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ABSTRACT
AFFECTION EXCHANGE IN MARITAL DYADS
By

Kenneth Lee Villard

The affection exchange process in marital dyads is one
of the most neglected areas in all of social science.
However, it is hypothesized to be potentially one of the most
fruitful in contributing to our understanding of dysfunc-
tional family systems. The investigation focused on the
marital affection exchange patterns in three types of
family systems: marital conflict, symptomatic-child and
normal. Data on affection exchange behavior was collected
by questionnaire responses of both spouses on frequency of
usage and relative importance of 24 affection exchange
behaviors across 120 marital dyads.

The 24 affection exchange items were derived from a
conceptualization of affection exchange which posited two
modes of behavioral affection: psychological and/or physi-
cal intimacy, and economic resource exchange. The factor
analysis of exchange items failed to support the above
conceptualization identifying seven major dimensions: self-
disclosing, sexual, aggressive, demonstrative, helping, gift

giving and access rights.
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Among the major findings was the discovery that the more
similar the behavioral affection exchange patterns of the
spouses, the more likely they are to report high levels of
perceived equity and satisfaction with the relationship.
Couples who reported high levels of behavioral agreement in
affection behavior also tended to report high levels of
accuracy in predicting the responses of their spouse.
Furthermore, analysis of the data suggest that while dyadic
accuracy may be necessary for the existence of equity in high
agreement marriages, it may not be sufficient to ensure equity
in low agreement marriages.

Women were found to utilize initmate forms of affection
exchange significantly more than men. Medium history dyads
(9-17 years of marriage) were found to use the greatest
amount of intimacy, followed by short and long history dyads
in that order.

Symptomatic-child couples were found not only to have
the lowest behavioral affection agreement and accuracy scores
but were also found to have the lowest intimacy usage of all
three family types. Conflict couples, actively engaged in
marital therapy, reported both the highest agreement and

accuracy scores as well as having the highest intimacy usage.



AFFECTION EXCHANGE IN MARITAL DYADS

By

Kenneth Lee Villard

A DISSERTATION
Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department of Communication

1976



© Copyright by
Kenneth Lee Villard
1976



Co:
St

me!

Gui



Accepted by the faculty of the Department of
Communication, College of Communication Arts, Michigan
State University, in partial fulfillment of the require-

ments for the Doctor of Philosophy degree.

(Codad V. Faneci

Director of Thesis

Guidance Committee: W M/Q’WL.-Chairman
Peeadd K F0 s

¢ onm |
CAPAT -, e

/




To Poly and Kat....

Man is periodically overwhelmed by his frailty,

by his powerlessness over his ultimate destiny,

by the question of meaning in human existence,

by the issue of whether to connect himself with
others and compound his vulnerability or isolate
himself under the illusion of omnipotence and
self-sufficience. It is the maddening paradox

of panic in being alone and fear of being together...
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CHAPTER I

THE THEORETICAL MODEL:

SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY

In social scientific circles, increasing attention is
being given the study of family systems and the communication
processes which occur between family members. More and more
family researchers and practitioners alike are looking for
the origins of individual and family impairment in the
communication fabric which each family uniquely weaves,
maintains and, theoretically, wills to future generations.
With social problems such as divorce, delinquency, drug
abuse and alchoholism seemingly on the constant rise and
other social ailments such as schizophrenia, emotional,
behavioral, and learning disorders continuing to drain the
potentially productive energies of countless thousands,
marital and family functioning have come under increasing
scientific scrutiny, as topics of great social as well as
scientific import.

Although the results of most family research to date
have been far from conclusive in connecting family communica-
tion processes, in a causal sense, with any of the above end
states, scientific research into the study of family communi-
cation is still in an infant stage and as such suffers from

a number of shortcomings. To be more precise, a great
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2
number of studies which have tried to relate communication
processes to dysfunctional family states have been hampered
by marked methodological weaknesses. The majority have
employed self-report survey questionnaires, case history
analyses, psychological testing and evaluation techniques
and in addition have been almost always ex post facto in
design. (Jacob, 1975) 1In addition to these methodological
and design limitations, family studies have also often been
hampered by a lack of conceptual and operational clarity in
specifying the exact relational processes and parameters
under investigation. As a result, it becomes very difficult
to integrate and compare the results of empirical investiga-
tions and to generalize past the specific set of operations
utilized by each investigator. Without a clear and precise
conceptual framework out of which to operate, the relation-
ships between relational parameters, their communication
correlates, and dysfunctional dyadic and family states
remain unresolved empirical questions.

A review of the literature reveals the existence of at
least two major relational dimensions which must be viewed
as important in family and dyadic communication functioning,
as well as a number of dimensions of lesser importance. The
two which are mentioned in one form or another in almost
every conceptual treatment or empirical investigation are
control and affection.

Control refers to the decision-making processes which

exist and operate within a relational system. The issue of
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3
control is concerned with the relative amounts of power
which each individual holds within the relationship and the
extent and boundaries of that influence. In effect, control
is concerned with each person's relative "topness" or "bot-
tomness" during any given interaction exchange, or across
time. (Schutz, 1958, pp. 22-25)

Affection, by contrast, refers to the amount of emo-
tional closeness which exists within a relational system.

It refers to the amount of esteem and caring individuals
hold for, and exchange with, one another. 1In effect, affec-
tion concerns the relative "closeness" or "farness" which
exists between individuals within the relational system.
(Schutz, 1958, pp. 23-25)

The studies as well as the dimensions which have been
identified and discussed are summed in Figure I.'!

As Berlo (1968) suggests, family communication relation-
ships are typically designed to serve both a maintenance as
well as a production function. Therefore, both of these
relational parameters would seem to play crucial roles in
overall family functioning. Of the two, the affection
dimension would appear to be more central in maintenance
functions which are concerned with providing self-concept
validation and support to individual members; while control
would appear to be more concerned with system production
through decision making processes.

In terms of family system maintenance, the importance

of affection is associated with the individual's need to
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6
feel that the self is loveable and therefore of value. If
affection is given, but not returned, it is often assumed
that the self is not loved, and if not loved, is perhaps not
loveable, and, therefore, without value. If the affection
is returned, then it is assumed that the self is loveable,
has value and therefore the individual's self-concept is
sustained and supported.

Strangely enough, in spite of its seeming significance,
little empirical inquiry has been conducted into the various
means by which people communicate their affection or caring
for one another and the kinds of relationship problems or
family states which may be associated with the affection

exchange process. A purpose of the present study is to

test several empirical hypotheses concerning the communica-

tion of affection in the marital context and its association

with various states of dyadic and family functioning.

Of the social psychological models available for viewing
relaﬁional phenomena, two would seem to have the greatest
relevance for studying the communication of affection in
marital and family settings: social exhange theory and co-
orientation theory. Social exchange theory as advanced by
such scholars as Thibaut and Kelley (1959), Homans (1961),
and Blau (1964), with its reward/cost paradigm, is an
intuitively meaningful way of viewing interpersonal relations
in general. It is first and foremost a behavioral theory
which concerns itself with assessing end states resulting
from interpersonal transactions, e.g., relationship satisfac-

tion, reciprocity and perceived equity among others.



2
However, because there has been little attention given
to the operational development of major predictor variables
in the social exchange framework, it has not lent itself
easily to the generation and testing of empirical proposi-
tions. That is, becuase there have been few attempts to
operationalize the concepts of cost/reward in any concrete
and quantifiable way, many researchers have shied away from
social exchange theory as an empirical research model.
Co-orientation theory on the other hand, which had its
early beginnings with Newcomb and Svehla (1937), and even-
tually was formalized by Newcomb (1953, 1961), is somewhat
more rigorous in its theoretical framework and certainly
more prolific in its generation of concepts. It therefore
lends itself somewhat more readily to the generation of
testable propositions. Co-orientation, which is primarily
cognitive theory, has in contrast to exchange theory, a
somewhat more developed array of predictor variables, e.g.,
perceived congruity, cognitive agreement and accuracy.
However, it tends to be weakest in its criterion measures
which are abstract, mentalistic and very difficult to mea-
sure. That is, the major criterion variable in co-
orientation, as is the case in all cognitive theory, is
cognitive imbalance or at broader levels, system imbalance.
Regardless of the level of analysis, cognitive imbalance
cannot be viewed as a very empirically precise or descrip-
tively useful measure, especially when assessing relational

outcomes. In addition, many of the alternatives available
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for reducing system imbalance (mediated by the factors of
perceived discrepancy, sign and degree of attraction, import-
ance, committedness or common relevance), are largely uncon-
scious, autistic and unmeasurable cognitive processes,
somewhat removed from the issue of relational functioning.

Thus social exchange theory, which is conceptually
parsimonious and simplistic, highly behavioral in orientation
and perhaps strongest in relevant criterion measures, is
viewed as being the better theoretical model for studying
the exchange of affection, especially if more precise and
concrete measures of reward or social support can be genera-v
ted to index predictor variables.

Quite simply, social exchange may be defined as "an
exchange of activity, tangible or intangible, more or less
rewarding and costly, between two persons." (Blau, 1964,

p. 6) Before looking at the various parts of this definition
separately, it would perhaps be useful to place social
exchange theory in historical and scientific perspective.

Social Exchange Theory:
Its Scientific Evolution

The intellectual origins of social exchange, as an
emerging theoretical framework, are based on three intellec-
tual planks: utilitarian economics, anthropological func-
tionalism, and behavioral psychology. (Turner, 1974) The
first of these, economic utilitarianism, arose between 1750
and 1850 with the work of Adam Smith, John Stuart Mills, and

Jeremy Bentham. To these early economists, man was viewed
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9
as a rationally seeking being who attempts to maximize his
gains of "utility" from exchanges with others. They sug-
gested that man considers not only the potential rewards
obtainable but also the relative costs to be incurred and
weighs these in his exchange decisions. Although many of
the early utlitarian assumptions concerning the nature of
man have been retained in modern social exchange models,
perhaps the greatest contribution of utilitarian thought was
that it later inspired the development of psychological
behaviorism.

The second contributor to the evolution of social
exchange is functional anthropology. Beginning with Sir
James Frazer who studied the kinship and marriage practices
of Australian aboriginals, this vein of thought presented
the first explicit exchange analysis of social institutions.

In Folklore in the 0ld Testament, Frazer used solely economic

or material motives to explain the rise of social patterns.
In effect, he suggested that social exchange processes
create complex institutional patterns.

Following the work of Frazer was that of Bronislaw
Malinowski who studied the exchange patterns of the "Kula
Ring"” in the south sea islands. Particularly interested in
the process of gift exchange among natives, Malinowski
concluded that the exchange of necklaces and bracelets,
although having a definite economic component, was, more
importantly, symbolic in nature. Thus he became the first

to distinguish between material or economic exchanges and
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10
symbolic, non-material ones. Because there was little
utilitarian gain, Malinowski concluded that the motives
behind the exchange were social psychological in nature and
met societal needs only secondarily.

The work of Marcell Mauss came largely as a reaction to
the interpretations of Malinowski. Mauss rejected the
psychological interpretations on the Kula made by Malinowski
and suggested that exchanges and reciprocity were determined
by the culture and not the individual. "It is groups, and
not individuals, which carry on exchange, make contracts and
are bound by obligation." (Mauss, translated by Cunnison,
1954, p. 1) Thus for Mauss the self-interest of the utili-
tarians and the psychological needs of Malinowski were
replaced by a conception of the individual as a mere repre-
sentative of social groups. This type of structural approach
to social exchange would later influence the writings of
exchange theorists such as Blau.

The culmination of the movement against the utilitarians
is embodied in the writings of Claude Levi-Strauss. Respond-
ing to the interpretations of Frazer on cross-cousin marriage
patterns, Levi-Strauss rejected Frazer's utilitarian position
and likewise the psychological interpretations of Malinowski.
It is his position which is typically viewed as being the
most sophisticated of all the structural exchange perspec-
tives. The main notions are embodied in the following three
propositions: (1) "all exchange relations involve costs for

individuals, but in contrast with economic or psychological
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11
explanations of exchange, such costs are attributed to
society--to its customs, rules, laws and values"; (2) "for
all those scarce and valued resources in society--whether
material objects. . . or symbolic resources like esteem and
prestige--their distribution is regulated by norms and
values”"; and (3) "all exchange relations are regulated by a
norm of reciprocity, requiring those receiving valued re-
sources to bestow on their benefactors other valued re-
sources" (Turner, 1974, p. 220).

The final plank upon which modern social exchange is
based is that offered by psychological behaviorism. Drawing
its principles from experimentally manipulated animal behav-
ior, behaviorism suggests that it is necessary to study only
overt behavior as a response to observable stimuli. And
since it operates on the assumption that animals and humans
are reward seeking organisms that pursue choices which
provide the most reward and the least punishment, behaviorism
might be seen as an extreme form of utilitarianism.

George Homans is undoubtedly the most ardent spokesman
for the psychological behaviorist position on social exchange.
Coming largely as a reaction to the structuralism of Talcott
Parsons and Levi-Strauss, Homans argues for an exchange
theory that emphasizes face-to-face interaction, focuses on
limited and direct exchanges among individuals and promotes
the psychological as opposed to the social structural need

for exchange relations. (Turner, 1974, p. 233) The axioms
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of Homan's perspective on social exchange theory will be
discussed later under the heading of determination of reward
values through social exchanges.

Thus, when one looks at the evolutionary development of
social exchange, one can expect to find a curious mixture of
behavioral concepts and vocabulary, intermeshed with utili-
tarian influence and intertwined with many of the established
thoughts of structural anthropology.

Basic Modes of Transaction
in Social Exchange

Modern social exchange theorists utilize a wide range
of exchange concepts as their fundamental units of analysis,
some quite broad and abstract, others increasingly more
specific and concrete. Among the first, modern-day, social
exchange theorists were the psychologists John Thibaut and
H. H. Kelley. According to Thibaut and Kelley (1959), the
fundamental medium of exchange in all interpersonal relations
is interaction, which ultimately can be reduced at an indi-
vidual level to its fundamental units which they termed

behavior sets. According to these authors the behavior set

is the instrument by which the individual obtains his goals
through exchanges with others. All the behavioral patterns
which have produced successful outcomes in the past compose

what is termed the exchange repertoire.

The major concepts in Homans's (1950, 1958, 1961)
approach to social exchange include activity, interaction,

and sentiment. Activity refers to behaviors which are aimed
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at deriving rewards. Interaction is used to refer to behav-

iors in which individuals direct their activities in order
to derive rewards from one another and to avoid punishments.

And sentiments are defined as activities by which individuals

communicate their attitudes and feelings toward another
person or persons. (Homans, 1961, pp. 52-82) Of particular
interest in the present study is Homans's concept of senti-
ment. As he used the term, sentiment encompassed any
internal state of the human body including: affection,
sympathy, rage, thirst, hunger, nostalgia, scorn, etc.
(Turner, 1974, p. 229)

Each of the concepts in Homans's conceptualization of
social exchange has two classes: descriptive terms and
variables. Descriptive terms are the generic names which
are applied to different types of exchange activity or
behavior. Variables on the other hand are the properties of
that behavior which determine the reward/cost ratio of that
behavior, i.e., quantity and value. The importance of each
of the variables in determining reward value will be dis-
cussed in detail in a later section.

The third major, modern-day social exchange theorist is
Peter Blau (1964). Unlike Thibaut, Kelley, and Homans, who
have attempted to explain all scoial behavior in terms of
social exchanges, Blau focuses only on those social situa-
tions where rewards are expected and received from designated

others. He has focused on exchanges occurring within
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social relationships and thus his major exchange concept is

social support. Social support is further divided into two

related components: intrinsic attraction and social approval.
(Blau, 1964, p. 61) Intrinsic attraction is the force which
induces individuals to establish associations with one
another and to expand the scope of those relationships, once
formed. The emergence of attraction therefore leads to the
process of social exchange with those individuals who are
perceived as being the potential sources of social approval
and acceptance.

Among the more recent social exchange theorists are Foa
and Foa (in Siegman, 1972). In their early work their
primary social exchange unit of analysis is termed a resource
and defined as:

Anything which can be communicated or transmitted in a

social situation: a material object, money, an activity

performed on the body of a person (cutting his hair,
giving an injection) or on things belonging to him

(cleaning his clothes), an item of information, an

expression of love or warmth, of respect, esteem, or

appreciation. (Foa & Foa, In Siegman, 1972, p. 293).
Among the resources discussed by Foa and Foa are the follow-

ing: (1) love, composed of affection and warmth, (2) status,

consisting of prestige and esteem, (3) information, which

includes the processing of pre-existing information but
which excludes information related to love or status,
(4) services, consisting of activities performed on the body

of a person or his belongings, (5) material goods, and

(6) money. These six resources are ordered along two theore-

tical dimensions: particularism, which focuses on the
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reward value of a resource as a function of its being given

by a particular person, and concreteness, which is concerned
with the abstractness or relative symbolism of the resource.?
The classification of these resources along these two dimen-

sions is illustrated in Figure 2 below.

Particularism Concreteness
More Less
More : Love
Services Status
Goods Information
Less Money

(Taken from Foa and Foa, In Siegman, 1972, page 294)
Figure 2. Classification of Resources by
Particularism and Concreteness

In their more recent work (Turner, Foa and Foa, 1971),

the term resource has been changed to interpersonal rein-

forcers, which although the exchange commodities have re-
mained the same, places them in more of a relational context.
The final and most recent theoretical addition to
social exchange theory in terms of unit of analysis is that
offered by Altman and Taylor (1973) within the confines of
what they term social penetration theory. Social penetra-
tion is somewhat unique among the social exchange approaches

in that it emphasizes the joint effects of both verbal and
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nonverbal communication on the breadth and depth of inter-

personal processes and also because it implies that satisfac-
tion derived from the exchange is a function of reciprocity
of interaction. Among the communication behaviors which are
exchanged are information about the self shared through
self-disclosure, as well as the exchange of positive and
negative affect and mutual activities. In addition, it
emphasizes the significance of body posture, gestures, limb
and head movements, facial expressions and eye gaze.

Thus the evolutionary trends in social exchange theoriz-
ing finds an increasing tendency to move from exchange
commodities which are conceptually abstract, e.g., inter-
action, activity and social support, to units which have
increasing specificity, e.g., the interpersonal reinforcers
of Foa and Foa as well as the recent emphasis on specific
communication behaviors as exemplified by the social pene-
tration theorists.

The present study continues that trend with the intro-
duction of even more operational specificity in the social

exchange concept of relational currency (Villard and Whipple,

1976). Defined as the "communication processes by which

individuals exchange affection and caring for one another,"
relational currency focuses on a specific relational dimen-
sion (that of affection), delineates two forms of exchange
commodities (the intimate and the economic), and perhaps

most importantly, emphasizes the significance of communica-
tion behavior as an important factor in this crucial dimen-

sion of dyadic functioning.
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The first of these two types of affection exchange is a
demonstrative, overt and largely intimate form of affection
exchange in which the actual commodity offered in order to
communicate affection and caring is some level of physical
and/or psychological identity. The communication behaviors
by which intimate forms of affection are exchanged include:
aggression, sexuality, self-disclosure, physical touch and
facial affect displays. These concepts are further opera-
tionally defined as follows: aggression referring to those
verbally sarcastic and/or physical contact behaviors, e.g.,
slapping, shoving or punching which are used in a confirming
or supportive manner; sexuality, referring to those physical
behaviors directly associated with sexual intercourse; self-
disclosure, referring to those verbal language behaviors by
which one shares his thoughts and feelings concerning the

self with another; physical touch referring to those inter-

personal behaviors by which one individual touches the body
and/or clothing of another in a supportive, but non-sexual

manner; and facial affect displays, thch refers to the non-

verbal, disclosure of internal emotional states through
facial expressions.

The second avenue of affection exchange is a more
symbolic and economic form, which uses various economically
based commodities as indicators of one's positive feelings
for another. Unlike the intimate forms of affection exchange
which offer physical and psychological resources of the

self, economic forms of affection exchange offer largely
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time/energy commodities. These include access rights,

money, favors and gifts. Access rights refers to permitting

another person to use one'é property, personal possessions
and/or granting entry to one's time resources; money,
referring to legal tender; favors, refering to doing tasks

for another, and gifts, referring to material objects of
varying value, which are given from one individual to another.
Thus the concept of relational currency offers advantages
over existing social exchange schemes in offering greater
conceptual clarity and operational precision in specifying
the exact means of exchange which are used in a particular
and highly salient area of relational functioning.

Rewards and Costs
in Social Exchanges

The concepts of reward and costs are very central to
social exchange theory, with the major contributions again
being made by the major theorists: Thibaut and Kelley,

Homans and Blau. The consequences of an interaction are

described by Thibaut and Kelley in terms of the rewards the
person receives and the costs he incurs as a result of
emitting the behavior. Each person's reward and cost are
derived not only from his own behavior, but also from the
response of the other person. That is, each person can
potentially derive reward as well as cost simply as a
function of making a behavioral response, regardless of the
other's response to it. (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959, pp. 10-

12) Costs and rewards are combined into a single scale of
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goodness of outcomes with states of high reward and low cost

being assigned high outcome value and states of low reward
and high cost being assigned low outcome scores.

Thibaut and Kelley define rewards as pleasures, satis-
factions and gratification that the person enjoys as a
result of emitting the behavior. Costs on the other hand
are defined as factors that operate to inhibit or deter the
performance of a sequence of behavior. (Thibaut and Kelley,
1959, pp. 10-12)

Homans uses the word profit or psychic profit to des-
cribe the desired outcome of social exchanges. Profit is
further defined as reward minus costs, with costs viewed as
originating from three sources. Costs can be incurred as a
result of: (1) withdrawal of positive reinforcement,

(2) emitting the behavior due to the energy expended or the

fatigue resulting from carrying out the activity, or

(3) rewards foregone from an alternative activity as a

result of emitting the given one. (Homans, 1961, pp. 59-60)
According to Blau, there are two types of rewards:

intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic rewards are made up of

diffuse social support which is derived primarily from
communication in intimate or personal relationships. Extrin-

sic rewards in contrast come primarily in the form of eco-

nomic commodities. (Blau, 1964, p. 95) Among the rewards
included as either intrinsic or extrinsic, Blau lists esteen,
respect, money and compliance. Blau's views on social
exchange are similar to those of Homans as he discusses

three types of costs. Investment costs focuses on the
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amount of time and energy which go into the giving of social
support. Direct costs result from entering into a social
exchange situation and thereby surrendering some personal
power and independence as a result of rewarding another.
Opportunity costs are incurred as a result of foregoing
other alternatives which are also potentially rewarding.
(Blau, 1964, p. 101)

Because the concept of reward has seldom had any
quantifiable measure or any definable limits of supply, it
is often recommended that only the activities for which
definable and exhaustible supplies exist, should be included
in the hypotheses derived from social exchange theory. For
this reason some theorists recommend dropping from the
theory those rewards which would be classified as intrinsic
and rely only on those extrinsic commodities that have
definite supply limits and more precise values (Abrahamsson,
1970, p. 282).

However, since a major portion of social exchanges
involve rewards which are intrinsic, to omit them would be
to seriously and prematurely limit the power of the concep-
tualization. This would be particularly true in studying
the sentiments of affection and caring, which furnish largely
intrinsic rewards to participants through various forms of
verbal and non-verbal communication.

Therefore, instead of attempting to measure intrinsic
rewards directly, it may be more valuable to assess them

indirectly by analyzing the forms of communication by which
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they are exchanged and then inferring about the quality and
quantity of social or identity support provided from an
assessment of the form and frequency of the communication
forms utilized.

Thus, by delineating specific communication behaviors
by which affection is communicated, the present study seeks
to fill, in an operational sense, a significant void in the
theoretical framework of social exchange theory, at least as
it is applied to the exchange and communication of affection.
Determinants of Reward in Social

Exchanges: Questions of Frequency,
Value and Context

Thibaut and Kelley suggest that as a behavior is re-
peated, "its reward value tends to decrease over time due to
the tendency of a need state to satiate," and conversely the
cost value tends to increase as fatigue sets in. They
suggest that members of a dyad are likely to shift over time
from one behavior set to another within their response
repertoires. They further posit that those relationships in
which repertoires include too few alternatives to permit
non-repetition will either be "dissolved or become intermit-
tent." (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959, pp. 18-19)

Homans suggests, as was indicated earlier, that each
activity, interaction or sentiment can be rewarding depending
upon two important variables, quantity and value. Quantity
refers to how frequently a particular behavior is emitted
over a specified period of time, while value refers to the
worth (its rewarding or punishment impact) the person receiv-

ing the behavior places on it.
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Generally speaking the less frequently a behavior is
emitted, the more value it will have to the other
person. For instance, if a husband frequently tells
his wife, "I love you," it is not likely that the
statement will have as much value as if he rarely tells
her. Thus value is value per unit of behavior emitted
and consequently is always changing even as the behavior
is emitted. Value therefore is determined by two
factors: whether the person likes the behavior, that
is, derives reward from it, and secondly, the extent to
which he has been a recipient of that behavior in the
immediate past. (Swenson, 1973, p. 218)

The relationship between frequency of occurrence and
reward value derived is posited in three of Homans' five
general propositions on social exchange, based in operant
conditions. They are as follows:

(a) the more often within a given period of time a
man's activity rewards the activity of another,
the more often the other will emit the activity.

(b) the more valuable to a man a unit of the activity
another gives him, the more often he will emit
activity rewarded by the activity of the other.

(c) the more often a man has in the recent past
received a rewarding activity from another, the
less valuable any further unit of that activity
becomes to him. (Homans, 1961, pp. 53-55).

Fundamentally, these three propositions contend that:
(a) the more often a behavior is rewarded the more it will
be emitted (continuous reinforcement), (b) the more reward-
ing a unit of behavior is the more it will be repeated
(reinforcement strength), and (c) the more a behavior has
been received, the less rewarding it increasingly becomes
(satiation).

Blau, like Homans, also recognizes the decreasing

reward of exchange commodities as the frequency of those

commodities increases. In technical terms, the marginal
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utility of increasing amounts of social benefits eventually
diminishes. (Blau, 1964, p. 90)

According to Blau, the initial value of the social
support provided through social exchanges is determined by
the perceived attractiveness of the bestower. In addition,
the value of one's approval is also influenced by the indi-
vidual's perception of it as genuine, and thirdly, by the
individual's respect for the judgement and discrimination
the bestower exhibits in furnishing approval. In other
words, if the support is perceived as unauthentic or if the
recipient has little respect for the sender or at least his
criterion for discrimination, then the support received will
have little value. (Blau, 1964, p. 64)

Unlike most exchange models which only consider giving
to others and receiving from others, the social exchange
scheme of Foa and Foa also includes giving to self and
taking from self, and attempts to determine the relationships
between the mode of exchange, the object of exchange, and

the resulting supply of the resource. For example, in the

exchange of the resources of money and goods, giving to
other precludes giving to self as in the same fashion that
serving another detracts from one's ability to serve oneself.
Consequently, resources with finite limits of supply may be
viewed as having higher value in relational exchanges than
resources which have more loosely defined limits of supply.
This may be one reason why economic forms of affection

exchange are often valued above intimate forms.
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In addition to the derived value of any given social
exchange being determined by the reward value of the behavior
as held by the receiver and by the actual frequency with
which that behavior is received, it is also influenced by
the specific and general relational context in which those
behaviors are exchanged. That is, not only is it important
to assess what person A finds rewarding and to consider the
frequency with which A receives those behaviors, but A's
ability to actually experience reward is also dependent upon
his perception of B's (the sender's) evaluation and orienta-
tion towards those behaviors. _

Villard and Whipple (1976) suggest that individuals
infer the value of a given relational behavior (particularly
in the affection/caring dimension of human relationships) by
viewing and assessing the relative frequency with which
those behaviors are used, not only within their own relation-
ship with the person, but across all relationships which the
other person maintains. For example, those behaviors used
in exchanging affection and caring, e.g., physical touch,
self-disclosure, and sexuality, etc., which are used fre-
quently and across many relationships are often inferred not
to be highly valued by the "sender" and, therefore, the
reward value derived by the "receiver" is often lessened.

In effect, those behaviors are not interpreted as being used
to discriminate between relationships and therefore they are
often assigned lesser amounts of perceived value by the

receiver. Thus even if person A finds self-disclosure to be
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a rewarding behavior, and even if he has not been the recip-
ient of self-disclosing communication with B in the immediate
past, the fact that he views person B self-disclosing to
other individuals will often detract from the reward value
provided to A, if and when B does self-disclose to him.

Conversely, those affection exchange behaviors which
are used infrequently are often inferred to operate in
discriminating between relationships (primarily in terms of
depth of relationship) and, therefore, are interpreted as
having greater relational significance. As a consequence
the reward value derived by the receiver is likely to be
high, all other things being equal. Thus the reward value
of any social exchange is determined not only by the value
assigned by the receiver and the frequency of the exchange,
but also by the exchange networks to which both individuals
belong and the quality and quantity of transactions which
occur there.

Reciprocity: 1Issues of
Form and Equity

The issue of reciprocity in social exchange has been
studied by numerous scholars under many different labels:
Homans (1961) under the concept of distributive justice,
Gouldner (1960) with the norm of reciprocity, Jones (1964)
with the concept of legitimacy and Adams (1965) with his
theory of equity. 1In addition to these scholars, others
have also recognized the importance of reciprocity, particu-

larly in regard to relationship satisfaction and social
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stability. L. T. Hobhouse has suggested that "recip-
rocity. . . is the vital principle of society." (Hobhouse,
1951, p. 21) Thurwald also acknowledged the significance of
reciprocity in stating, "this principle is almost a primor-
dial imperative which pervades every relation of primitive
life. (Thurwald, 1932, p. 106) And finally, Georg Simmel
suggests that social stability could not even exist without
the "reciprocity of service and return service," and further-
more, that "all contacts among men rest on the schema of
giving and returning the equivalence." (Simmel, 1950,
p. 387) Thus there is considerable support for the norm of
reciprocity as a cultural imperative, i.e., that society and
social order are maintained by the implicit assumption that
man must return the equivalent of what he has received.
Taking the lead of Homans, most investigators define
reciprocity as a system state occurring whenever the profits
of each participant are proportional to their amount of
investment. In schematic form, equity exists within a dyad
when:

A's rewards - A's costs = B's rewards - B's costs
A's investments B's investments

(Adams, 1965), p. 273

Thus it is the ratio of profits to investments which
determines the equity of the transaction for the individual
and when compared against the perceived ratio for the spouse,
accounts for the amount of reciprocal balance within the
system. Some scholars such as Homans, Simmel, and Malinowski

have suggested that the individual's profit ratios, while



i

em;

&

Una



27

not having to be precisely the same, nevertheless must be
roughly equivalent if reciprocity is to exist.

One of the more intriguing and perhaps socially relevant
issues which naturally emerges from considering the issue of
reciprocity is: how do individuals determine what consti-
tutes "equivalence" in their social exchanges and, further-
more, what role does the actual "form" which the exchange
takes, play in that assessment. More precisely, to what
extent must social exchanges be reciprocated "in-kind" for a
state of equity to exist?

The emphasis on reciprocation in-kind, in human trans-
actions has been written about by several scholars. Among
these are Levinger (1964) who suggests that although there
may be considerable task differentiation between the sexes
in the marital context, socio-emotional behavior must be
reciprocal if the dyad is to be maintained. Along this same
line, Rausch (1974) suggests that the individual whose
response repertoire is so limited as to preclude alteration
from instrumental to expressive behavior, thereby not allow-
ing reciprocation in-kind , may find himself interpersonally
inept and emotionally unsupported.

. « « the man who failed to recognize and respond to

his own and other's feelings would probably experience

serious difficulty in all interpersonal relationships,
in tension management, and in finding the emotional
support he needs to function adequately in a social

world. (Rausch, 1974, p. 146)

Homans (1961) also writes about the reciprocation issue

emphasizing the costs incurred by the individual who is

unable to respond with reciprocation in-kind-and points to
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the probable feelings of ineptness and loss of self-esteem
which must be suffered by such a person.

Anyone who accepts from another a service he cannot

repay in-kind incurs inferiority as a cost of receiving

the service. The esteem he gives becomes a loss to

himself. (Homans, 1961, p. 320)

Although a number of scholars have written conceptually
about in-kind reciprocation, there has been little empirical
research done on the reciprocity of affection exchange and
the communication processes by which that is carried out.
Those studies which have been done, with one major exception
to be discussed below, have concerned themselves with the
reciprocity of self-disclosure. 1In a study by Jourard and
Richman (1963) analyzing college student reports of self-
disclosure to and from parents and friends, the authors
found an average correlation of .70 between a student's
reports of his output to other and his input from other.

In a similar study by Levinger and Senn (1967) the
authors obtained both non-independent and independent meas-
ures of disclosure from both members of the relationship.
Non-independent measures correlated .91 for husbands and .79
for wives. However, independent measures (that is between
husband output or input and wife output or input correlated
only about .50. Also reports of input were more highly
correlated than reports of output. This would imply that a
partner's description of the other's behavior or feelings
reveals more about the joint perception of the relationship
than does the individual's description of his own behavior

or feelings. (Levinger, 1967, p. 247)
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Perhaps the most extensive study dealing with exchange
resources and reciprocation patterns is the work of Foa and
Foa (In Siegman, 1972, p. 294). Studying resources of
exchange along the dimensions of concreteness and particular-
ism, these authors suggest that a substitution of resource
will be more likely to occur or be more successful, i.e.,
will be received more appreciatively, when the substitution
is "closer to" the one actually desired. For example, if a
person desires love, he may accept either status or services
more readily than he would goods, or information. (See
Figure 2, p. 15)

In a later study by Turner, Foa and Foa (1971), the
issue of reciprocation in-kind was even more directly ad-
dressed. Here the authors suggested that not only does
appreciation follow reciprocation of a desired resource, but
that the desired resource also correlates highly with the
resource which is given.

Working with the same scheme of resources (at this
point called interpersonal reinforcers), subjects were
presented with six exchange situations in which they were to
give a particular resource to another person. They were
then asked to choose from pairs of resources, the item they
would prefer to receive in return. The results, summed in
Table 1 support the hypothesis that individuals prefer
reciprocation in-kind. The only exception, out of the six
exchange commodities, was the resource "goods,” with 18%
choosing reciprocations in-kind, 19% choosing services and

21% choosing love.
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Thus, the data provided by Turner, et al, support the
contention that a systematic scheme of exchange resources
does indeed operate in determining reciprocation patterns.?
Furthermore, it lends support to the emerging assertion that
reciprocation in-kind is the most frequently desired response
tendency.

If individuals accept more appreciatively, reciprocation
which is in-kind and the level of appreciation decreases the
more heteromorphic (different in form) the exchange becomes,
this may mean that either the assessment of what constitutes
equivalence becomes more difficult to judge, and/or that
individuals have value preferences for certain exchange
commodities which prohibit them from evaluating positively,
exchanges which are heteromorphic.

Thus the central question becomes: if individuals
prefer behavioral reciprocation in-kind and evaluate more
positively exchange commodities which are homeomorphic then
what is likely to be the outcome of relational exchanges
between individuals who have widely different exchange
repertoires? More specifically, how is reciprocity and
equity likely to be judged by a husband and wife who have
widely different behavioral affection repertoires, e.g., a
husband who is highly economic and a wife who is highly
intimate. Are these relationships likely to be characterized
by greater feelings of inequity, dissatisfaction and perhaps
relational instability? Or are affection repertoires suffi-
ciently flexible so that they can be adjusted to a marital

partner's widely different affection patterns without it
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TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE NUMBER OF CHOICES OF RESOURCES, CONTINGENT UPON
RESOURCE GIVEN

Resource chosen in exchange

Resource Love Status Inform- Money Goods Ser- All
Given ation vices Resources
Love 32 24 18 2 9 15 100
Status 26 27 21 2 8 16 100
Informa- 23 21 25 5 10 16 100
tion
Money 11 14 15 22 16 22 100
Goods 21 17 16 9 18 19 100
Services 20 17 18 9 11 25 100
All
Resources 22 20 19 8 12 19 100

(Taken from Turner, et al, 1971, p. 173)
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affecting the reward/cost ratio of the exchange relationship?
Or are marital partners able to cognitively mediate the
affection exchange process and objectively assess the equity
of the exchange, independently of the differences between

the commodities given and received?

Lack of support in the social exchange literature for
the second alternative and only tenuous support for the
third position would appear to make hypothesized outcomes in
the first statement more probable.

Assuming that individuals do have individual preferences
or behavioral sets for affection exchange and that there is
relational strain toward in-kind reciprocation, how are
cost/reward ratios likely to be affected? In those instances
where a major behavioral change, from established patterns,
is necessary in order to carry out in-kind reciprocation,
Thibaut and Kelley suggest that not only are larger costs
likely to be incurred by the sender, but that the reward
value to the receiver is likely to suffer as well.

The greater the deterrence to performing a given act--

the greater the inhibition the individual has to over-

come~-the greater the cost of the act. Thus cost is
high when great physical or mental effort is required,
when embarrassment or anxiety accompany the action, or
when there are conflicting forces or competing response

tendencies of any sort. (Thibaut, 1959, pp. 12-13)

And as Thibaut and Kelley further state:

Incompatible response sets increase the actor costs and

will usually impair both the quality of his performance

and the other person's appreciation of the performance

thus reducing the reward value of the product. (Thibaut,
1959, p. 59)
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Thus, not only does replacement of learned patterns of
exchange adversely affect the cost/reward ratio for the
sender; but, by the same token, attempts to make the adjust-
ment toward in-kind reciprocation may also negatively affect
the satisfaciton derived by the receiver. Therefore, even
if behavioral repertoires are flexible enough to carry out
in-kind reciprocation, the exchange may still not be evalua-
ted as worthwhile and/or rewarding by the participants.

These basic cost/reward principles would also seem to
hold when applied to the exchange of affection and caring in
the marital context. Here as in other exchange situations,
in-kind reciprocation may be important for keeping individual
costs down and reward values up. However, in those marital

exchanges termed transactions in mixed currencies (Villard &

Whipple, 1976), where one individual's behavoral set predis-
poses him to reciprocation with highly economic forms of
affection, while the other's repertoire precipitates recipro-
cation with highly intimate forms, the costs likely to be
incurred as a result of forcing in-kind reciprocation are
likely to be high, while the reward value provided by adher-
ence to reciprocation patterns which are not in-kind is
likely to be low. Thus, it is likely that two individuals
with widely different affinities for affection exchange,
i.e., extreme use of economic forms by one and extreme use
of intimate forms by the other, are apt to be caught on the
horns of a dilemma: whether to attempt to modify existing

behaviors in order to bring them more into line with that of
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the spouse, thus incurring high individual costs, or main-
taining divergent dyadic patterns and suffering decreased
reward value, obtainable from the relationship.

In those instances where reciprocation is not in kind,
and no attempt is made to move in a homeomorphic direction
(perhaps because of high individual costs), this would
appear to necessitate that the receiver cognitively evaluate
and assess the equity of what has been given with that which
has been received. Here the individual must undoubtedly
take into account not only in what esteem the culture holds
that commodity, but he must also assess the unique value
attributed to it by the sender, within the context of that
specific relationship, and perhaps equally important, the
individual must evaluate it in terms of his own preferences
and values.

Throughout this entire process it would seem that
accurate communication between exchange partners would be a
necessary condition if the exchange is to be positively
evaluated. And although individuals are undoubtedly capable
of identifying and communicating about differences in behav-
ioral affection exchange, and thereby translating and resolv-
ing questions of value and meaning, the amount of relational
sensitivity and sophistication required to make the identifi-
cation and the amount of energy needed to cognitively medi-
ate the process may be a deterrent to smooth relational

functioning.
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The necessity for cognitive mediation and/or relational
negotiation is made crucial by differences both in coding
and in the exchange focus of each mode, i.e., the intimate
and economic. In the economic forms of affection exchange,
the meaning of affection or esteem is communicated symbolic-
ally, through the offering of a commodity which has funda-
mentally a time/energy focus. For example, the giving of a
gift is symbolic of the esteem or affection which one person
holds for another; it is not the affection or esteem itself.®

By contrast, in intimate forms of affection exchange,
where some level of physical or psychological identity is
the commodity offered, the meaning is inherent in the behav-
ioral act. For example, the demonstrative act of hugging
another person carries, intrinsically, the meaning of
esteem and affection. There is no need to take an inter-
mediate cognitive step and assess meaning from a concrete
referent.

Therefore, because these forms of affection exchange
i.e., the intimate and the economic, are not only fundament-
ally different in terms of what each offers, but also in the
way in which it is offered, i.e., the way the meaning is
derived from the two modes, it would seem that it would be
very difficult to determine the equity of a heteromorphic
exchange. If, for example, one gives intimacy, which is
identity-centered and intrinsically rewarding, but receives
economics, which is time/energy centered, and extrinsically

rewarding, it is (at the risk of being overly simplistic)
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analogous to judging apples against oranges. It seems
likely that it would be very difficult to determine the
equivalence of what was received in economics with what was
given in intimacy. And, as indicated earlier, in instances
of heteromorphic exchanges, recognition of differences may
be maximized and perceived inequity may be the product.

It would seem that the only way in which this situation
is likely to be positively resolved is if the individuals
initially communicate about the differences in their affec-
tion exchange repertoires and thus establish the meanings
each holds for his own and the other's behavior and from
that point on, interpret relational exchanges in terms of
the other person's orientation.

In summary, it is hypothesized that in heteromorphic
exchanges, the dyadic outcomes are likely to be more per-
ceived inequity, disenchantment with the exchange relation-
ship and possible relational instability. However, it is
hypothesized that these conditions may possibly be avoided
if the spouses are able to communicate accurately about
divergent affection repertoires. The evidence clearly
indicates that attempts to make major changes in affection
exchange behavior are likely to result only in increased
costs and decreased rewards.

Thus, the importance of reciprocation in-kind in affec-
tion exchange would seem to lie in two areas: the increased
probability of husbands and wives to accurately assess the
equity of the transaction by measuring the rewards given

against those received and, secondly, the issue of additional
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costs incurred and reduced rewards derived by attempting to
reciprocate in-kind in conflicting, affectional repertoire
contexts.

As long as exchanges are in-kind and particularly if
they are tangible or extrinsic (economic), then equity of
exchange can be more easily assessed and if equity is found
to exist, then redress can be more easily resolved. On the
other hand, if dyadic exchanges are carried out heteromorph-
ically, then the equity of the trahsaction is considerably
more difficult to assess, the differences are more readily
noticed and identified, and if inequity is thought to exist,

it is more difficult to debate and, therefore, to resolve.

Effects of Inequity
in Social Exchanges

Given that an individual's rewards and investments
become imbalanced and the exchange is perceived of as in-
equitable, what are the effects on the individual and the
implications for the relationship? Redressive responses to
perceived inequity take basically two forms: affective and
behavioral. (Blumstein and Weinstein, 1967, pp. 408-409)

In the affective vein the individual may feel anger if
his investments outweigh his rewards or conversely, guilt if
his rewards seriously outweigh his investments. (Homans,
1961, pp. 75-76) Due to the tension which is associated
with these emotions, the individual is viewed as motivated
toward behavioral responses designed to correct the imbalance

between investments and rewards. Along this line there are



38

several options: the individual may alter his inputs,

either increasing or decreasing them; he may seek to change
his outcomes; he may cognitively distort his perception of
inputs and outcomes; and, finally, he may leave the relation-
ship context. In addition, the individual also has the
opportunity of attempting to redress through acting on the
other. That is, the individual may attempt to alter or
cognitively the distort other's inputs and outcomes or he

may try to force the other to leave the field. (Adams,

1965, pp. 288-94)

Depending on the reward/cost ratio, the individual
either elects to remain in the exchange relationship or else
decides to discontinue it. For as Thibaut and Kelley sug-
gest: ". . . every individual voluntarily enters and stays
in any relationship only as long as it is adequately satis-
factory in terms of his rewards and costs." (Thibaut and
Kelley, 1959, p. 37).

In order to help make this decision, the individual
supposedly needs some kind of criterion against which to
assess his outcomes. Thibaut and Kelley call these Com-

parison Level (CL) and Comparison Level for alternatives

(CL alt). The comparison level is the standard against
which the individual evaluates his present relationship in
terms of its attractiveness or how satisfactory it is.
(Thibaut and Kelley, 1959, p. 21) There are two kinds of
comparison levels. The first of these is a function of all

other relationships a person has been involved in. If the
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current relationship is providing outcomes above that of the
comparison level, then we would expect the individual to be
satisfied with the relationship. If, on the other hand, the
outcomes derived fall below the comparison level, then the

" logical conclusion would be that the individual would
experience dissatisfaciton. A second type of comparison
level is that derived from observation of the relationships
of others. If an individual observes a relationship of a
friend or colleague which appears more attractive than his,
the comparison level for judging his own relationship will
likewise be raised. (Swensen, 1973, p. 228)

The second major level of comparison is the comparison
level for alternatives. In this type of comparison, the
individual contrasts his payoffs in the present relationship,
with those which he might obtain from other relationships
available to him. If the person perceives that the payoffs
in his present relationship are higher than those in the
alternatives available to him, then it is likely that he
will be relatively satisfied and will remain in the relation-
ship. If the payoff of an alternative relationship is
perceived of as higher than that of a present one, then it
is likely that he will forego the present one and become
involved in the more positive one. And finally, if the
perceived outcomes are approximately equal, then it is
likely that he will show no great commitment or attachment

to either relationship. (Swensen, 1973, p. 228)
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By combining these two types of comparison levels with
perceived outcomes, Thibaut and Kelley identify four differ-
ent types of relationship categories:

(a) A relationship in which the payoff in the current
relationship is higher than the general comparison
level and higher than the comparison level for
alternatives.

This type of situation would theoretically produce a
relationship that is stable and satisfying for both people,
given that both shared the same perspective on the relation-
ship.

(b) A relationship in which the payoff in the current
relationship is higher than the general comparison
level but lower than the comparison level for
alternatives.

This would provide a satisfying relationship, but it

would also have to be considered unstable as the individual
may elect at any time to follow the more attractive alterna-

tives available.

(c) A relationship in which the payoff in the current
relationship is lower than the general comparison
level and higher than the comparison level for
alternatives.

In this situation the relationship is likely to be
unsatisfying but stable as the perceived alternatives are
less attractive than the present one. This is also likely
to be a very frustrating and dependency based type of

association.

(d) A relationship in which the payoff in the current
relationship is lower than the general comparison
level and lower than the comparison level for
alternatives.
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This type of relationship would be a very unsatisfying
one which is theoretically likely to terminate. (Swensen,
1973, pp. 228-29)

Applying thse exchange principles to the affection
dimension of marital relationships, those relationships in
which the outcomes in affection are lower than both the
comparison level and the comparison level for alternatives
(a relationship previously described as unstable and unsatis-
fying) should, theoretically, terminate in marital schism,
or divorce. However, in those relationships in which the
payoff in affection is lower than the comparison level but
higher than the comparison level for alternatives, although
being unrewarding, the relationship will remain stable. 1In
this situation what is likely to be the effect not only on
these individuals and their relationship, but on other
family members as well, either indirectly through frustra-
tions projected on the entire family environment or more
directly through the parent's relationships with their
children? The answers to these questions are the goals for

the chapter which follows.?



FOOTNOTES

1. The concept of relational communication as it will
be used in the present investigation will expand the original
definition advanced by Watzlawick, et al. (1967) and elabor-
ated on by Rogers and Farace (1974). These writers used the
term relational communication to refer to the use of communi-
cation to define the relative status or hierarchy between
members of a dyad. The current usage broadens that defini-
tion to include not only the control dimension but the
affection dimension as well. In effect, relational communi-
cation refers to that communication which defines the ongoing
nature of all aspects of the relationship definition. The
term relational dimension will be used to refer to those
specific interaction dimensions which contribute to and
amplify that relationship definition.

2. The concern with particularism as a quality of a
resource and the exchange situation was first discussed by
Talcott Parsons in 1951, in Social System. In talking about
value orientations and reward systems, Parsons suggested
that "the gratificational significance of an orientation can
never transcend the particular relational system of which it
is a part. The standard must be couched in terms of signifi-
cance for this particular actor in these particular relations
with these particular objects." (Parsons, 1951, pp. 62-63).

3. The scheme referred to is the resource system
classified by particularism and concreteness (see Table I)
which suggests that the greater the proximity of resources
that are exchanged, the greater the percieved equity and
satisfaction with that exchange.

4. This is not to say that an economic form of affec-
tion cannot have a very strong identity focus, as in instances
of gift giving where someone makes something, utilizing his
own skills, perhaps with his own hands and, therefore, "puts
a lot of himself into it." In these instances it may be
difficult to determine what characterizes the gift more,

i.e., the amount of time/energy expenditure or the unique
abilities and personality instilled in it by the giver. 1In
these instances, the commodity may have dual-foci and there-
fore be both economic and intimate.

5. The unstable-unsatisfactory marriage has been the

source of considerable investigation while the stable-
unsatisfactory marriage has rarely been examined. While

42
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marriages of the former type are easily discovered in social
service and marital counseling centers, marriages of the
latter type are undoubtedly more difficult to identify and
locate in sufficient numbers for empirical research purposes.
However, there is considerable evidence to indicate that a
potential source of this type of marital relationship is the
home of the emotionally disturbed child.



CHAPTER II

MARITAL AND FAMILY AFFECTION EXCHANGE:
A REVIEW OF SUBSTANTIVE FINDINGS

This chapter will concern itself with the following
issues. First of all, how important is affection exchange
in marriage? 1Is it salient enough to significantly effect:
(1) the level of satisfaction derived from the relationship
and (2) the actual stability of the relationship? These
issues can partially be addressed by asking: Are there
differences between satisfying and unsatisfying, stable and
unstable marital relationships in terms of how spouses
exchange affection?

Secondly, what role does deficient or unsatisfying
marital affection exchange play in symptom formation in
children? Do deficiencies in marital affection exchange
lead to maladaptive affective patterns in parent-child or
family interaction? This issue can be addressed by asking:
Are specific patterns of marital and family affection ex-
change associated with specific types of symptom consolida-
tion in children?

Marital Stability, Satisfaction
and Affection Exchange Patterns

As one reviews the literature on affection exchange in

marital settings, one is struck by two facts. The first is

44



ar
is
pe
do

Sugq

§hj

aef




45

the lack of attention which has been given to the issue of
affection exchange and its relationship to satisfaction
level, conflict and marital divorce. The second is the
pervasive influence of Parsons and Bales (1955). Almost
without exception, the studies which have been conducted
since 1955 which have attempted to explore issues related to
marital interaction and functioning, have either utilized
wholly, the instrumental-expressive dichotomy of these
writers, or at a minimum, have had their thinking structured
by that influence.

Briefly, Parsons and Bales assumed that in sex role
differentiation in marriage, women provide socio-emotional
support which is primarily ego-enhancing, conciliatory and
integrative of other family roles, while men provide leader-
ship, executive skills and status to the family. In effect
the husband exchanges primarily occupationally derived
rewards for the wife's restorative commodities.

Most of the past research on marital relationships, the
majority of which has been done by family sociologists,
emphasizes two types of relationships: institutionalized
and companionship. In the institutionalized marriage there
is strict adherence to traditional role prescriptions and
performance, with the instrumental aspect of the relationship
dominating and being a greater determinant of happiness and
success in the relationship. By contrast, in the companion-
ship marriage there is greater emphasis on the expressive or

affective aspects of the relationship with variables such as
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affection, sexual enjoyment, time spent with one another,
and communication being of major significance in determining
success and happiness, however these latter states are
defined.

With national trends seeming to swing increasingly
toward an emphasis on the companionship aspects of marriage,
at the same time the culture experiences a corresponding
increase in divorce rates, one cannot but help be curious
about the relationship between the two and the probable role
of the affective or expressive dimension in marital satisfac-
tion and stability. As Hawkins (1968) suggests:

Companionship has often been singled out as being

increasingly the primary basis for marital satisfaction

in modern American marriages. Despite differing evalua-
tions of the trend, virtually all observers of the

American family have noted the increasing degree to

which the marital relationship has come to focus primar-

ily on the affectional relationship of the spouses.

The quality of this aspect of husband-wife relations

must therefore increasingly be seen as the basis of

marital satisfaction. (Hawkins, 1968, p. 647)

Of the studies undertaken in the last fifteen years
dealing with the institutionalized marriage, most support
the contention that adherence to traditional role expecta-
tions and congruency between expectations and role perform-
ance are likely to be associated with marital success and
happiness. In particular, these studies indicate in one way
or another that marital happiness is closely associated with
the husband's successful performance of instrumental roles
and/or the wife's adherence to female roles which do not

threaten instrumental male roles. Among these are Luckey

(1960a; 1960b; 1960c), Blood and Wolf (1960), Hurvitz (1960;
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1965) , Westley and Epstein (1960), Nye (1961), Aller (1962),
Axelson (1963), Katz, et al. (1963), Stuckert (1963), Cutler
and Dyer (1965), Kotlar (1965), Taylor (1967), Orden and
Bradburn (1968), and Meyerowitz (1970). Although sometimes
interesting in their findings, these studies lend little to
our knowledge of the affection exchange process among marital
partners and its role in the success or failure of marital
relationships.

The studies done on the companionship marriage, where
the affection issue is more salient, are not only much fewer
in number but, unfortunately, also contribute relatively
little to our understanding of the affection exchange process
in the marital context. Because affection exchange is
fairly abstract, often relying heavily on non-verbal communi-
cation as a mode of exchange, because it is difficult to
quantify and, perhaps above all else, because it is the most
private of all the relational dimensions, it has rarely been
the focus of empirical, scientific investigation.

In looking at the variables of sexual enjoyment, com-
panionship, and feelings of affection as important factors
in the companionship marriage, no attempt has been made to
define the major parameters of human affection as the present
study has sought to do with the dimensions of economic and
intimate or to specify a set of operations for each type.

In existing investigations, at best, the term affection is
left conceptually undefined, grouped with other companionship

factors, and then associated with various levels of marital
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happiness and success. However, some insights can be gleaned
from the studies available.

Perhaps the most significant of all are those of Gurin,
et al. (1960). In sampling approximately 2,500 subjects,
Gurin and his associates found that individuals who reported
very happy marriages were more likely to mention relationship
sources of happiness, i.e., affection, sexual compatibility,
etc., while those experiencing a lesser degree of happiness,
focused on the situational aspects of marriage, i.e., home,
children, social life, as sources of their satisfaction. By
contrast, those happiest mentioned most frequently situa-
tional sources as contributing to what unhappiness there
was, while unhappy spouses tended to mention relationship

issues as sources of unhappiness.
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TABLE 2

Relationship between Evaluation of Marital Happiness and
Sources of Happiness (First-Mentioned Reasons)

EVALUATION OF MARITAL HAPPINESS

Very Above Average Not too
Happy Average Happy
Sources of Happiness
Relationship 47% 42% 35% 18%
Spouse 21 24 19 26
Situation 22 25 36 40
Other 8 7 6 2
Not happy about anything -- -- - 8
Not ascertained 2 2 4 6
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Number of People* (870) (399) (546) (50)

*Does not include seven people whose evaluation of marital
happiness was not ascertained.

(Taken from Gurin et al., 1960, p. 97)
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Relationship between Evaluation of Marital Happiness
and Sources of Unhappiness (First-Mentioned
Reasons of Respondents Giving any Reason

50

TABLE 3

for Unhappiness)

Sources of Unhappiness
Relationship
Spouse
Self
Situation
Other
Not Ascertained
Total

Number of People**

Very
Happy

12%
19
9
50
10
100%
(518)

Above
Average

15%
23
8
46
8
100%
(306)

* Less than one-half of one percent

Average

16%
27

37

12

100%
(440)

EVALUATION OF MARITAL HAPPINESS

Not too
Happy

23%
50

23

100%
(48)

**Does not include seven married people whose evaluation of
marital happiness was not ascertained, or the 553 married

people who said there was nothing about their marriage

that was not quite as nice as they would like it to be.

(Taken from Gurin et al.,

1960,

97)
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These findings would tend to indicate that the affection
exchange process (as well as other relational parameters)
has more potential to create marital satisfaciton if present
and perceived as desirable or conversely, dissatisfaction if
absent, inadequate, or perceived as undesirable than situa-
tional (institutionalized) aspects of marriage.' As the
authors conclude:

Thus, feelings of happiness in marriage bear a clear

relationship with the extent to which a person is

satisfied or frustrated in the relationship aspects of
his marriage. When he is happy with the relationship
aspects of the marriage he tends to feel generally
happy in the marriage; when unhappy with this aspect of
the marriage, he tends to be unhappy. (Gurin, et al.,

1960, p. 98)

Along the same lines is the work of Levinger (1964).
Studying 60 middle-class couples in terms of sources of
satisfaction in their marriage, he found that both husbands
and wives derived more satisfaction from the affective
aspects of family tasks than from the instrumental aspects.

Goode (1961), viewing marriage as a special case of
small group dynamics, attempted to assess the cohesiveness
of the marital relationship in terms of what he called

"bonds" and "bars."?

According to his view the cohesiveness
or strength of the marital relationship is a direct function
of the attractions within the marriage and the barriers
around the marriage (which hold it together in the absence
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