

generalized attachment models is grounded in specific eXPerienees within close

relationships and thus May he less likely to he influeneed by contextual factors

such as mood or the topie of the study in which individuals are partieipating (e.g.~

romantic relationships). The glcbal measure was always presented before the

specifie ones in the present researc~ to minimize the potential biasing effects of

completing the specific measures. According to Marsh and Yeuog (1998), such

global self-report measures are, in general, less stable and less reHable due to their

vulnerability to contextual influences.

This distinction between explicit and more implicit global attachment

models has certain implications for attachment research which bas demonstrated

individual differences associated with mainly self-report measures ofglobal

attachment. Because of the modest association reported here between these

explicit and implicit measures of global attachment models, we would expect to

find similar individual differences in well-being and social experienee to he

associated with an implieit measure ofglobal attachment. However, the

magnitude of these effects may vary from those obtained with self-report

measures, as these assessment methods provided distinct evaluations of global

models. The implicit measure ofglobal models may he a more accurate and more

stable assessment of individual differences in attachment, less likely to he

influenced by contextual factors than the global self-report measure. Nonetheless,

these are issues to he examined in future research.

The findings of the present research do suggest a broader application of

representational models for selfand other within relationships, not restricting

them to attachment relationships (Baldwin, 1992). This is principally

demonstrated by the HLM analyses ofglobal and specific relational models in
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Study 2, where mainly peer relationships were sampled over the course of the

week (chapter 2). These analyses indieated that specifie models of selfand other

were highly variable in different peer relationships. This suggests that it is

inaccurate to consider relationships with peers as uniquely defined by a single

representational model, as previous work has done (e.g., Armsden and Greenberg,

1987).

The present researeh also reported moderate stability for the global and

relationship-specifie measures of relational models over a 4 month periode A

portion of this instability was eonstnled to represent meaningful change, above

and beyond simple random error in measurement (Chapter 3). Using a Structwal

Equation Modeling (SEM) technique, 1examined the extent to whieh ehange in

global and specifie models operated through top-down or bottom-up processes.

Results suggest that change in these relational models occurred mainly as a

bottom-up process. The factor underlying the network of specific relational

models had a small to medium sized effect on self-reports ofglobal relational

models over time, whereas top-down effects ofglobal on speeifie models were

small to nulle These results suggest that the models for established relationships

were generalized and, over time, altered the self-reported global models.

However, these explieit global models did not contribute much to shaping the

factor underlying these established relationship-speeific models over time. Collins

and Read (1994) proposed that global attachment models contribute to shaping the

development of more specific models, mainly for new relationships. This was not

examined here. Nonetheless the present research mises interesting questions for

future research on this topic. Would the development of new specifie relational

models be more strongly influenced by explicit or by more implicit global

attachment models? Or, as other research might suggest (Andersen & Cole, 1990),

would intermediate models or even highly specific models for existing

relationships have competing or complementary effects to those of the global or
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generalized models?

Having examined the association between global and specific models, 1

then examined the relative contribution ofglobal and specifie models to the

experience ofsignificant life events and daily social interactions. Two significant

life events, which were expected to evoke different relational needs, were

eonsidered (Chapter 4). The adjustment ta university was anticipated to induce the

need for a secure base and thus ta he more strongly associated with the specific

models for parents, but not a peer or a romantic partner. Results indicated that a

more negative global model of self was associated with a greater experience of

stress during the tirst semester of university, controlling for baseline stress in the

summer. In addition, a more negative model of father was associated with both

elevated stress and poorer affect as students adjusted ta their fust semester in

university.

In contrast, the adjustment to a romantic breakup was expected ta arouse

needs of eomfort, reassurance and support (i.e., safe haven), which, in this sample

of young adults, should have been transferred to peers (Hazan & Shaver, 1994;

Hazan & Zeifinan, 1994). Thus, the adjustment to a romantic breakup was

expected to he most strongly associated with the specific models for closest

friend. Heightened post-breakup reports of somatic symptoms were associated

with a more negative model of selfwith the elose friend, but not with parental

models. The results of this study served to demonstrate that different relationship­

specifie models (i.e., for a parent or peer) may he associated with the adjustment

to a significant Iife events, depending on the relational needs evoked by the event

(i.e., seeure base or safe haven ).

Finally, in Chapter 5, global and specifie models of self and other all

eontributed to explaining the experience ofdaily interactions within relationships,

assessed with a diary ofstructure interaction records (i.e., an event-contingent

sampling method). Models ofother were most strongly associated with both the
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quality and intimacy of interactions with specifie models explaining the largest

proportion of the variance. Global models ofother made modes~ but significant

additional contributions to explain ratings of quality and intimacy. Furthermore~

global and specifie models ofself interaeted to explain variance in ratings

between relationships within individuals. Individuals with a negative global model

of self experieneed greater intimacy and better quality interactions within

relationships for whieh they had positive specifie models ofselfthan within

relationships to whicb a negative specifie models ofself was ascribed. The quality

and intimacy ofsocial interactions was not as strongly associated with specifie

models of self for individuals with a positive global model of self. Nonetheless,

these significant interactions ooly had small effects, explaining ooly 6% of the

variance in ratings of social interactions. In contras~ global and specifie models of

other had notably larger effects, accounting for 18% of the variance in quality

ratings and 27% of the variance in intimacy ratings.

Limitations ofthis Research and Conclusion

The use ofself-report measures limits the generalization of the results

obtained to the components of internal working models which could be

consciously accessed by respondents. Thus~ the present research has essentially

addressed participants' attitudes and beliefs regarding their close relationships. A

more complete assessment of relational models would have a1so assessed

autobiographical memories~ relational goals and motives~ as weil as behavioral

strategies to attain those goals (Collins & Read~ 1994). This could be done in

future research by assessing attachment or relational models through interviews or

with social-cognitive methodologies (e.g.~ lexical decision tasks and priming).

However, as Annsden and Greenberg (1987) have stated~ in contrast to

observational methods ofassessmen~self-report measures tap the "affectively

toned cognitive expectancies that are part of the 'internai working model' the

individual has" oftheir close others (p.43 1).
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Furthennore, by sampling young adults of 18 to 20 years ofage, this

limited the types ofrelationships that could he eonsidered to mainly parental~

romantie and peer relationships. Older adults's network ofrelational models

should also include specifie models for their relationships with work eolleagues

(i.e., boss, eolleagues, subordinates), with their children, their in·laws and later on

their grand·children. As a person matures, through middle and late adulthood,

their network of models should gradually expand to ineorporate new relationships.

AIso, models for existing relationships should evolve to take into aceount the

changing nature of relationships with aging parents, friends and ehildren.

Finally, the distinction between self-reported global models and

relationship-specific ones May he characteristic ofyoung middle-class university

students who were unlikely to have experienced severe maItreatment from their

parents. As Crittenden (1990) suggested, these distinctions demonstrated in the

present research may not aeeurately reflect the structure ofail individuals'

representational models. She proposed that individuals with impoverished

economic and family backgrounds may develop a more rigid and inadequate

structure of relational models. They could inappropriately apply one single model

throughout aIl of their relationships, behaving in a highly consistent and rigid

manner in aIl interactions with others and ignoring the distinguishing features of

different relationships. In contrast, they could develop only highly

compartmentalized specifie models for their relationship without deriving a

generalized sense of themselves and others in relational eontexts. In sueh cases,

individuals would laek a sense of coherence, whereby they would aeeommodate to

each specifie new context but would be unable to derive a clear sense of stability

for themselves or their social world.

Nonetheless, the findings from this program ofreseareh support the notion

that people develop multiple attaehment or relational models (Collins & Read,

1994; Crittenden, 1990). There is a common factor underlying these specifie
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models and it is modestly, but significantly related to self-reponed global

relational models. Attachment research to date, particularly in Social Psychology,

has almost exclusively focused on the individual ditTerences associated with the

global attachment model, assessed as styles or along a continuum. The present

research demonstrates that attachment or relational models cao and should also he

exanlÎned as bath global and specific representational structures which retlect

relational as weil as individual ditTerences. This distinction may he MOst

beneficial to researchers who wish to explain social experiences and well-being

within specific domains or relationships.
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Measure ofGlobal Models ofSelfand Other

Please read attentively each ofthe four paragraphs printed below. For each
paragraph, rate the degree to which you resemble the description given on this scale:

1
Not at ail

2
A little

3
Moderately

4
Quite a bit

S
Completely

A. [t is easy for me to become emotionally close to others. [am comfortable
depending on others and having others depend on me. 1don't worry about
being alone or having others not accept me. [secure]

B. [ am comfortable without close emotional relationships. It is very
important to me to feel independent and self-sufficien~ and 1prefer not to
depend on others or have others depend on me. [dismissing]

C. [ want to be completely emotionally intimate with others, but 1often find
that others are reluctant to get as close as 1would Iike. 1am
uncomfortable being without close relationships, but 1 sometimes worry
that others don't value me as much as [ value them. fpreoccupied]

D. 1am uncomfortable getting close to others. 1 want emotionally close
relationships, but [ find it difficult to trust others completely, or to depend
on them. 1worry that 1will be hurt if[ allow myselfto become too close
to others. [feOljü/]

Now, ifyou had to pickjusl one, which ofthe four preceding paragraphs do you think
resembles you the most?

A B c o

•
Calculation q,fScores;

Global Model ofSelf = Secure + Dismissing - Preoccupied - Fearful

Global Model ofOther = Secure + Preoccupied - Dismissing - Fearful
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Measure ofSpecifie Models ofSelfand Other

Please read attentively each of the four paragraphs printed below. For each
paragraph, rate the degree to which you jëel that way in your relationship with

on this scale:

1
Not at ail

2
A little

3
Moderately

4
Quite a bit

5
Completely

A. It is easy for me to he emotionally close to __. l am comfortahle
depending on __ and having __ depend on me. 1don't worry about
__ ending our relationship or not accepting me. [secure]

B. 1am comfortahle that my relationships with __ is not emotionally
close. It is very important to me ta feel independent from -----.;J and 1
prefer not ta depend on __ or have __ depend on me. [dismissing]

C. 1want to he completely emctionally intimate with-' but 1 often find
that __ is reluctant to get as close as 1would like. 1am
uncomfortahle that my relationship with __ is not emotionally close,
but 1sometimes worry that __ doesn't value me as much as 1value
himlher. [preoccupied]

D. 1would find it uncomfortahle to he emotionally close to __" 1 want
my relationship with __ to he emotionally close, hut 1 fmd it difficult
to trust __ completely, or to depend on him/her. 1worry that 1 will he
hurt if1allow myself to hecome too close to __. [lèaljUl]

Now, ifyou had to pickjust one, which ofthe four preceding paragraphs do you think
most resemhles yourjëelings about your relationship with-' would it be:

A 8 c D

•
Ca/cu/Won qfScores;

Specifie Model ofSelf = Secure + Dismissing - Preoccupied - Fearful

Specifie Model ofOlher = Secure + Preoccupied - Dismissing - Fearful
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Overview ofHierarchical Linear Modeling

Many ofthe cbaracteristics ofHLM are also proper to linear regression

models. For instance, the outcome variable is continuous, whereas predictors cao

be either continuous or discrete, provided appropriate coding of the latter. The

linear models specified in HLM analyses take the same fonn as those used in

regression analyses: Y = lJo + JJ,X + R. Where Y, the outcome variable, is a

"lower-Ievel" observation, which in the present analyses would he a relationship­

specifie variable for which multiple observations were assessed within-subject

(e.g. taken from chapter S, the general rating of the quality of interactions with

each ofa series ofspecifie close others). X, also a "lower-level" variable

repeatedly measured within-subject, but between relationships (e.g., relationship­

specifie model ofself), is the variable entered as a predictor of Y. J}o is the

intercept, a constant value of Y when X is equal to zero (Le., intercept at the

origin). J}, is the coefficient of X which indicates the rate at which Y increases or

decreases as a function ofX. This is the~ or linear association of X and Y.

Finally. R represents the residual error when X and the intercept, Po, are used to

predict Y. In bath regression and HLM analyses, t-tests values are obtained to

denote the degree ofsignificance ofeach coefficient and thus indicating if the

selected variables are significant predictors of Y.

HLM analyses use exactly this same tyPe of model, where Y and X are

both lower-Ievel variables which are here identified as relationship-Ievel

measures. However, in a two-Ievel HLM, variables from bath levels ofdata can

be used to expIain the selected outcome variable. For example, one could consider

using both specifie model of self, a relationship-Ievel variable, and global model

of self, a person-Ievel variable which was assessed only once for each participant

(i.e., a between-individual variable). Relationship-Ievel variables vary both

within-individuals, between their different relationships, and between individuals,
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as one individual cao have generally different scores for these relationship-Ievel

variables in comparison to another participant. Thus a relationship-Ievel variable's

variance cao be divided iDto within-subject variance and between-subject

variance. Variables from both the relationship-Ievel and the person-Ievel cao he

used to explain the variance in a relationship-Ievel outcome variable. For

example, we could consider the extent to which the global model ofself (Z) aod

the relationship-specific model ofself (X) explain the variance in the generaJ

rating ofthe quality of interactions with specific close others 00. The

relationship-specific predictor entered in the model also varies within aod between

individuals, it cao therefore help explain the two tyPes of variance in the selected

outcome variable, that is, it cao potentially expIain the variance in the quality of

different participants' interactions, that is between-individual variance, and also

explain the variance in the quality ofa person's interactions from one relationship

to another, that is witbin-individual variance. Additionally, person-Ievel variables

cao be used to expIain variation in the outcome variable. Person-Ievel variables,

which are assessed once for each participant, only have person-Ievel variance.

Therefore, they cao ooly he expected to expIain person-Ievel variance in the

outcome variable, that is these predictors can ooly he used to expIain how the

quality of one person's interactions differs from that ofanother person. It cannot

explain variations in the quality ofany one person's interactions from one

relationship to the next as the predictor remains constant for ail ofa person's

different relationships. Because of these two levels of predictors, HLM requires

that both a lower-Ievel model and an upper-Ievel model he specified, that is one

model contains ooly relationship-Ievel variables and another contains ooly person­

level variables. The lower...level model is the same as for regression analyses. The

upper-Ievel model takes into accouot the non-independence of within-subject

observations at the relationship-Ievel, acknowledging that these were repeated

measures assessed within each ofthe individual participants.
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A simple two-Ievel model could contain only one relationship-Ievel

predictor to explain a relationsbip-level outcome. For example, we could start by

considering only the relationship-specific model of self to explain the rating of the

quality of social interactions with a specific other. In this case the lower-level

model is Y = J}o + J}.X + R. But to this model, we must add a second upper-Ievel

model to account for the non..independence of these observations, that is to

acknowledge that multiple relationships were sampled for each participant in the

study. The equation for this upper-Ievel model would correspond to: Po =Yo + Uo,
where Yo is a person-Ievel intercept, and Uo is the person-level error. If this

detailed equation is incorporated into the lower-Ievel equation, it produces: Y =

Yo + I3.X + Uo+ R, where Y is the outcome variable "closeness of the

relationship", Yo is the person-Ievel intercept (i.e. a constant), X is the

relationship-Ievel predictor "relationship-specific model ofselr', and P. is its

coefficient. The two remaining elements refer to the two levels oferror which

arise because of the multilevel nature of the data. U0 is the person-Ievel error and

Ris the relationship-leveI error. These two errors represent the residual

unexplained person-Ievel and relationship-Ievel variance. This two-Ievel HLM

acknowledges the non-independence in the relationship-Ievel observations (e.g.

general quality of interactions) which are repeated within-subject by the use ofa

persan-Ievel intercept and person-Ievel error.

The upper-leveI model can he expanded to include a person-Ievel

predictor. For instance, ifone wishes to examine the extent to which bath global

and relationship-specific models ofself (Le., a person-Ievel variable and a

relationship-Ievel variable) cao bath significantly explain portions of the variance

the general quality of interactions with a specific other (i.e., a relationship-Ievel

outcome variable), bath predictors must he included in models for the appropriate

levels. The upper-Ievel model is now expanded to: Po =100 + Yo.Z + Uo.where Yoo

is the person-Ievel constant, Z is the person-Ievel predictor (e.g. global model of
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~elf) and 101 is the coefficient indicating the degree ofassociation between Z and

the outcome variable. Uo is the error in estimating the relationship-Ievel constant

Po with this person-Ievel variable, that is the unexplained person-Ievel variance.

When inserted into the lower-Ievel equation, this produces: Y = Yoo +Yo,Z + P,X
+ Ua + R, where Yoo is a constant, YOI tests the main effects of the global model of

selfon the general quality of social interactions with a specific other, and p, tests

the main effect of the relationship-specific model ofself on this same outcome.

This model cao be further developed to test the interaction between

person-Ievel and relationship-Ievel predictors. This is done by defining another

upper-Ievel model to qualify the association between the relationship-Ievel

predictor (e.g., specifie model ofself) and the outcome variable (e.g., general

quality of the interactions with a specifie other). The new upper-Ievel model looks

similar to the one used ta test the main effect of the person-Ievel predictor Z,

except that it is used to qualify the coefficient ofthe relationship-predictor X. It

takes this fomt : P, = Y,o + YIIZ + V, ..When inserted into the lower-Ievel

equation, this produces: Y = Y00 +yOIZ +Y,aX+y IIZX + (UO + u 1) + R. y00 is a

constant. YOI tests the main effect of the person-Ievel predictor, global model of

self (Z). Y,o tests the main effect of the relationship-Ievel predietor, specifie model

of self00. y l' tests the statistical interaction between the person-Ievel predictor

(Z) and the relationship-Ievel predictor (X), that is the degree to which the

association between X and Y (e.g., specifie model of selfand quality) varies as a

function of Z (the global model ofselt). (UO + V,) are the residual unexplained

variance at the person-Ievel and R is the unexplained variance at the relationship­

level. For more detailed explanations, see Bryk and Raudenbush (1992) and

Kenny, Kashy and Bolger (1997).
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Measure ofGeneral Affect

Below is a list of words that describe the way people sometimes Ceel. Please read

each item below and indicate to what extent you have Celt this way during the past

week including today., using this scale:

0 1 2 3 4
Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Ahvays

1. Tense 9. Sad

2. Satistied 10. Wann

3. Regretful II. Irritable

4. Friendly 12. Lively

5. Anxious 13. Worthless

6. Contented 14. Energetic

7. Guilty 15. Angry

8. Happy 16. Cheerful

Calculation 'lfScores;

Positive afjëct = Mean of items 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16

Negative affect = Mean of items 1,3,5,7,9, Il, 13, 15

Overall genera/ affèct = positive affect - negative affect
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Measure ofPerceived Stress

In response to the following questions, indicate how often you felt a certain way

during the past week. Don't try to count up the number oftimes you felt a

particular way, but rather indicate the alternative that seems like a reasonable

estimate, using this scale:

o
Never

1
AImost never

%
Sometimes

3
Fairly olten

4
Very often

•

1. In the last week, how often have you feh you were unable to control the

important things in your life?

2. In the last week, how often have you feh confident in your ability to

handle your Personal problems?

3. In the last week, how often have you felt that things were going your

way?

4. In the last week, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up 50

high that you could not overcome them?

Ca/culadon Q[Pcrceïved Strus Score;

1tems 2 and 3 are reverse coded

Toral Score = Mean ofresponses to the 4 items
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Measure ofSomalie Symptoms

The following list includes severa! common symptoms or bodily sensations. Most

people have experienced most of them at one time or another. Please indicate

how frequently during the past week you experienced each D'''IPtom, using this

scale:

o
Not at aU

1
A Iittle

2
Moderately

3
Quitea bit

4
Agreatdeal

1. Running nase

2. Congested nose

3. Sneezing spells

4. Coughing

5. Bleeding nose

6. Little appetite

7. Lump in throat

8. Cold sores

9. Toothaches

__10. Leg cramps

Il. Nausea--
__12. Asthmaorwheezing

__13. Cold hands or feet,
even in hot weather

14. Heartbum--
__15. Constipation

16. Face flushes--
17. Acne--

__18. Back pains

__19. Swea~ even in cold weather

20. Headaches--"
21. Hands tremble or shake--
22. Dizziness--

__23. Stiffjoints

24. Sore muscles--"
25. Sore throat--"
26. Chills--

•

Totq/Score = Sum ofresponses to the 26 items
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Interaction Record

Time: _ am/pm Initiation:
1initiated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Other initiated

Length: hrs mins

Name: Gender:
Influence:
1influenced Other influenced

­w
\oC

Others: _

more 123456 7 more

Intimacy:
Superficial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Meaningful

Satisfaction:
Not at ail 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely satisfied

Vou feel the other was:
Not helpful Very helpful

or supportive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 or supportive N.A.

Pastime_ Conversation Date/Romantie

Nature:

Work School Task_

Vou feel you were:
Not helpful Very hclpful

or supportive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 or supportive N.A.

Vour goal:

Accomplish a task_ Get something from other_

Build relationship_ Give something to other_

Other (spccify: chat, no goal...) _

Vou felt:
Misunderstood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Understood

Vour mood ailer the interaction:
Very bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good
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Table 1

Composition ofthe Five Relationships Sampled in Study 2

~ ~ ~ e: fn c:n... a-
N tora ~ V')

«,)

t
~

~
~ u- c c c C

a- ... ... ... a- i i i i i8 ~ ~ 8 ~

Nature of the c c c Cl. Cl. Cl. Cl.
1:: i ! ! !RelatioDship with: ~

V') V') V') V') ~ V)

c.. e.-. e- e- e- e.-. e-
0 0 0 0 0 0

0 - N ("0"') ~ V)

Peer: close friend~ 49 48 54 53 59 1 5 5 20 17 24
roommate, classmate, or
social acquaintance

- same-sex 44 40 40 34 36 3 13 13 22 16 5
- opposite-sex 5 8 14 19 23 31 21 14 4 2 0

Romantic partner 13 8 3 2 2 44 28 - - - -

Parent 3 7 9 5 4 54 8 10 - - -

Family member: sibling 5 5 4 6 2 55 13 3 1 0 0
or other

Teacher or boss 0 0 1 0 1 70 2 0 0 0 0

Other 2 4 1 6 4 61 7 2 2 0 0

Notes: Partner 1 is the person with which participants interacted the most frequently and
Partner 5 is the one with which they interacted the least frequently. The last six columns
of the table indicate the number of participants (out of72) for whom each type of
relationship was represented from zero to five times out of the five partners.
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• Table 2

Global and Relationships-specijic Ratings ofModels ofSelfIInd Other
(Study 1)

Relational Global Motber Father Closesl Romantie P pt

Model Friead Partner

Self 1.22 2.70 2.02 3.06 2.85 61.89··· 18.64···

(2.72) (2.39) (2.31) (1.84) (2.12) (2.81, (3.40,
1093.93) 608.92)

(2.75) (2.63) (2.81) (2.07)

62.22··· 35.75···Other .49 1.18 .16 2.21 2.70

(2.01) (2.81,
1096.63)

(3.61,
638.22)

•

Notes: Cell n =391, except for romantic partner n = 178. Scale range for models ofself

and other: -8 to +8. Standard deviations and degrees of freedom are reported in

parentheses. Because of the homogeneity of variance assumption was violated in all four

tests, univariate Fs are those of Greenhouse-Geisser tests (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).

;) Results of repeated measures analyses of variance from which romantic partner was

excluded.

b Results ofrepeated measures analyses of variance which included romantic partner.

••* p < .001
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• Table 3

Global and Relationships-specijic Ratings ofModels ofSelfand Other
(Sludy2)

Relational Global PartDer 1 PartDer 2 Panner 3 PartDer 4 PartDer 5 F

Model

(2.69) (1.35) (2.04) (4.45,

316.00t

(2.39) (2.40) (2.90) (5, 355)

Self

Other

.58

.78

3.33

2.14

2.74

(1.98)

.96

(2.81)

2.51

(2.17)

.10

(2.84)

2.54

(2.41)

.21

(2.85)

2.49

-.54

17.26***

10.62***

•

Notes: Cell n = 72. Scale range for models ofselfand other: -8 to +8. Standard deviations

and degrees of freedom are reported in parentheses.

a Because of the homogeneity of variance assumption was violated in this test, the

univariate F the of Greenhouse-Geisser test is reported (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).

••• p < .001
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• •
Table 4

Correlation ofGlobal and Relationship-specijic Models (Study 1)

Model of Self Model ofOtber

Global Mo.ber Fatber Friend Roman'ie Global Mo.ber Father Friend Romantie

Model of Self

Global

Motber .21···

Father .25··· .43···

Friend .21··· .14·· .22···

-~ Romantie JO··· .11 .17· .17·V\

Model ofOther

Global .09 -.01 .00 .15·· .17·

Motber -.03 .22··· .02 .09 .07 1.21".
Faaber .01 .04 .13· .07 .IS· .16·· J9···

Friend -.07 -.11· -.11· .OS .13 .2S··· .IS··· .11·

Romlntie -.10 -.10 .00 -.04 .19· .33··· .09 .12 .16·

NoIes: Correlation coefficients were calculated using largest available pairwise sample, n ranges from 178 to 406.

• p < .OS. •• p < .0 l. ••• p < .00 l.



• •
Table 5

Correlation ofGlobal and Relationship-specijic Models (Study 2)

Model of Self Model of Other

Global Partner Partner f'artner Partner partnerl Global Partner Partner Partner Partner Partner
1 1 3 4 Sil 3 4 5

Model of Self
Global

Partner 1 .44···

Partner 2 ,31·· .10

Partner3 .14 .03 .2S·

- Partner4 .32·· .44··· .1S .20~
0'1

Partner 5 .23· .21 .13 .19 .22

Model ofOther
Global .11 .02 .31·· -.09 -.IS .11

Partner 1 -.01 -.08 -.02 -.04 -.08 .05 1.21

Partner 1 -.02 -.03 .33·· .16 -.05 -.20 ,33·· .22

Partner3 .15 -.01 .13 .10 -.03 .10 .13 .22 .19

Partner4 .08 -.03 -.06 .02 -.17 -.03 .22 .46··· .11 .30·

PartnerS -.14 .00 -.19 -.15 -.04 -.09 .05 .22 .23 .1S .23

Notes: n = 72. • p < .05.•• P < .01 .••• p < .001.



•

•

Table 6

Results ofHLM analyses Examining the Degree ofAssociation Between
Global and Specific Relational Models (Studies 1 and 2)

Outcome Variable Proportion of Proportion of Total
y Total Variance Variance Proportion

• Variables Entered as Coefficient at the PenoD- Esplaïned at of
Predictors level the Penon- Variance

(bencbmark) level Esplaïned

Study 1 •

Specific Model of Self

• Intercept .00 .23 .22 .05

• Global Model of Self .23···

Specifie Model of Other

• Intercept .00 .12 .37 .05

• Global Model of Other .22···

Study 2 b

Specifie Model of Self

• Intercept .00 .19 .36 .07

• Global Model of Self .27···

Specifie Model of Otber

• Intercept .00 .19 .15 .03

• Global Model ofOther .IS··

Note: The proportions ofvariance explained at person-Ievel, the relationship-level and in

total are obtained through comparisons with the intercept model (i.e., the benchmark

model).

* p ~ .05.•• p s .01. ••• p s .00 l.

a n = 397. b n = 72.
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• Table 7

Means Scores and T-tests ofGlobal IInd Reliltionship-specijic Models
lit Tinte 1 IInd Time J (Stlldy 1)

Relational Model Timel Time3 t
df=292

Model of Self
Global 1.25 1.79 3.61···

(2.66) (2.50)

Mother 2.63 2.68 .42
(2.45) (2.32)

Father 1.97 2.10 1.02
(2.32) (2.18)

Friend 2.94 2.72 1.88
(1.87) (2.07)

Romantie Partner 3.29 3.30 .05·

(1.69) (1.54)

Model of Other
Global .45 .57 .77

(2.76) (2.40)

Mother 1.17 .98 1.59
(2.67) (2.58)

Father .18 .06 .94
(2.80) (2.67)

Friend 2.17 1.98 1.70
(2.10) (2.15)

Romaotie Partner 3.00 3.21 1.35·
(1.67) (1.54)

Note: eeu n =293 7 except for romantic partner n = 98. Scale range for models of self and

other: -8 to +8. Standard deviations are reported in parentheses.

a df= 97.••• P < .001
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•
Table 8

Correlation ofGlobal and Relationship-specific Models at Time 1 and Time j (Study 1)

•

Time 1
Model of Self Model of Otber

Time3 Global Motber Father Friend Romantie Global Motber Fatber Friend Roma.tie

Model of Self

Global 150
."

.30··· .15·· JO··· .23· .18·· .07 -.01 -.02 .00

Mother .23··· .67*** .29··· .10 .14 .03 .22··· .04 -.05 .19

Fatber 1 .17·· .42··· .56*** .16·· .08 -.04 .07 .06 -.07 .06

- Friend .19··· .13· .18·· .49*·· .25· .14· .10 -.04 .12· .14~
\D

Romaatie .21· .30·· .06 .24· .33*** .02 .18 .08 -.II -.04

Model of Otber

Global -.01 .01 .05 .10 -.01 .54*** .23··· .19··· J7··· .38···

Motber .00 .25··· -.06 .09 .00 .24··· .69*** .29··· .20··· .16

Father -.02 .14· .17·· .02 .08 .14· .40··· .68*** .07 .14

Friead -.07 -.12· -.07 .19··· .14 JO··· .14· .07 .62*** .26·

Romaatie -.11 -.06 .05 .12 .13 .48··· .13 .03 .26·· .53***

Note: N =293, except for ~orrelations involving the models of selfand other within the romantic relationship where n =98.

• P < .05.•• p < .01. ••• p < .001.



• Table'

Overtlll Top-down tlnd Bottom-up Effects
for Models ofSelftlnd Other (Study 1)

Top-down SEM
(Figure 2)

Bottom-up SEM
(Figure 3)

•

Directly

Indirectly, Through T3 Global

Indirectly, Through TI Specifie

Total Effect

Direetly

Indirectly, Through Tl Global

Indireetly, Through T3 Specifie

Total Effeet

Directly

Indirectly, Through T3 Global

Indirectly, Through Tl Specifie

Total Effeet

Directly

Indireetly, Through TI Global

Indirectly, Through T3 Specifie

Total Effeet

Note: n = 293.••• p < .001.

Models of Self

Top-down Effect ofTime 1 Global on Time 3 Specifie

-.06 .07
.12

.20

.26 .07

Bottom-up Effect ofTime 1 Specifie on Time 3 Global

.32 .00
.12

.32

.32 .44

Models of Otber

Top-down Effeet ofTime 1 Global on Time 3 Specifie

-.01 .07
.08

.28

.35 .07

Bottom-up Effect ofTime 1 Specifie on Time 3 Global

28 no
.16

.27

.28 .43

150



• Table 10

Resu/ts ofRegression Analyses Anempt;ng to Exp/ain
the Residua/ Variance in General Affect

in the Fall Semester at University (Study 1)

Step 1 248
Global Models

Self
Other

Predictors n Standardized Zero-order Senti-partial Adjusted
p Correlation r Correlation sr R2

.00

.06 .06 .06
-.01 .00 -.01

•

Step 2
Specifie Models with:

Mother 247 .00
Self -.06 -.02 -.06
Other .04 .02 .03

Father 241 .02
Self -.04 .01 -.06
üther .17** .15* .16··

Friend 247 .00
Self .12 .13 .11
üther -.02 -.01 -.02

Romantic Partner 77 .01
Self -.06 -.02 -.06
üther .17 .09 .15

• p :s; .05 . •• p :s; .01. ••• p :s; .001.
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• Table Il

Resu/ts ofRegression Analyses Attempting to Exp/ain
the Residua/ Variance in Perceived Stress

in the Fal/ Semester at University (Study 1)

Predietors n

Step 1 253
Global Models

Self
Other

Standardized Zero-order Semi-partial Adjusted
Il Correlation r Correlation sr R2

.01

-.13· -.14· -.13·
-.01 -.02 -.01

•

Step 2
Specifie Models with:

Mother 252 .00
Self -.01 -.05 -.01
ûther .02 .00 .02

Father 246 .05
Self .08 -.01 .07
ûther -.23··· -.21·· -.22···

Friend 252 .00
Self -.02 -.08 -.02
ûther .01 .00 .01

Romantie Partner 79 .08a

Self -.14 -.21· -.13
üther -.10 .04 -.09

* p s .05.•• p s .0 l. ••• p s .00 l.

a When only this subsample ofeases was used, the adjusted R2 = .08 when global models

of self and other were entered at step 1.

152



• Table 12

Results ofRegression Analyses Attempting to Exp/ain
the Residual Variance in Somatic Symptoms
in the Fal/ Semester at University (Study 1)

Step 1 201
Global Models

Self
Other

Predictors n Standardized Zero-order Semi.partial Adjusted
p Correlation r Correlation sr R2

.00

-.12 -.12 -.12
.02 .01 .02

•

Step 2
Specifie Models with:

Mother 200 .01
Self .14 .07 .13
Other -.08 -.05 -.07

Father 194 .01
Self .10 .06 .10
Other .05 .05 .05

Friend 200 .00
Self -.04 -.08 ·.03
Other .05 .03 .04

Romantic Partner 64 .00
Self .03 -.03 .03
Other .02 .06 .02

• p ~ .05. •• p $ .01. ••• p ~ .001.
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• Table 13

Resulls ofRegression Analyses Attempting 10 Explain the Residuili
Variance in General Affect in the Relationship Breakup Sllmple (Study 1)

Predietors n Standardized Zero-order Semi.partial Adj'med
p Correlation r Correlation sr R1

Step 2 334 .01
Status by Global Models

Breakup/couple X Self -.05 .05 -.04
Breakup/couple X ather .06 .06 .05
Breakup/single X Self .08 .11 .06
Breakup/single X Other .05 .06 .04

Step4
Status by Specifie Models with:

Mother 332 .00
Breakup/couple X Self -.09 .02 -.05
Breakup/couple X Other .03 .02 .02
Breakup/single X Self .00 .05 .00
Breakup/single X Other .10 .07 .07

Father 323 .00
Breakup/couple X Self -.05 .01 -.03
Breakup/couple X ather -.02 .01 ·.02
Breakup/single X Self -.04 .02 -.02
Breakup/single X Other .04 .04 .04

Frieod 333 .01
Breakup/couple X Self .10 .09 .05
Breakup/couple X ather -.06 .07 -.04
Breakup/single X Self -.01 .06 .00
Breakup/single X Other .12 .10 .07

•

Notes: Breakup group n = 47. Couple group n =124. Single group n = 163. Relationship
status effect coding variables as weil as global models of self and other were entered in
step 1. Relationship-speeifie models of selfand other were entered in step 3. Beeause
ooly a portion of the sample experienced a breakup and nearly half were assessed over the
time periods during whieh participants adjusted to university, significant main effects of
global or relationship·specific models ofno partieular interest here and generally
expected to reiterate the findings of the previous set ofanalyses. Therefore, results of
steps 1 and 2 were not reported in the table.
• p ~ .05. •• p ~ .01. ••• p ~ .001.
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• Table 14

Results ofRegression Analyses Attempting to Explain
the Residual Variance in Perceived Stress

in the Relationship Breakup Sample (Study 1)

Predictors n Standardized Zero-order Semi-partial Adjusted
p Correlation r Correlation sr R2

Step 2 340 .00
Status by Global Models

Breakup/couple X Self .04 -.02 .04
Breakup/couple X Other -.07 -.06 -.06
Breakup/single X Self .04 -.03 .03
Breakup/single X Other -.04 -.04 -.03

Step 4
Status by Specifie Models

with Mother 338 .00
Breakup/couple X Self .04 -.01 .02
Breakup/couple X üther .06 .02 .04
Breakup/single X Self .06 -.03 .03
Breakup!single X üther -.06 -.04 -.04

with Father 329 .00
Breakup/couple X Self .03 -.01 .02
Breakup/couple X üther .03 .00 .03
Breakup/single X Self .05 -.03 .03
Breakup/single X Other -.09 -.08 -.08

with Friend 339 .00
Breakup/couple X Self -.01 -.04 .00
Breakup/couple X üther .09 -.02 .05
Breakup/single X Self .04 -.04 .02
Breakup/single X Other -.03 -.06 -.02

Notes: Breakup group n = 47. Couple group n =126. Single group n = 167. Results of

steps 1 and 2 were not reported (see note for Table 13).

• p ~ .05.•• p ~ .01. ••• P ~ .001.
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• Table 15

Results ofRegression Anlllyses Allempting to Exp/ain
the ResidulIl Variance in Somalie Symptoms

in the Relationship Breakup Sample (Study 1)

Predietors n Standardized Zero-order Semi-partial Adjusted
p Correlation r Correlation sr R2

Step 2 336 .03
Status by Global Models

Breakup/eouple X Self -.04 -.06 -.04
Breakup/eouple X Other -.03 .00 -.03
Breakup/single X Self -.07 -.16 -.05
Breakup/single X Other -.11 -.09 -.09

Step 4
Status by Specifie Models with:

Mother 334 .02
Breakup/couple X Self .06 .02 .04
Breakup/couple X Other .02 .02 .01
Breakup/single X Self .06 -.11 .03
Breakup/single X Other .02 -.04 .02

Father 325 .04
Breakup/couple X Self .13 .05 .08
Breakup/couple X Other .00 .01 .00
Breakup/single X Self -.04 -.14 -.02
Breakup/single X Other -.12 -.10 -.10

Friend 335 .06
Breakup/couple X Self .27· .03 .12
Breakup/couple X Other -.OS .02 -.03
Breakup/single X Self .31·· -.11 .14
Breakup/single X Other -.05 -.09 -.03

Notes: Breakup group n = 42. Couple group n =126. Single group n = 168. Results of

steps 1 and 2 were not rePQrted (see note for Table 13).

* p ::; .05.•• p ::; .01. ••• P ::; .001.
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• Table 16

Co"e:at;on ofGlobal and Specific Relational Models
and Soc;allnteract;on Rat;ngs (Study 2)

SoeiallnteraetioD Ratings

Global Models

Self ,.

Quality

.05

Intimacy Lengtb

-.06

Other ,. .39··· .3S·· .05

Specifie Models

Self Mean ,. .07 .09 .10

Min., -.97 -.96 -1.00

Max., .97 .99 .99

St. Dev. .61 .60 .61

Other Mean,

Min.,

Max.,

St. Dev.

.18

-.97

1.00

.58

.44

-1.00

1.00

.51

.22

-.99

1.00

.59

•

Notes: n = 65 for global models~ n = 63 for specifie models ofself and n =64 for specifie

models ofother. A lack ofvariance in specifie relational models made correlations of

specifie models and interaction ratings impossible to calculate for certain participants,

resulting in a reduced sample.

•• p < .01. ••*P < .001
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Table 17

Results ofHLM Analyses Using Global and Specific Relational Models
to Explain the 'l"ality ofSocial Interactions (Stlldy 2)

Proportion of Varianee Total
Explained at the: Proportion

Variables Entered y Penon- Relationship- ofVarianee
Coeffieient level level Explained

Modell
• Intereept .00 .04 .10 .07
• Specifie Model of Self .11 t

Model2
• Infereept -.01
• Global Model of Self .08 .02 .10 .06
• Specifie Model of Self .11 t

Model3
• Intereept -.02
• Global Model of Self .02 .00 .12 .06
• Speeifie Model of Self .09
• Global X Specifie -.17··

Interaction

Model4
• Intercept -.02 .08 .16 .12
• Specifie Model of Other .20··

r~odel5

• Intercept -.02
• Global Model of Otber .27·· .21 .15 .18
• Specifie Model of Other .19··

Model6
• Intercep. -.02
• Global Model ofOther .27·· .21 .15 .18
• Specifie Model of Other .19··
• Global X Speeifie .03

Interaction
Notes: The proportions ofvariance explained at person-Ievel, the relationship-Ievel and in
total are obtained through comparisons with the intercept model (Le., the benchmark
model). t p s .10. • p s .05.·· p s .01. ••• p s .001.
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Table 18

Resulls ofHLM Analyses Using Global and Specifie Relational Models
10 Explain the Inlimacy ofSocial Interactions (Stully 2)

Proportion of Variance Total
Exp.ained at tbe: Proportion

Variables Entered y Penon- Relationsbip- of Variance
Coefficient level level Explained

Modell
• Intercept -.02 .03 .10 .07
• Specifie Model of Self .17··

Model2
• Intereept -.02
• Global Model of Sel' .03 .01 .10 .06
• Specifie Mode. of Self .17··

Model3
• Intercept -.02
• Global Model of Self .01 .00 .09 .06
• Specifie Mode. of Self .15··
• Global X Specifie -.13·

Interaction

Model4
• Intereept -.05 .12 .31 .23
• Specifie Mode. of Otber .40···

ModelS
• Intercept -.05
• Global Madel of Otber .22· .21 .31 .27
• Specifie Model of Otber .38···

Model6
• Intereept -.06
• Global Model of Otber .22· .21 .31 .27
• Specifie Model of Otber .38···
• Global X Specifie .01

Interaction

Notes: The proportions of variance explained at person-Ievel, the relationship-Ievel and in
total are obtained through comparisons with the intercept model (i.e., the benchmark
model). f p :s; .10. • p :s; .OS.•• p :s; .01. ••• p :s; .001.
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Table 19

Results ofHLM Analyses Using Global and Specifie Relational Models
10 Explain the Length ofSoeial Interactions (Study 2)

Proportion Variance Total
ExplaiDed at the: Proportion

Variables Entered y Penon... Relationshi,... of Variance
Coefficient level level Explained

Modell
• Intercept .00 .25 -.04 .00
• Specifie Model of Self .13t

Model2
• Intereept .00
• Global Model of Self -.06 .25 -.04 .00
• Specifie Model ofSelf .13t

Model3
• Intereept .01
• Global Model of Self -.04 .27 -.06 -.02
• Specifie Model of Self .14·
• Global X Specifie .11

Interaction

Model4
• Intereept .01 .06 .04 .OS
• Specifie Model of Other .19··

ModelS
• Intereept .01
• Global Model of Other .01 .02 .04 .04
• Specifie Model of Other .19··

Model6
• Intereept .01
• Global Model of Other .01 .01 .04 .04
• Specifie Model of Other .19··
• Global X Specifie .00

Interaction
Notes: The proportions ofvariance explained at person-Ievel, the relationship-Ievel and in
total are obtained through comparisons with the intercept mode( (Le., the benchmark
model). t p ~ .10. • P ~ .05.•• p ~ .01. ••• P ~ .001.
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• Figure 1

MetlSure",ent SEM:
Models ofSelfand Othe, (Study 1)

.46
(.65)

.60
(.60)

.47
(.58)

Time 1 Global

.56 (.50)

.50

(.54)

•

Notes: n =293. Models ofselfand other were treated in two separate models.

Coefficients for models ofother are presented in parentheses.

Models of self: X2 (13) = 42.72,p < .001, CrI = .96, OFI = .97.

Models ofother: X2 (13) = 59.90,p < .001, CFI = .94 GFI = .95.

p < .001 for all coefficients.
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• FilUre 2

Top-down SEM:
Models ofSelfand Other (Study 1)

01
.95

(.92)

.62
(.57)

02

.31***
(.19··)

.32*··
(.38*··)

.81

(.80)

E5

ime 3 Globalt-----------ei

.40*··
(.43**·)

•

Notes: n = 293. Models of selfand other were treated in two separate models.

Coefficients for models ofother are presented in parentheses. Coefficients for

relationship-specific measures and the correlation of their error terms were

identical to those reported in Figure 1.

Models ofself: X2 (13) = 42.72,p < .001, CFI = .96, GFI = .97.

Models ofother: X2 (13) = 59.90,p < .001, CFI = .94 OFI = .95.

*. p < .01. •••p < .001.

163



• Figure 3

Bottom-up SEM:
Models ofSelfand Other (Study 1)

Tl Friend

TI Friend

TI Mother

r----' TI Father

.61

(.59)

02

.45···
(.35··).75

(.78)

E5

ime 3 Global,.....---------4

E1 Tl Mother E2,
.95

(.92) .32···
(.38···)

Tl Father

.37···
(.41···)

•

Notes: n = 293. Models of self and other were treated in two separate models.

Coefficients for models of other are presented in parentheses. Coefficients for

relationship-specific measures and the correlation of their error tenns were

identical to those reported in Figure 1.

Models of self: X2 (13) =42.72,p < .001, CFI = .96, GFI = .97.

Models ofother: X2 (13) = 59.90,p < .001, CFI = .94 GFI = .95.

** p < .01. •••p < .001.
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• Fipre4

Interaction Between Relationship StatllS and Model
ofSelfwith Friend (Stlldy 1)

1.50 ~----------------.......

1.00

~

~ 0.50
~

E
Cl ---_aE 0.00
~ ..... -----,6-

r:.t:l
.~

i -0.50 .

~

• Break up

---Couple

- .. - Single

-1.00

1 Std
Dev.

Above

Mean

-1.50 .L- .......

1 Std
Dev.

Below

Mode) ofSelf witb Friend

•

Regression Equations:

Symptoms = Jlo + Jl. Global-Self + Jl2 Global-other + JlJ Friend-Self + Jl.. Friend-Gther

J30 J31 J32 P3 (3..

Breakup 1.07 0.07 0.05 -0.40 0.09

Couple 0.35 -0.05 0.00 -0.06 0.02

Single 0.06 -0.06 -0.03 -0.04 0.02
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