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Abstract 
The overarching question of the study was how common mutual love is, and to what extent 

attachment relates to relationship asymmetries. Four research questions and four hypotheses 

were posed and explored using a cross-sectional survey design with data analyzed using 

quantitative methods. Instruments were employed to measure passionate love, companionate 

love, partner value, emotional involvement and attachment. All four hypotheses found partial 

support. The main result show that a) asymmetries are relatively common on all scales b) 

mutual love means increased satisfaction, but mainly for women c) for most couples partners 

take turn at being the strong link, and this fluctuating dynamic leads to increased satisfaction  

c) attachment anxiety is related to asymmetries in romantic obsession rather than general 

passion d) avoidance in men relate to asymmetries in passionate love whereas avoidance in 

women relate to asymmetries in companionate love e) it seems common to have some form of 

positive illusions about whether one’s relationship is mutual or not. Finally, disagreeing about 

emotional involvement affects satisfaction more than actual asymmetries in love. The 

conclusion drawn is that honest communication is more important than mutual love. 
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Introduction 

Research on love is a relatively young field within the realm of psychology. This 

seems surprising, seeing as it comes down to something as evolutionary and elementary as 

bonding and sexual reproduction. Over the last few decades however, the field has gathered 

some momentum. Many efforts have been made to identify constructs of love and to find 

ways to measure these. Perhaps the most commonly used constructs are those proposed by 

Berscheid & Hatfield in 1978 (as cited in Graham, 2010), dividing love into companionate 

and passionate love, with the former representing a friendship-based love and the latter a more 

passion-based love. Self-rating measures of these constructs have been developed and proven 

valid and reliable (Simpson & Campbell, 2013; Graham, 2010). These measures have in turn 

been used to examine several important positive correlations, for example those between 

passionate love and relationship satisfaction, companionate love and relationship satisfaction 

and love and relationship length (Simpson & Campbell, 2013; Graham, 2010). Overall these 

are strong correlations, suggesting that love is certainly a subject worth studying thoroughly. 

One of the biggest areas of future improvement within the field of love research 

concerns the way the field differs from most other fields of psychological study. Most 

psychological research being conducted concerns the individual. However, “one of the unique 

aspects of love as an emotion is that it is apt to be intensely dyadic” (Sprecher, S., 

Schmeeckle, M., & Felmlee, D., 2006). Indeed “dyadic rather than individualistic approach” 

is one of the most commonly requested future directions for love research (Simpson & 

Campbell, 2013). Simpson and Campbell claim that 72% of all articles within the field are 

focused on the individual. Despite this, most of us know the proverb -it takes two to tango. 

Simpson and Campbell point out that “In intimate relationships the extent to which partners 

affect each other is profound and pervasive”. Stanley et al. (2017) highlighted this problem by 

showing that the previously accepted relationship between commitment and relationship 

satisfaction might not be as straightforward as first thought. Their study showed that 

commitment does indeed correlate positively with satisfaction, but only if both partners are 

equally committed. In fact, being in an asymmetrically committed relationship is often 

detrimental to the health of the relationship as well as a correlate of domestic violence and 

power imbalances. Even though studies on asymmetrical relationships are not commonplace 

yet, the ones that have been conducted have surely proven the importance of the subject by 

linking lack of mutuality to lower relationship quality and proneness to dissolution (Stanley et 

al., 2017; Stanley et al., 2018).  
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Since Bowlby (1969) first introduced his ideas of attachment between parents and 

their infants, attachment theory has arguably become one of the most important theories in 

psychology. The theory proposes that depending on parents’ behavior, children develop 

different working models and strategies for interactions in close relationships. Four styles 

were suggested: secure, anxious, avoidant and disorganized. The secure children feel certain 

that the attachment figure (often the parent) will be there for them and is therefore free to 

engage in other activities without worry. Anxious children have a strong fear of being 

abandoned and therefore they often cling to their attachment figure. Avoidant children also 

fear abandonment, but they employ a different strategy than anxious children. Instead of 

clinging, they avoid closeness as a self-protective measure. Disorganized children oscillate 

between a strong need to get closer and a strong need to separate, making them unpredictable. 

Bowlby did postulate that a person’s attachment keeps affecting his or her behavior 

throughout the lifespan (as cited in Hazan & Shaver, 1979), but it was not until Hazan and 

Shaver (1987) brought the subject up, that attachment was properly studied in the context of 

romantic relationships (for the current study Bowlby’s terminology will be used instead of 

Hazan and Shaver’s adult attachment terminology). Hazan and Shaver proposed that adult 

attachment is a process that has evolved because throughout human history it facilitated 

bonding between people, and it kept them together long enough to raise a child. Other 

researchers have proposed similar evolutionary functions for passionate and companionate 

love (Graham, 2010), suggesting that passionate love initiates a sexual connection and 

motivates bonding, while companionate love serves to “help partners stay together to care for 

offspring”. Apart from this seemingly common evolutionary origin, there are more reasons to 

include attachment in a study of discrepancies in love. The tendency to seek connection and 

the hunger for love (Simpson & Campbell, 2013) of anxiously attached individuals might 

make it more likely that they cling to relationships even though the partner is not equally 

engaged. On the other end, avoidant individuals might tend towards being less emotionally 

involved partners because of their difficulty with dependence and closeness (Stanley et al., 

2018). Correlations have been confirmed in individualistic research, linking at least 

attachment anxiety to lower levels of relationship satisfaction (Graham, 2010; Stanley et al., 

2018). Could part of the explanation for this be that they more often end up in asymmetrical 

relationships? 

Another way that partners compare each other is postulated by the interdependence 

theory (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). This theory was not originally developed to study close 
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relationships, but to study all dyadic human relationships, whether they are work-related, 

family related, or otherwise (Simpson & Campbell, 2013). The theory moves the focus from 

individuals to dyad members and how they affect each other in terms of outcome. According 

to the theory all individuals make a value judgement when they enter a dyad. This judgment 

consists of Comparison Level (CL), that is whatever partner attributes the individual feels he 

or she deserves, Comparison Level Alternatives (CLalt), that is what else is available to 

him/her and perceived reward, that is the benefits gained from being with the current partner 

(SR). If SR is higher than CL and CLalt then this should result in higher satisfaction and 

commitment. This is yet another way to think about how dyadic relationships are 

interdependent and how the satisfaction and stability of the relationship is contingent on 

judgments made by both partners. In this paper the aim is to use interdependence theory to 

analyze how partners’ evaluations of each other affect their satisfaction and levels of love. 

Especially the study aims to shed light on what happens when these evaluations are not 

dyadically symmetrical.  

What is Love? 

Trying to operationalize constructs of love has proven to be difficult. The problems 

stem from the fact that there seems to be different kinds of love that have perhaps filled 

different functions in our evolutionary history, such as mating and bonding. In a meta-analysis 

Graham (2010) factor analyzed different constructs of love and found that “while each of the 

measures may reflect distinct first order constructs, they all hold a single unidimensional 

second-order factor in common” (p. 760). Graham called this second-order factor Love or L, 

comparing it to the intelligence factor G. However, considering the distinct first order 

constructs it is not unreasonable to assume that like G, L could be divided into subcategories. 

Unlike Graham, meta-analysis by Tzeng (1993, as cited in Simpson & Campbell 

2013), Hendrick and Hendrick (1997, as cited in Simpson & Campbell, 2013) and Fehr (1994, 

as cited in Simpson & Campbell, 2013) all support a distinction between companionate and 

passionate love originally proposed by Berscheid and Hatfield (1978). 

Berscheid (2010) recently expanded on her original companionate/passionate division 

by proposing the quadrumvirate model consisting of four types of love: romantic/passionate 

love (same as what other researchers have called eros, passionate love, romantic love, “being 

in love”), companionate love (same as what has been called strong liking, friendship love, 

storge), compassionate love (an altruistic love) and attachment love (a strong bond that is 

forged over time). 
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Companionate love and passionate love were used as a foundation for this study. 

Compassionate love was excluded as it revolves around an all-encompassing love for all 

beings rather than a love exclusive to a romantic partner, and thus it falls outside the scope of 

our dyadic aspirations. Attachment love was also excluded since unfortunately as of yet, no 

measures of this kind of love have been published.  

Some research also suggests that passionate love is further divided into 

passionate/romantic love and romantic obsession (Graham, 2010; Acevedo & Aron, 2009), 

with romantic obsession being similar to the love style Mania (Lee, 1977) and Tennov’s 

(1979) Limerence. 

In comparing the two constructs, companionate love and passionate love, 

companionate love frequently comes out on top as the more influential state. Grote and Frieze 

(1994) found that relationship satisfaction was more strongly correlated with companionate 

love than passionate love. In a similar vein studies have shown that a breach of trust or loss of 

respect (features commonly associated with companionate love) are more detrimental to the 

overall level of love in a relationship, than e.g. the loss of sexual attraction (Simpson & 

Campbell, 2013). When asking laymen about their perceptions of love (Simpson & Campbell, 

2013) companionate love emerges as the essence of true love while passionate love is 

accredited relatively less importance. 

When it comes to sex differences, much evidence has been mounting to the conclusion 

that women are more oriented towards companionate love while men are more oriented 

toward passionate love (Gray 1992, Sprecher and Regan 1998, Crate and Frieze 1994, 

Hendrick and Hendrick, 1990, 1997, Worobey, 2001, all as cited in Simpson & Campbell, 

2013). Simpson and Campbell point out that much of this research has been done between 

sexes and on either passionate or companionate love by itself. When Fehr and Broughton 

(2001) did a study on both companionate and passionate love, they found that both men and 

women rate companionate love higher than passionate, going hand in hand with the above-

mentioned conclusion that most people experience companionate love as the essence of love. 

Since both companionate love and passionate love is measured for the current study, sex 

differences will also be analyzed. 

Finally, passionate love seems to fade over the lifespan of a relationship while 

companionate love grows stronger (Sternberg, 1986; Graham, 2010). Berscheid (2010) agrees 

that passion fades but argues that companionate love can be strong from the outset. Acevedo 
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and Aron (2009) claim that it is not passionate love that fades but romantic obsession. 

Similarly, Tennov (1979) found that Limerence rarely lasts longer than two years. 

Mutual love 

Blau (1964) posited that relationships that are asymmetrical in terms of emotional 

involvement will be prone to dissolution as “the weak interest of the less committed or the 

frustrations of the more committed probably will sooner or later prompt one or the other to 

terminate it” (as cited in Sprecher et al., 2006, p. 1258) 

Later studies have confirmed part of this theory by showing, as stated earlier, that 

asymmetrically committed relationships are more likely to end prematurely (for a summary 

see Stanley et al., 2018). However, asymmetrical relationships are still commonplace. 

Sprecher et al. (2006) found that in 75% of all relationships, at least one partner felt that the 

relationship was asymmetrical in terms of emotional involvement (university sample). 

Partners also tend to agree with one another on who is the more emotionally involved partner. 

There are different ways to think about mutuality in relationships. Mutuality could be 

measured in terms of emotional involvement, of love, of power, of dependence etc. (in this 

study any or all of the above will be referred to, when talking about asymmetrical 

relationships). Many researchers have focused on commitment, using the term asymmetrically 

committed relationships (Stanley et al., 2017). Drigotas, Rusbult, and Verette (1999) showed 

that measuring mutual commitment might just be as important as measuring levels of 

commitment. This means that a high level of commitment might not predict relationship 

outcomes if it’s only one partner that is highly committed (Stanley et al., 2018). Stanley et al. 

(2018) point out that this is something that has been known by couple therapists for decades. 

Two studies (Attridge, Berscheid, & Simpson, 1995; Schoebi, Karney, & Bradbury, 2012) 

found that it is the commitment level of the least committed that predicts the outcome of the 

relationship. As early as 1938 Waller suggested that “that person is able to dictate the 

conditions of association whose interest in the continuation of the affair is the least” (as cited 

in Sprecher & Felmlee, 1997 p.364). He called this the principle of least interest.  

This theorem has led some to consider mutuality in relationships in terms of power. 

Previous studies have shown that, as is the case with emotional involvement and commitment, 

less than half of dating couples in a university sample experience mutuality in terms of power, 

with power here being defined as the ability to affect the other’s attitudes and behaviors 

(Sprecher & Felmlee, 1997). This perception of power seems to be stable across time and the 

link between emotional involvement is clear. The more involved an individual is the less 
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power that partner experiences and the more power they attribute to their partner. Stanley et 

al. (2017) similarly states “consistent with the principle of least interest, the partner perceived 

to be less involved was also viewed as having the most control over relationship 

continuance”. Sprecher et al. (2006) found the same thing in a college sample, adding that 

“These results suggest that intimate relationships often can be considered to be stratified, with 

inequality of emotional involvement determining which partner is of higher status and in a 

position to wield more control over the relationship’s progress”.  

Although asymmetry is common in the aforementioned studies, few relationships 

seem to be heavily skewed one way or the other. Asymmetry exists but extreme asymmetries 

are rare. However, it should be noted that partners in an asymmetrically committed 

relationships often end up polarized, meaning that the most committed partner is more 

committed than average and the least committed partner is less committed than average 

(Sprecher & Felmlee, 1997, Sprecher et al., 2006). 

Some sex differences have been observed regarding asymmetrical relationships. 

Stanley et al. (2017) found that 12.4% of relationships contained a female “weak link”, using 

weak link as a term to denote the person least invested in the dyad. Men were more likely to 

be less committed with 22.8% of couples containing a male weak link. In the current study the 

terms weak and strong links will be used for all scales when referring to an individual scoring 

lower or higher than his or her partner. There are no sex differences amongst those who 

experience mutuality but amongst those who experience asymmetry, men are more likely to 

feel less emotionally involved (Sprecher et al., 2006). These statistics are echoed in the 

findings of Sprecher & Felmlee (1997).  

Sex also seems to influence satisfaction. Several studies show that relationship 

satisfaction is low when the woman in the relationship has more power (for an overview see 

Sprecher & Felmlee, 1997). Men are more satisfied when the power is balanced between the 

partners. Sprecher, Schmeeckle, and Felmlee (2006) found that the relationship is more likely 

to dissolve if the woman is the least emotionally involved. The same was found by Stanley et 

al. (2017) regarding commitment. Likewise, women’s ratings of love have been shown to be a 

stronger predictor of relationship longevity than men’s ratings because they are more likely to 

notice problems in the relationship (Hill, Rubin & Peplau, 1976). Stanley et al. (2017) report 

that male commitment simply does not seem to have a significant effect on relationship 

stability. 
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Another factor that has many times been shown to negatively affect commitment, is 

the availability of attractive alternatives (see Simpson & Campbell, 2013 for an overview). 

Sprecher et al. (2006) found that equality in emotional involvement was linked to having 

fewer available alternatives. Men and women are on average more alike than they are 

different, but there is a tendency for men to more often employ an unrestricted (short-term) 

sociosexual mating strategy while women have a tendency to prefer a restricted (long-term) 

strategy (Simpson & Campbell, 2013). A man with few available attractive alternatives might 

however resort to a long-term strategy, increasing his commitment in any relationship he 

enters. He might also, settle for someone less than ideal (Simpson & Campbell, 2013). On the 

other end, lack of alternatives might lead a woman to stay in a relationship with a less 

committed man, because something is better than nothing (Stanley et al., 2018).  

All in all, relationship symmetry is important to study, because it plays a role in 

relationship quality and stability (Stanley et al., 2018). As noted earlier, asymmetrically 

committed relationships are more likely to end and hold a lower overall quality, but they are 

also often a hotbed for negativity and aggression, not only from the weak link but from the 

strong link as well (Stanley et al., 2017). 

Attachment 

In their study of discrepancies in emotional involvement in couples, Sprecher et al. 

(2006) argued that attachment style might influence who ends up in asymmetrical 

relationships and who ends up being the more involved partner. While this hypothesis was not 

tested in that article, it was suggested as an area for future study.  

So why should attachment factor into discrepancies in love? Well, there are certain 

recorded differences in how love is experienced depending on attachment style. Hazan & 

Shaver (1987), found that those high in attachment avoidance are characterized by a fear of 

intimacy and that they on average, scored lower on measures of love. Meanwhile, those high 

in attachment anxiety experience love quite differently. Their love is oftentimes a form of 

obsessional love (Graham, 2010), involving a strong desire for reciprocation, a wish to merge 

and extreme sexual attraction and jealousy (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). It’s not farfetched to 

assume that these two contrasting styles would end up asymmetrical in some way, were they 

to start a relationship. Of course, the likelihood of a very anxious individual ever forming a 

relationship with a highly avoidant individual might be low (one could reason that the anxious 

partner would scare off the avoidant one). It is, however, more plausible that an avoidant or 
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anxious individual might end up in a relationship with someone securely attached, and in this 

type of relationship discrepancies might manifest.  

In accordance with this hypothesis Stanley et al. (2018) found that level of attachment 

anxiety was correlated with the likelihood of being a strong link. Conversely reporting 

characteristics associated with avoidant attachment such as trouble depending on others and 

issues with closeness, were related to odds of being a weak link. Anxious attachment was not 

associated with being a weak link.  

Stanley et al. (2018) proposed that anxious individuals are both more likely to get into 

and less likely to leave an asymmetric relationship. Hazan and Shaver (1987) showed that 

those anxiously attached have an easier time falling in love, which might facilitate initiation 

of an asymmetrical relationship. These same individuals also tend to prefer the risk of 

commission over the risk of omission (Simpson & Campbell, 2013), meaning that they would 

rather risk getting into a bad relationship than risk missing a good one. Combined with a 

strong need for merger, this might set the scene for dissatisfying asymmetrical relationship 

that the anxious individual nonetheless might not be willing to abandon.  

Anxious individuals show their partners more love and warmth than average (Fletcher 

et al., 2012), but at the same time Ayduk, Downey, Testa, Yen, & Shoda (1999, as cited in 

Simpson & Campbell, 2013) found that individuals high in rejection sensitivity, such as those 

anxiously attached, are also quick to turn to hostility at the slightest signs of rejection 

(Fletcher et al., 2012). This goes hand in hand with Hazan & Shaver’s (1987) finding that 

anxiously attached individuals experience more highs and lows than those with other 

attachment styles. Perhaps these more intense high make the asymmetric relationships worth 

the while for some people.  

Avoidant individuals on the other end might be more inclined to keep commitment to 

a casual minimum, reflected in their overall more unrestricted sociosexual strategies (Fletcher 

et al., 2012). Fletcher et al. (2012) also point out that girls with insecure attachment styles hit 

puberty on average one year earlier than secure individuals, predisposing them to an 

unrestricted strategy. Etcheverry, Le, Wu, and Wei (2013) also found a negative association 

between commitment and avoidant attachment in romantic relationships. Holding this kind of 

short-term strategy might easily lead avoidants to end up in asymmetric relationships 

primarily as the weak link.  

Unlike both avoidant and anxious individuals, securely attached adults often report 

higher levels of commitment (Shaver & Brennan, 1992; Simpson, 1990, as cited in Simpson 
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& Campbell, 2013), and they more often end up in stable relationships than those insecurely 

attached (Feeney, Noller, & Roberts, 2000, as cited in Stanley et al., 2018). 

There is also reason to believe that asymmetries would appear not only in terms of 

love and commitment but also in terms of partner value (as measured by our interdependence 

index). Feeney & Noller (1991, as cited in Reis & Rusbult, 2004) found that negativity of 

self-models correlates with a tendency to idealize partners. These kinds of negative self-

models are common in anxious individuals (Reis & Rusbult, 2004). Anxious individuals also 

seem to have unrealistically high ideals that are hard to live up to (Simpson & Campbell, 

2013). 

Avoidants often feel that romantic head-over-heels love does not really exist and that 

it is rare to find someone one can fall in love with (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). These opposing 

tendencies to either idealize or devalue might increase the odds of them being either a strong 

or a weak link in terms of value.  

Another reason particularly anxious individuals might end up in asymmetrical 

relationships has to do with uncertainty. In her book Love and Limerence, Tennov (1979) 

coined the term limerence to refer to a kind of passionate love that grips a hold of a person 

and won’t let go. In her qualitative studies she found that two ingredients were almost always 

present in this kind of love: sexual attraction and some kind of obstacle. The person in 

limerence usually feels a strong need for reciprocity that once satiated, makes limerence fade.  

This rhymes with Berscheid’s (2010) description of the longevity of passionate (romantic) 

love: “ . . . uncertainty and facilitative surprises wane, predictability grows, erotic satisfaction 

becomes readily available, and thus, the emotional experiences that are associated with 

Romantic Love should wane” (p. 15). Whitchurch, Wilson and Gilbert (2011) also linked 

uncertainty to passion when they found that people are more attracted to others when they are 

uncertain if those others like them back. Freud spoke of a similar phenomenon already in 

1922 (as cited in Simpson & Campbell, 2013 p. 202): “the desire for sexual union is at the 

core of emotion. When that desire is thwarted, people compensate for the resultant frustration 

by idealizing another person and falling in love with him or her.”. This connection between 

uncertainty and passion is something that seems to be intuitive to people, seeing as ‘playing 

hard to get’ is a strategy employed by some people to gain romantic reciprocation (Weinberg, 

2017). And with good reason, as playing hard to get has been proven to increase romantic 

attraction (Dai, X., Dong, P., & Jia, J. S., 2014). 
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Why uncertainty should be related to passion is unclear, but a possible explanation 

could be postulated through the emotion-in-relationships model proposed by Berscheid 

(2004). This model suggests that intense emotion arises in relationships when the partner acts 

in ways that are contrary to our expectations. Such a model would explain why unpredictable 

behavior from a love interest would act as a catalyst for intense passion. 

The relationship between uncertainty and passion could arguably also be explained by 

the mechanism of intermittent reinforcement, which is one of the most powerful motivators 

there is (Iversen, 1992). When we don’t know when a reward will come, we are all the more 

eager to pursue it. We want what we cannot have, the adage goes. Perhaps a modification of 

that saying would be justified: we want what we can get, but we want even more what we 

sometimes can and sometimes cannot get. 

So, what does this have to do with attachment? First, Hazan & Shaver (1987) found in 

their study that anxious individuals’ descriptions of love matched well with Tennov’s 

description of limerence. Secondly, if uncertainty is a core component of passionate love, then 

particularly uncertain individuals such as those anxiously attached or those with low self-

esteem should be vulnerable to the state. This is exactly what has been found. Dion and Dion 

(1975) found that “People with low self-esteem reported more intense experiences of 

romantic love and greater love for their partner than those with high self-esteem” (as cited in 

Simpson & Campbell, 2013 p. 214). Graham (2010) notes that the romantic obsession scale 

Mania, which resembles limerence, correlates negatively with self-esteem and positively with 

anxious attachment. In fact, mania and anxious attachment load on the same factor (Graham, 

2010). Anxiously attached individuals also tend report unrequited love more than control 

groups in Aron, Aron, & Allen, 1998 study (as cited in Simpson & Campbell, 2013).  

This relationship between passion and uncertainty also suggests a pathway along 

which an asymmetrical relationship might develop. If one partner experiences more love at 

the outset of a relationship, which might happen with someone who is anxiously attached, has 

a strong hunger for love and a tendency to idealize, then that passion might be telegraphed to 

the partner, lessening the partners’ uncertainty and thereby passion. This might explain the 

polarizing effect that has been mentioned previously, where the more committed partner ends 

up more committed than average and the less committed less committed than average. 

Perhaps the same is true for passion.   

Insecure attachment (both avoidance and anxiety) is also a relevant variable to 

measure simply because of its prominence. Hazan & Shaver (1987) found that 56% of adults 



 

 

 

11 
 

classified themselves as secure, 25% as avoidant and 19% as anxious (disorganized was not 

measured). “Further, insecure attachment is associated with lower relationship quality, more 

negative expectations about partners, as well as a host of negative behaviors and outcomes” 

(Stanley et al., 2018 p. 217).  

Finally, it is important to take into consideration the interdependent nature of 

phenomenon being studied in a dyadic environment. As some researchers have shown 

(Brennan & Shaver, 1995) outcomes such as relationship satisfaction, are affected not only by 

the individual's’ attachment style but also by the partners’ attachment style. For example, in 

that particular study wives’ avoidance affected husband’s satisfaction negatively, while the 

husband’s avoidance and anxiety negatively affected the wives’ satisfaction.  

Hypotheses 

 Much prior research has focused on asymmetry in terms of commitment, 

dependence and emotional involvement, but few studies were found to deal with asymmetry 

in love and partner value. All these constructs are arguably interconnected. The purpose of 

this study is therefore to analyze discrepancies in self-reported companionate, passionate love, 

emotional involvement and partner value. In accordance with what has been said in the 

introduction, there is also reason to suspect that attachment would play a role in these 

discrepancies. Discrepancies will therefore be analyzed in relation to attachment anxiety and 

attachment avoidance. Prior research has suggested that a dyadic rather than individualistic 

approach is desirable when conducting research involving couples. Thus, this study provides a 

dyadic expansion to prior research. 

For this paper four research questions and four hypotheses will be explored.  

Research question 1: How large or common are discrepancies between partners 

regarding passionate love, companionate love, value and emotional involvement? This is 

one of the main aspirations of this study, to simply explore how often and how much partners 

differ on certain scores. Will the asymmetries found in studies of commitment and emotional 

involvement extend to passion and companionate love? Sex differences will also be analyzed.  

Research question 2: Do the perceived discrepancies in emotional involvement 

correspond with the actual measured discrepancies in passionate love, companionate 

love and value? If there are discrepancies, are the partners aware of them? Securely attached 

individuals have been shown to have more positive illusions regarding their partner’s regard 

than insecurely attached (Fletcher et al., 2012). Anxiously attached individuals on the other 

hand tend to be hypervigilant as a means of avoiding rejection. This hypervigilance leads 
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them to be more adept at reading their partner’s actual feelings (Fletcher et al., 2012). And so, 

securely attached people might experience more symmetry, but does that mean that the 

relationship is truly symmetrical?  

It would be hard to measure the actual discrepancies, so what is being analyzed here is 

the reported perception of emotional involvement compared with measured discrepancies in 

the self-rating love and value scales.  

Research question 3: Do the discrepancies measured in research question 1 and 

research question 2 affect relationship satisfaction? The current study aims to analyze 

whether levels of passionate love, companionate love and evaluation, affect relationship 

satisfaction. Especially the goal is to ascertain whether relative dyadic symmetry in these 

scores is a prerequisite for a happy relationship.   

Research question 4: Are the relative scores similar for both love scales? If one 

individual were to score higher than his or her partner on the passionate love scale, would that 

person also score higher on the companionate love scale? Are there sex differences? With this 

research question the aim is to investigate whether passionate and companionate love 

complement each other, with one partner scoring higher on one type and the other partner 

scoring higher on the other, or whether it’s mainly the same partner scoring higher on both 

scales. 

Hypothesis 1: Attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance will correlate with 

discrepancies in passionate love, companionate love and value. If discrepancies in love are 

as common as discrepancies in emotional involvement and commitment, then what could 

account for these discrepancies? A prime candidate might be attachment style. Insecure 

attachments are, just like asymmetrical relationships, relatively common. One attachment 

type, avoidant, is known for pulling away while the other, anxious, is known for clinging. It’s 

not hard to see how this might prevent partners from meeting at a mutual level.  

Considering the role that uncertainty seems to play in creating passion someone who 

perceives obstacles more readily than others, say someone of low self-esteem, someone with 

high rejection sensitivity or someone with an anxious attachment style, might be more 

vulnerable to the effects of intermittent reinforcement. On top of this they might also be more 

prone to get themselves into relationships with a less passionate partner because of a strong 

hunger for love and less inclined to leave those asymmetrical relationships because of an 

innate fear of losing attachment figures. 
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Avoidant individuals might on the other hand be prime suspects when it comes to the 

crime of inciting and perpetuating this passion. Like most people they have a need for 

closeness which might lead them to initiate relationships only to pull away, because of 

attachment fears, when things get too close. This unpredictable pushing and pulling would 

bring vast uncertainty and might just be a (not the) recipe for passionate love.  

The current study proposes that attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance should 

correlate with perceived discrepancies in passionate love foremost, but also with 

discrepancies in companionate love and value. 

Hypothesis 2: Anxiously attached individuals will score higher than individuals 

with other attachment styles, on the passionate love scale.  For the reasons mentioned 

above, attachment anxiety is expected to correlate, not only with discrepancies in passionate 

love, but also with individual scores on the passionate love scale. 

Hypothesis 3: Among longer lasting relationships, the degree of passionate love 

will be lower, and the degree of companionate love will be higher. In line with the studies 

we’ve mentioned before, passion should fade as partners get to know each other, uncertainty 

fades and life goes into routine. At the same time companionate love should grow stronger as 

partners grow closer.  

Hypothesis 4: Individuals who ascribe a higher value to their partner will 

experience more passionate love, moderated by relationship length. One recipe for 

passion might be uncertainty; another might be the value we ascribe to our partner.  

Interdependence theory claims that when CL and CLalt are lower than the current partners 

value, commitment should be at its highest. This hypothesis proposes that passion will also 

increase as partner ratings go up. Relationship length will likely act as a moderator since prior 

research has shown that passion decreases with time (Acker & Davis, 1992; Sternberg, 1986).  

Method 

Design 
This survey study uses a cross-sectional design and is thus limited to correlational 

inferences only. 

Sample 
The population this study aimed to investigate consisted of heterosexual couples over 

the age of 18, fluent in Swedish, in an ongoing romantic relationship. The sample consisted of 

50 heterosexual couples. Not all participants answered all survey questions, thus the number 

of participants used in the analysis varied slightly depending on which variables were 



 

 

 

14 
 

included. The average age of participants was 45.12 years (SD 21.22) based on 92 

participants. The couples of the sample had on average been together for 22.67 years (SD 

20.37) based on 98 participants. In terms of the sample’s education level, nine participants 

had gone through the Swedish nine-year elementary school, 33 participants upper secondary 

school, 52 participants college, and six participants did not state their level of education. 

Procedure 
To find participants for the study, a mix of convenience and purposive sampling was 

used. Because this study, among other things, aimed to study one partner’s effect on the other 

partner, both partners had to complete the survey. To minimize the risk of one partner 

influencing the other, face-to-face distribution of surveys was selected as opposed to 

electronic or mail distribution. 

The researchers handed surveys to couples on two crowded locations in the downtown 

area of a medium sized, Swedish town. Couples were informed of the purpose of the study, 

data anonymity, how and when the finished study could be accessed, and the time it would 

take to complete the survey as well as the possibility to withdraw at any time without further 

reason. Surveys were completed by each individual separately. 

The procedure also included approaching students on campus at Linnaeus University 

and advertising for participants on Facebook and on university noticeboards. Since few 

students were found with their partner and electronic distribution was deselected, additional 

information was given on when and were interested couples could complete the survey. For 

this purpose, a lecture hall on Linnaeus University was available. 

Data analysis 

When analyzing difference scores, the arbitrary cut-off value for asymmetrical 

relationships was set at .5 standard deviations. Without previous guidelines for reasonable 

cut-off values a line had to be drawn somewhere and the merit of using standard deviations is 

that it can be used consequently for all data. Some previous studies (Stanley et al., 2018) have 

used 1.0 standard deviation, but in the case of the current study that was not possible to do 

without losing too much statistical power. 

Calculating difference scores proved difficult, since values cancel each other out. One 

method to get rid of negative values and thus getting rid of the cancellation effect, is to square 

the difference scores. Another effect of this method is that large numbers become larger and 

small numbers become smaller, lending more weight to each number in relation to the mean. 

There is a risk that this exaggerates statistical effects and significance. However, no better 
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alternatives were found since standardizing with either Z-scores or T-scores still retained 

negative numbers. 

The current study used Pearson correlations, t-tests, ANOVA, APIM-SEM, and Chi-

square tests to explore the research questions and hypotheses.  

Instruments 

The Passionate Love Scale. When Simpson and Campbell (2013) summarized the 

different instruments that have been used historically to measure the construct passionate 

love, no instrument was found superior to any other. Lacking a golden standard for measuring 

passionate love, Passionate Love Scale was selected in this study for the purpose of measuring 

passionate love, since historically it had been the most frequently used (Simpson & Campbell, 

2013). As this study applied to a Swedish sample, all items were translated from English into 

Swedish by the authors of the current study. 

The Passionate Love Scale was created as a 30-item unidimensional, nine-point 

response scale. In Hatfields and Sprechers original article (1986) high reliability was reported 

(Cronbach’s alpha .94) with one factor explaining 70 per cent of the variance. Furthermore, it 

was concluded in their article that there was no correlation with social desirability as 

measured by the social desirability scale (r = .09). The Passionate Love Scale held high 

positive correlations with other measures of intimacy and differed significantly from 

conceptually close constructs such as companionate love. 

Further support has been gathered for the reliability and validity of the Passionate 

Love Scale with similar results as those presented by Hatfield and Sprecher, as concluded by 

Graham (2010) in his meta-analysis. 

Cronbach’s alpha for the translated Passionate Love Scale from the sample of the 

current study was .94 which indicates high reliability, in concurrence with the above-

mentioned studies. The Cronbach’s alpha could not be improved by removing any item (range 

.925-.936). 

Friendship-Based Love Scale. The Friendship-Based Love Scale was created to measure 

companionate love. The finished Friendship Based Love Scale was constructed as a nine item 

bidimensional, five-point response scale. The original study found strong overall reliability for the 

scale (Cronbach’s alpha= .87). The authors state that the scale showed good discriminant validity in 

relation to the Passionate Love Scale (r = .46), as well as the Eros (.46) and Ludus (-.49) subscales 

from the Love Attitudes Scale (Grote & Frieze, 1994). 
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Cronbach’s alpha for the translated Friendship Based Love Scale in the sample of the 

current study was .78 which indicates acceptable reliability, somewhat lower than what was 

found in the original study as stated above. Deleting items would not have changed this value 

by much (range .749-.772), thus no items were deleted.  

Experiences in Close Relationships Scale. Brennan, Clark & Shaver (1998) noticed 

that attachment studies mainly used interview guides to study attachment, something rather 

cumbersome for most researchers. Furthermore, the self-report measures employed had no 

common standard of measurement. The authors thus set out a goal to create an instrument for 

researchers to use with attachment measuring via self-reporting, and to present a common 

standard of measurement (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998). 

The authors criticized the use of categories of attachment styles in research relating to 

attachment, arguing that data better fits a two-dimensional approach – anxiety and avoidance.  

Items for the questionnaire were collected from all self-measurement instruments known to 

the authors and was subsequentially factor analyzed. The authors used the definitions of what 

constitutes avoidant and anxious attachment typologies from Mary Ainsworth’s original study 

of attachment (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998). 

The finished Experiences in Close Relationships Scale was constructed as a 36 item, 

bidimensional, seven-point response scale. The original study found strong reliability for the 

two separate dimensions (avoidance Cronbach’s alpha = .94, anxiety Cronbach’s alpha = .91) 

(Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998). 

Cronbach’s alpha for the translated Experiences in Close Relationships Scale in the 

sample of the current study was .917, indicating strong reliability and in line with reported 

reliability from the original study. Deleting any item did not change the overall Cronbach’s 

alpha by much (range .906-.912), thus no items were deleted.  

Investment model scale. The Investment Model Scale measures the constructs 

commitment (intent to persist in a relationship), satisfaction level (positive and negative affect 

experienced in the relationship), quality of alternatives (desirability of available alternatives to 

the relationship), and investment size (resources invested in relationship which would be lost 

if it ended). Factor analysis by authors support these as four separate factors (Rusbult, Martz 

& Agnew, 1998). 

Item and subscale reliability and validity was assessed through three studies, 

comparing the results against known and common scales with similar constructs (Rusbult et 
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al., 1998). For the current study, measurements of relationship satisfaction and quality of 

alternatives were selected from the Investment Model Scale. 

Each scale consists of five global items (general measures of the construct) scored 

with a nine-point Likert scale, and five facet items (concrete examples of each construct). The 

authors report high reliability for both relationship satisfaction (Cronbach’s alpha= .94) and 

quality of alternatives (Cronbach’s alpha .88) (Rusbult et al., 1998). 

For the sample of the current study, Cronbach’s alpha for the translated Investment 

Model Scale sub-scales of relationship satisfaction and quality of alternatives were .832 and 

.736 respectively. This indicates acceptable reliability. No items were deleted from either 

scale.  

Interdependence Theory Index. Since this study focus on dyadic relationships, it 

seemed relevant to include measurement instruments that also have a dyadic approach. Thus, 

using Interdependence Theory as one theoretical framework seemed sensible. However, an 

instrument to measure the components of this theory was needed and further had to suit a 

study focused on intimate relationships, and no such instrument was found by the authors (the 

Investment Model Scale focuses on the tendency to stay in a relationship and does not focus 

on feelings for the partner per se). 

As a result, the Interdependence Theory Index (IT-Index) was created for the current 

study and is a composite of one already validated scale (attractive alternatives from the 

Investment Model Scale) and self-assessment of desirable traits in one’s partner, and one’s 

ideal partner.  

As stated in the description of the Investment Model Scale above, the subscale quality 

of alternatives was selected from the Investment Model Scale, an instrument partially based 

on Interdependence Theory factors (Rusbult et al., 1998), to measure potential alternatives to 

an individual’s current relationship and partner. Left to measure was benefits of the current 

relationship and partner, and what relationship and partner an individual thought they 

deserved. Buss et al. (1990) showed that even though culture explained between 14-37% of 

the variance in mate preferences, a common pattern was found where dependability, 

emotional stability, kindness-understanding, and intelligence were all highly desired. Lippa 

(2007) replicated and expanded this in a study where nine traits emerged over all cultures 

studied, as the most desirable traits. These were intelligence, good looks, humor, honesty, 

facial attractiveness, kindness, communication skills, dependability, and values. In the current 

study, participants were asked to score their partner and ideal partner on these nine character 
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traits on a unidimensional nine-point response scale. The mean score for partner and ideal 

partner valuation was then used as the last two components of the IT-Index. 

The finished IT-Index thus added the quality of alternatives subscale, partner value, 

and ideal partner value together in the following manner: Quality of alternatives score was 

added to the ideal partner score and divided by two to get the average score. This new 

variable was then subtracted from partner score. For each step of the procedure, scores were 

converted to z-scores. The resulting variable was converted to t-scores which represented the 

final IT-Index variable. 

Reliability analysis of the partner and ideal partner score show good internal 

consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha= .839).  

Romantic Obsession. Initially romantic obsession was excluded as a construct to 

measure for the current study, since it was assumed to differ from passionate love only in 

terms of intensity, and would thus be represented by high scores on the Passionate Love 

Scale. Analyzing results however, it looked as if romantic obsession might be less correlated 

with passion than was initially assumed. Thus, using items from the Passionate Love Scale 

that were deemed to be related to romantic obsession, a new post-hoc romantic obsessions 

scale was constructed. The following eight items comprised the new scale: “Since I’ve been 

involved with ______, my emotions have been on a roller coaster”, “sometimes my body 

trembles with excitement at the sight of ______ “,  “Sometimes I feel I can’t control my 

thought; they are obsessively on _____. “, “I yearn to know all about ______. “. I have an 

endless appetite for affection from ______. , “I sometimes find it difficult to concentrate on 

work because thoughts of _____ occupy my mind.”, “I eagerly look for signs indicating 

_____’s desire for me”, I get extremely depressed when things don’t go right in my 

relationship with ______. “ (items 1, 3, 5, 10, 14, 21, 24, and 30 from the Passionate Love 

Scale). The scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .743 and thus showed acceptable internal 

consistency reliability. 

Actor Partner Interdependence Model. To explore dyadic effects, the Actor Partner 

Interdependence Model was used. Two central components of the model are actor and partner 

effects. An actor effect is described as the effect of an individual’s predictor variable on the 

same individual’s outcome variable (Cook & Kenny, 2005), whereas a partner effect 

”Measure how much one person is influenced by a partner” (Cook & Kenny, 2005, page 101). 

One versatile method to measure these dyadic effects is what is called Structural 

Equation Modelling (SEM) (Cook & Kenny, 2005). Creating a SEM-model from scratch, 
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however, would lay outside the possibilities of the current study. To help dyadic research, 

Stas, Kenny, Mayer, and Loeys (2018) created the app APIM-SEM (Actor Partner 

Interdependence Model – Structural Equation Modelling). The APIM-SEM has been used in 

the analysis of results of the current study when dyadic effects had to be accounted for. 

Emotional involvement. Emotional involvement has previously been linked to 

relationship longevity, and mutuality in emotional involvement have also been found to be 

common. Furthermore, it has been connected to perceived status by the partner, with the least 

emotionally involved having the most status and power over the continuation of the 

relationship (Sprecher et al., 2006).  It was clear that emotional involvement is an important 

aspect of relationships. Wishing to explore this variable, two items were added to the survey 

regarding emotional involvement. 

The first of these items asked about who the respondent thought was the more 

emotionally involved, where scoring was done via three alternatives: “I think my partner is 

more emotionally involved in the relationship than I am”, “I think I am more emotionally 

involved in the relationship than my partner is”, or “I think we are mutually emotionally 

involved in the relationship”. In the statistical analysis, the answers were coded as 1, 2 and 3 

respectively. 

The second item asked about whether the participant felt that who had been the most 

emotionally involved had fluctuated over time, or not. Scoring was done via two alternatives: 

”It has mostly been the same person that has been the most emotionally involved in our 

relationship”, and ”who has been the most emotionally involved has varied over time in our 

relationship”. In the statistical analysis, the answers were coded as 1 and 2 respectively. 

Ethical Considerations 

This study was subject to an ethical review by the ethics committee “Etikkommittén 

Sydost” and was not found to present any ethical dilemmas.  

Providing participants with their individual scores could arguably lead to unwanted 

reactions within the couples. Because of this no individual results have been provided. All 

data was kept anonymous by giving each form a code. Each test was administered by a 

researcher in order to prevent partners from viewing each other’s results. All participants were 

provided access to the final study.  

All participants were told that they could withdraw their participation in the study at 

any point up until the forms were handed in, without specifying a reason. Furthermore, all 
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participants were informed about what the data would be used for as well as the purpose of 

the study. Lastly, all data was kept in a safe location only accessible by the authors.  

Results 

In accordance with Kenny’s Actor Partner Interdependence Model (Cook & Kenny, 

2005) the term actor effects will be used in this study to refer to the correlation between an 

individual’s own predictor and outcome variables. A partner effect refers to the effect of the 

partner’s predictor variable on the individual’s outcome variable.  

Research Question 1: How large or common are discrepancies between 

partners regarding passionate love, companionate love, value and emotional 

involvement? 

A problem when analyzing discrepancies in scores is how to decide what size of 

discrepancy is significant enough for the couple to be called asymmetrical. Since not much 

prior research was available as a blueprint, the authors created a cut-off value specific for this 

study. It was argued that discrepancies of .5 standard deviation would probably be large 

enough to be noticed by the partners.  

A difference score on the passionate love scale was calculated by subtracting the woman’s 

score from the man’s score within each dyad. Amongst the resulting dyad difference score, 22 

couples (44%) differed from each other more than .5 standard deviation, showing that it’s not 

uncommon for one partner to feel more passion than the other.  

The same procedure was repeated with the friendship-based love scale, yielding 23 

couples (46%) with a difference score greater than .5 standard deviation. 

In terms of our IT-Index, 56 individuals (58.9%) rated their partner more than .5 

standard deviation from the means of CL and CLalt (CL and CLalt will henceforth be referred 

to as comparison levels). 29 individuals (30.5%) rated their partner higher than their 

comparison levels, while 27 individuals (28.4%) rated their partner lower than their 

comparison levels. 5 individuals were excluded on account of missing data. In short, it seems 

that a little under a third of the respondents have made a catch while more than a quarter have 

settled for something less than ideal. 

27 couples (60%) contained an individual that rated his or her partner .5 standard 

deviation higher or lower than that partner rated the individual. In 15 of the couples (33%) 

both partners rated each other lower than their respective comparison levels. In 15 couples 

(33%) one partner rated the other partner higher than the comparison levels while the other 
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partner rated lower than the comparison levels. In 15 couples (33%) both partners rated each 

other higher than their respective comparison levels. 

18 individuals (18%) checked the “I think my partner is more emotionally involved in 

the relationship than I am” box. 12 individuals (12%) checked “I think I am more emotionally 

involved in the relationship than my partner is”. 70 individuals (70%) checked “I think we are 

mutually emotionally involved in the relationship”. 

In 25 couples (50%) partners agreed on being mutually emotionally involved. In 5 

couples (10%) the partners agreed on which partner was more emotionally involved. In 20 

couples (40%) one partner (but not both) thought the relationship was not mutual in terms of 

emotional involvement. 

A bivariate analysis between squared scores on the passionate love scale and the 

friendship-based love scale shows a moderate positive correlation (r =.441 p =.000), meaning 

that if partners diverge in terms of passionate love they tend to also do so in terms of 

companionate love. 

Difference scores from the IT-Index correlate weakly and positively with difference 

scores in passionate love (r =.288 p =.006) but not with difference scores in companionate 

love (r =.126 p =.235). 

A Welch’s ANOVA was conducted to analyze how much partners differed from each 

other in terms of IT-Index scores within the three levels, couples where both rated each other 

above comparison levels, couples where both rated each other below comparison levels and 

couples where one partner rated above comparison levels while the other rated below. There 

was a significant mean difference at the p <.05 level for the three conditions [F(2, 19.917) = 

5.57, p = .012]. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score 

for couples where only one partner rated higher than comparison levels (M = 288.35, SD = 

279.19) was significantly higher than amongst couples where both rated lower than 

comparison levels (M = 45.97, SD = 46.57) and couples where both rated higher than 

comparison levels (M = 100.16, SD = 224.67). The last two groups did not differ significantly 

from each other. 

Taken together, these results unsurprisingly show that there are greater discrepancies between 

partners, in terms of partner ratings, when one partner in the couple feels their partner does 

not live up to their ideals and that there are better alternatives out there. 



 

 

 

22 
 

Research Question 2: Do the perceived discrepancies in emotional 

involvement correspond with the actual measured discrepancies in 

passionate love, companionate love and value? 

To explore the research question on a dyadic level, difference scores in passionate 

love, companionate love, and value were tested against emotional involvement over three 

levels (couple disagrees about who is more emotionally involved, couple agrees that 

emotionally involvement is not mutual, and couple agrees that emotional involvement is 

mutual) with Welch’s ANOVA for the former two scores, and a one-way between subjects 

ANOVA for the latter one. 

Results for passionate love with Welch’s ANOVA show no significant mean 

difference of the three levels F(2, 20.708) = 2.297, p = .126] (figure 1).  

 
Figure 1. Dyadic discrepancies in passion divided by dyadic categories in emotional involvement. 

 Results for companionate love with Welch’s ANOVA show no significant mean 

difference of the three levels [F(2, 15.911) = 1.534, p = .246] (figure 2).  
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Figure 2. Discrepancies in companionate love divided by dyadic categories in emotional involvement. 

 Results for value score with a one-way between subjects ANOVA show no significant 

mean difference of the three levels [F(2, 42) = .841, p = .438] (figure 3).  

 

 
Figure 3. Discrepancies in companionate love divided by dyadic categories in emotional involvement. 

The results of the three ANOVA’s performed indicate that there are no significant 

relations between difference score in passionate love, companionate love, or value, and 
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emotional involvement. The tendency, however, was found to be that the couples who did not 

agree on who was more emotionally involved, also had a larger discrepancy in score over all 

three variables. The tendency was also that couples in agreement over emotional involvement, 

whether mutual or not, also had lower discrepancies in score over all three variables.  

Lastly two Chi-square tests were conducted. The first was a 2*3 Chi-square test of 

association, exploring the association between emotional involvement over three levels, and 

couple asymmetries in passionate love measured as differences in score on the Passionate 

Love Scale over two levels (differing more or less than .5 standard deviations) where 

asymmetry was defined as differing more than .5 standard deviations. Cross-tabulation 

showed the following distribution: in the group where couples disagreed about who is more 

emotionally involved, 40% differed less than .5 standard deviations and 60% differed more 

than .5 standard deviations. In the group where couples agree on who is the more emotionally 

involved, 80% differ less than .5 standard deviations and 20% differ more than .5 standard 

deviations. In the group where couples agree that emotional involvement is mutual, 64% 

differ less than .5 standard deviations and 36% differ more than .5 standard deviations. 

The result of the 2*3 chi-square test of association show that there was no significant 

association between differences scores in passionate love and emotional involvement: χ2 (2, N 

= 50) = 3.896, p =.143. Since the sample size assumption was violated, Fisher’s exact test was 

used to test the association. Results show no significant association between difference scores 

in passionate love and emotional involvement (p = .155). The tendency, however, was that 

couples who agree that emotional involvement is mutual, also have smaller discrepancies in 

passionate love. Couples who did not agree on who was more emotionally involved, tended to 

also differ more in regard to passionate love. 

The second Chi-square test conducted was a 3*3 Chi-square test of association, 

exploring the association between emotional involvement over three levels, and evaluation of 

each other in terms of IT-Index which in this case had three levels (both rated the other below 

ideal, one was rated above ideal while the other below, and both rated each other above ideal). 
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Cross-tabulation showed the following distribution: 

Table 1. 

Cross tabulation between dyadic IT-Index categories and dyadic emotional involvement  

categories. 

IT-Index categories 

Emotional 

involvement 

Both below 

comparison level 

One below and one 

above comparison 

level 

Both above 

comparison level 
N 

Not in agreement 8 7 4 19 

In agreement, non-

mutual 
3 1 0 4 

In agreement, mutual 4 7 11 22 

Total 15 15 15 45 

 

 The result of the 3*3 Chi-square test of association show that there was no significant 

association between emotional involvement and evaluation of each other in terms of IT-Index: 

χ2 (4, N = 45) = 8.232, p =.083. Fisher’s exact test was used to test the association. Results 

show no significant association between difference scores in passionate love and emotional 

involvement (p = .074). The tendency, however, was that couples who agree that emotional 

involvement is mutual, also rate each other above ideals and alternatives. Couples who did not 

agree on who was more emotionally involved, tended to also rate each other below 

comparison levels. 

Research question 3: Do the discrepancies measured in research question 1 

and research question 2 affect relationship satisfaction? 

As a first step, bivariate analyses were conducted in order to ascertain any potential 

correlations between the results on the love scales and our measure of satisfaction, as well as 

between results on the IT-Index and satisfaction. A significant and strong positive correlation 

was found between passionate love and satisfaction (r =.609 p =.000). An APIM-SEM 

analysis showed the correlation was strong for both sexes but somewhat stronger for women 

(partial r =.646 p<.001) than for men (partial r =.569 p<.001).  

Satisfaction does not correlate with the partner’s score on the passionate love scale (r 

=.070 p =.498), neither for men (partial r =.123 p =.582) nor women (partial r =.044 p =.880). 
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It seems that it is only one’s own passionate love that determines satisfaction and not the 

passionate love of the partner (see figure 4). 

 

 

Figure 4. Dyadic effects of passion on satisfaction. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. Effects presented as standardized beta coefficients (with SD). 

Splitting the data into two groups, those that scored higher in passionate love than 

their partner and those that scored lower, yielded a change in the results. The partner’s 

passionate love now showed a significant moderate to strong correlation with satisfaction (r 

=.497 p =.000) for the group where the partner scored higher on the passionate love scale. 

This correlation was not significant for the group where the partner scored lower in passionate 

love (r =-.067, p =.660). This suggests that the partner’s passion does not begin to affect 

satisfaction positively until the partner feels equal or more passion than oneself.   

The correlation between one’s own passionate love and satisfaction was strong (r =.615 p 

=.000) when the partner was more passionate than oneself, but only moderate when the 

partner was less passionate (r =.367 p =.012). Again, when the partner is the more passionate 

one, more passionate love from the partner as well as more passionate love in oneself, equals 

more satisfaction. 

Turning to the friendship-based love scale, it too seems to correlate strongly and 

positively with satisfaction (r =.614 p =.000) in a bivariate analysis. An APIM-SEM analysis 

shows that the correlation was strong for both women (partial r =.549 p <.001) and for men 

(partial r =.649 p <.001).  

The partner’s companionate love did not seem to significantly correlate with 

satisfaction (r =.183 p =.072). This was true for both women (partial r =-.060, p =.694) and 

men (partial r =.040 p =.725). See figure 5.   



 

 

 

27 
 

 

Figure 5. Dyadic effects of companionate love on satisfaction. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. Effects presented as standardized beta coefficients (with SD). 

Again, splitting the data into two groups, those that rated higher in companionate love 

than their partner and those that rated lower, yielded different results. In the group where the 

partner was higher in companionate love, satisfaction correlated strongly with the partner’s 

companionate love score (r =.650 p =.000). When the partner rated lower than oneself in 

companionate love, the correlation was not significant (r =.108 p =.477). Again, this seems to 

indicate that the partner’s level of love only influences satisfaction when the partner has 

surpassed one’s own love score.  

The actor effect of companionate love on satisfaction was significant and strong (r 

=.758 p =.000) when the partner scored higher on the scale. Surprisingly, the correlation was 

not significant when the actor scored higher (r =.108 p =.477). This follows the same pattern 

as with passionate love, both actor and partner companionate love affects satisfaction 

positively but mainly when the partner feels more love than the actor. These results suggest 

that the correlation between love and satisfaction is not a straightforward one. It seems one 

must consider not only actor and partner effects on an outcome variable but also how the 

partners score relative to each other.  

A one-way between subjects ANOVA was performed to look for mean differences in 

satisfaction between the different levels of the emotional involvement question. No significant 

differences were found. The differences were close to significance for men (F(2, 45) =3.138 p 

=.053). The tendencies show that men seem to be the least satisfied when they believe they 

are the more emotionally involved partner, a little more satisfied when they believe the 

woman is more emotionally involved, and the most satisfied when they believe they are in a 

mutual relationship (see figure 6).  
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Figure 6. Satisfaction divided over categories of emotional involvement. 

An APIM-SEM analysis between the IT-Index and satisfaction show a strong positive 

actor effect for both women (partial r =.452 p <.001) and men (partial r =.410 p =.003). A 

bivariate analysis shows an overall positive correlation (r =.450 p =.000), suggesting that 

satisfaction increases the more one values one’s partner’s attributes over potential alternatives 

and ideals.  

The partner’s IT-Index score on the actor’s satisfaction showed a weak positive 

correlation (r =.237 p =.023). Dividing the data by sex shows that the correlation is moderate 

for men (r =.395 p =.005) but non-significant for women (r =.086 p =.558). If the woman 

feels that she could do better it seems to have a negative effect on the man’s satisfaction. The 

women in our sample seem unaffected by their man’s evaluation. See figure 7. 
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Figure 7. Dyadic effects of IT-Index on satisfaction. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. Effects presented as standardized beta coefficients (with SD).  

The following partner traits were correlated with satisfaction for women:  

trustworthiness (r =.584, p =.000), beautiful face (r =.527, p =.000), good looks (r =.481, p 

=.000), communication skills (r =.452, p =.001), humor (r =.446, p =.001), kindness (r =.445, 

p =.001), values (r =.414, p =.003), honesty (r =.377, p =.008), intelligence (r =.285, p =.047). 

And for men: kindness (r =.529, p =.000), trustworthiness (r =.522, p =.000), intelligence (r 

=.323, p =.027), communication skills (r =.310, p =.034), humor (r =.297, p =.042), honesty (r 

=.295, p =.044), good looks (r =.293, p =.045). Beautiful face (r =.241, p =.103) and values (r 

=.260, p =.081) were not significant for men. 

Now turning to discrepancies, a bivariate analysis was performed in order to look for 

correlations between satisfaction and difference scores in passionate love. The squared 

difference scores in passionate love were used. The correlation was significant and negative 

for women (r =-.372 p =.009) and non-significant for men (r =.098 p =.508), the overall 

correlation was negative and significant (r =-.224 p =.028). The results indicate that women 

feel less satisfaction the more they differ from their partner in terms of passionate love.  

Dividing the participants into the aforementioned groups, those who scored higher than their 

partner on passionate love and those that scored lower than their partner, showed that the 

correlation between passionate love discrepancies and satisfaction was significant only for the 

latter group (r =-.313 p =.027) and not the former (r =.228 p =.128). In other words, 

asymmetries in passion has a negative effect on satisfaction but only for those individuals that 

are less passionate than their partner.  

Like passionate love, discrepancies in companionate love correlates with less 

satisfaction (r =-.276 p =.006). Dividing by sex shows that it is women that produce this effect 

(r =-.415 p =.003). The correlation is not significant for men (r =.150 p =.308).  

Data was divided into two groups, those that differ more than .5 standard deviation on 

the friendship-based love scale and those that differ less. An independent samples t-test 

showed a significant mean difference in satisfaction between those that differed more than .5 

standard deviations (M =50.80, SD =7.04) and those that differed less than .5 standard 

deviations (M = 53.70, SD =5.85). Conditions; t (95) =2.213, p =.029. Dividing by sex shows 

that the mean difference is significant only for women (t(47) =2.041 p =.049). All in all, it 

seems that discrepancies in love are more detrimental to women’s satisfaction than they are to 

men’s satisfaction.  
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A one-way between subjects ANOVA showed no significant satisfaction mean 

difference between the three levels of emotional involvement (those couples that agreed on 

what partner was more involved, those that agreed that the relationship was mutual and those 

that were in disagreement) (F(2, 94) =2.039, p =.136). The test was close to significance for 

men (F(2, 45) =3.130 p =.053) and the plot in figure 8 shows that the tendencies are in the 

expected directions. Men are more satisfied when both partners agree on the relationship 

being mutual, less satisfied when they agree on one partner being more emotionally involved, 

and the least satisfied when they disagree. The results were not significant for women (F(2, 

46) =.076, p =.927). 

 
Figure 8. Mean of men’s satisfaction divided by categories of emotional involvement. 

In order to test if a fluctuating dynamic yielded more satisfaction, a one-way between 

subjects ANOVA was performed. Satisfaction was measured over three levels (couples that 

agree that it never fluctuated, couples that agree that it fluctuated, and couples that are not in 

agreement). The results show a significant mean difference of the three levels [F(2, 86) = 

3.167, p = .047]. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test showed a significant mean 

difference between those that were not in agreement (M=50.08 SD=7.20) and those that 

agreed that it fluctuated (M=53.66 SD=5.74). See figure 9. 
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Figure 9. Mean of satisfaction divided by three dyadic categories in emotional involvement. 

Discrepancies in IT-Index score did not correlate with satisfaction in a bivariate 

analysis, for neither men (r =.030, p =.848) nor women (r =-.070, p =.647).  

Research Question 4: Are the relative scores similar for both love scales? 

To test whether an individual scoring higher than his or her partner on the Passionate 

Love Scale, also would score higher than his or her partner on the Friendship Based Love 

Scale, a bivariate analysis between couples’ difference scores on these two scales was 

performed. Results from the bivariate analysis show a significant positive correlation between 

difference scores on the Friendship Based Love Scale and difference scores on the Passionate 

Love Scale (r =.441, N =100, p >.01, two tailed). This means that as differences scores 

between couples on one of the scales get larger, the differences scores increase on the other as 

well. 

To explorer whether it is the same individual that scores high on either scale or not, a 

Chi-Square test of association was performed between difference scores on the Passionate 

Love Scale, measured over two levels where either the partner or individual scored higher 

than the other, and difference scores on the Friendship Based Love Scale, measured over two 

levels where either the partner or individual scored higher than the other. Results show a 

significant association between the two variables (χ2 (2, N = 99) = 11.751, p =.003). A 

Fisher’s exact test was conducted. Results show that the association was still significant (p = 

.002). It seems to be that it is more common to score higher than your partner on both scales, 
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than otherwise. The crosstab (figure 10) show that in 62.7% of the couples where the partner 

scored higher on the Passionate Love Scale, the partner also scored higher on the Friendship 

Based Love Scale. Furthermore, 64.6% of actors that scored higher than their partner on the 

Passionate Love Scale, also scored higher on the Friendship Based Love Scale. Thus, results 

show that it is roughly twice as common for actors scoring higher than their partner on one 

scale, to also score higher on the other. 

To explore whether there are any gender differences, Chi-Square tests of association 

for both men and women, on the same variables as above, were conducted. Results show a 

significant association between the difference scores of the two scales for both women (χ2 (2, 

N = 49) = 7.268, p =.026) and men (χ2 (2, N = 50) = 10.659, p =.005). Fisher’s exact tests 

were conducted and showed that results were still significant (p = .018 for women, p = .003 

for men). 

 The crosstab for women showed that in 48.0% of the couples where the partner scored 

higher on the Passionate Love Scale, the partner also scored higher on the Friendship Based 

Love Scale. In 75.0% of the cases where the actor scored higher than their partner on the 

Passionate Love Scale, they also scored higher on the Friendship Based Love Scale. For men 

the crosstab showed that in 76.9% of the couples where the partner scored higher on the 

Passionate Love Scale, the partner also scored higher on the Friendship Based Love Scale. In 

54.2% of the cases where the actor scored higher than their partner on the Passionate Love 

Scale, they also scored higher on the Friendship Based Love Scale. It seems that scoring 

higher than your partner on both scales is more common for women than for men. 

A frequency analysis of the categorical variables shows that in 56% of the couples the 

woman scored higher than her partner on the friendship-based love scale. The men scored 

higher than their partner in 38% of the couples and 6% were equal. In terms of passionate 

love, the distribution was roughly equal.  
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Figure 10. Crosstabulation between relative scores in passion and companionate love. 

Hypothesis 1: Attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance will correlate 

with discrepancies in passionate love, companionate love and value. 

Avoidance did correlate with discrepancies in companionate love in a bivariate 

analysis, but only for women (r =.391 p =.005) and not men (r =.148, p =.310). This suggests 

that if women are avoidant, their relationships tend to be asymmetrical in terms of 

companionate love. Avoidance did not correlate with discrepancies in passionate love (r 

=.110, p =.279), romantic obsession (r =.048, p =.646) or IT-Index (r =-.061, p =.572). 

Anxiety did not correlate with any difference scores. 

Using the median, avoidance and anxiety scores were divided into attachment groups, 

secure, anxious, avoidant and fearful. A Welch’s ANOVA was performed with the passion 

difference scores to ascertain whether the discrepancies in passionate love where larger in one 

attachment group than in another. The test showed a significant difference only between the 

means for anxious and avoidant men (F(3, 20.249) =3,042 p =.038). With anxious men being 

closer to their partner in levels of passionate love (M=45.40 SD=1.54) than avoidant men 

(M=57.33 SD=17.82). 

No significant mean differences were found when comparing companionate love by 

attachment style.  
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Individual level correlations were also investigated. Several APIM-SEM analyses 

were performed. Neither anxiety nor avoidance showed any significant actor or partner effects 

on passionate love.  

Anxiety showed a negative actor effect on companionate love for men (partial r =-.291 

p =.032) but not for women (partial r =-078, p =.582). And avoidance showed a negative actor 

effect on companionate love for both men (partial r =-.641 p <.001) and women (partial r =-

.31 p =.021).   

Anxiety had no significant actor or partner effects on IT-Index scores, but avoidance showed 

a negative actor effect on IT-Index score for men (partial r =-.395 p =.004) and a negative 

partner effect for women (partial r =-.350 p =.011). 

To summarize, the hypothesis found partial support. Avoidance correlated with 

discrepancies in companionate love for women; anxiety correlates with discrepancies 

romantic obsession for women and anxious men are closer to their partner in levels of 

passionate love than avoidant men. All other results were non-significant. 

Hypothesis 2: Anxiously attached individuals will score higher than 

individuals with other attachment styles, on the Passionate Love Scale. 

To test this hypothesis, a one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to 

ascertain whether individuals scoring high on anxiety on the Experiences In Close 

Relationships Scale, measured over four levels (low anxiety/low avoidance, high anxiety/low 

avoidance, high avoidance/low anxiety, high avoidance/high anxiety), scored higher than 

other individuals on the Passionate Love Scale. Results show a significant mean difference 

between these variables [F(3, 95) = 2.830, p = .043]. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey 

HSD test showed significant differences in mean scores between anxious individuals (M= 

223.29, SD= 15.61) and avoidant individuals (M= 199.27, SD= 28.8). There were no other 

significant differences in mean scores between the other levels. The graph (figure 11) show 

that anxious individuals as a group scored the highest of all groups. The conclusion is that 

anxious individuals do score higher on the Passionate Love Scale than avoidant individuals, 

but that differences between the other groups are non-significant. Thus, the hypothesis 

receives partial support. 
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Figure 11. Mean scores in passionate love divided by attachment style. 

Unlike passionate love (see figure 12), scores on romantic obsession were affected by 

anxiety in an APIM-SEM analysis (figure 13). The actor effects were significant for both men 

(partial r =.377 p =.005) and women (partial r =-.32 p =.019). No partner effects were 

observed. When investigating the effects of avoidance on romantic obsession, no significant 

effects were observed for neither women (partial r =-.147 p =.209) nor men (partial r =-.063 p 

=.629). 

Furthermore, a bivariate analysis showed that anxiety correlated with romantic 

obsession difference scores for women (r =.391 p =.005). The correlations were not 

significant for men (r =-.227, p =.120).  

 

Figure 12. Effects of attachment anxiety on passionate love on an individual level. 
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Figure 13. Effects of attachment anxiety on romantic obsession on an individual level. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. Effects presented as standardized beta coefficients (with SD).  

Hypothesis 3: Among longer lasting relationships, the degree of passionate 

love will be lower, and the degree of companionate love will be higher. 

Passion does decrease with relationship length. A bivariate analysis produced a 

negative correlation (r =-.216 p =.033). When dividing by sex, this correlation became non-

significant for both women (r =-.154 p =.289) and men, although for men the correlation was 

close to significance (r =-.275 p =.055).  

Companionate love does not correlate significantly with relationship length (r =-.020 p 

=.848). Neither do the difference scores in companionate love (r =.138 p =.177). 

Surprisingly the divide between men and women’s passion seems to increase as the 

relationship goes on. A bivariate analysis showed a positive moderate correlation (r =.334 p 

=.019).  

IT-Index does not correlate with relationship length (r =-.085 p =.418). However, the 

following partner rating variables were found to correlate negatively with relationship length: 

Kindness (=-.260 p =.010), moderately for women (r =-.338 p =.018) but not for men (r =-

.165 p =.257). Beautiful face (r =-.452 p =.000), moderately for women (r =-.386 p =.007) and 

strongly for men (r =-.576 p =.000). Good looks (r =-.379 p =.000), weakly for women (r =-

.299 p =.039) and moderately for men (r =-.476 p =.001). 

Hypothesis 4: Individuals who ascribe a higher value to their partner will 

experience more passionate love, moderated by relationship length. 

Testing this hypothesis, a bivariate analysis between ascribed partner value, as 

measured by the IT-Index, and score on the Passionate Love Scale was conducted. Results 
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show a positive correlation with a medium to strong effect size (r =.453 N =95 p =.01). This 

effect was significant for both men and women in the current sample, but stronger for men (r 

=.571 N =47 p = .000) than for women (r = .305 N =48 p =.035). An APIM-SEM analysis 

shows similar results (see figure 14). Thus, it would seem that the higher one values one’s 

partner, the more passion one feels.  

 

Figure 14. Effects of IT-Index score on passionate love. 

The hypothesis also stated that the relationship between the variables would be 

moderated by relationship length, in that the effect should be weaker the longer the 

relationship has lasted. To test this part of the hypothesis, a partial correlation between the 

same variables was conducted, while also controlling for relationship length. Results show 

that controlling for relationship length makes virtually no difference (r = .443 N =94 p = 

.000), compared with not controlling for relationship length (r = .449 N =94 p = .000). Thus, 

only weak support for this part of the hypothesis was found within then sample of the current 

study. 

 Another bivariate analysis was performed, exchanging IT-Index for partner ratings 

alone (a sub-component of the IT-Index). This analysis showed strong correlations between 

partner ratings and passion for both women (r =.535 N =49 p =.000) and men (r =.669 N =49 

p =.000). Individual partner ratings showed the following correlations with passion: 

Table 2. 

Pearson correlations between passion and desirable partner traits. 

Men, N =49 Women, N =49 

Variable Pearson r P-value Variable Pearson r P-value 

Intelligence .479 .001 Trustworthiness .527 .000 

Kindness .477 .001 Kindness .516 .000 
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Good looks .433 .002 Values .462 .001 

Beautiful face .432 .002 Beautiful face .385 .006 

Values .390 .006 Communication 

skills 

.353 .013 

Trustworthiness .385 .006 Good looks .337 .018 

Humor .325 .023 Humor .284 .048 

Communication 

skills 

.242 .094 Honesty .187 .198 

Honesty .137 .347 Intelligence .186 .200 

Total partner rating .669 .000 Total partner rating .535 .000 

Discussion 

Results 

  Research question 1: How large or common are discrepancies between partners 

regarding passionate love, companionate love, value and emotional involvement? Results 

show that discrepancies in terms of passionate love, companionate love, IT-Index, and 

emotional involvement were relatively common in the studied sample. Previous studies have 

also shown that this is the case with commitment, power and emotional involvement (Stanley 

et al. 2017; Sprecher et al., 2006; Sprecher & Felmlee, 1997), so the current study 

corroborates and expand upon previous results. 

Results show that couples that are asymmetrical on one scale, tend to be so on other 

scales as well. Differences in passionate love correlated moderately with differences in 

companionate love.  

The majority of individuals (70%) experienced that their relationship was mutual in 

terms of emotional involvement. On a dyadic level 50% of the couples agreed that they were 

mutually emotionally involved. 40% of couples were not in agreement on who was the more 

involved partner. Only five couples agreed on who was the strong link. It’s reasonable to 

maintain some amount of skepticism regarding these results. It could be argued that there’s a 

risk involved in being honest with oneself regarding these types of questions. A proclivity 

towards risk aversion might lead an individual to believe that a relationship is mutual when in 

actuality it is not, since perceiving oneself as strong link means that the partner might be the 

weak link and thus liable to leave. Like Stanley et al. (2018) propose, weak links might be 

inclined to be dishonest for other reasons. Confessing to being the less committed or 
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emotionally involved might prompt the other partner to end the relationship, and so some 

people might have decided to keep quiet about these matters. So why would a weak link stay 

in the relationship? It’s likely that there are advantages to being either a strong or weak link. 

A strong link is likely more passionate which is a reward in and of itself. A weak link might 

feel more attractive in a relationship with a strong link and might also enjoy the power that 

comes with that position (Sprecher & Felmlee, 1997; Stanley et al., 2017). There should, 

however, be no major self-esteem risks involved in being the weak link, so unless participants 

worry about their partners finding out, it should be more likely that these answers are truthful.  

No couples at all contained two strong links or two weak links. This goes hand in hand 

with the claims by Sprecher et al. (2006) that relationships are stratified. In this case with one 

partner often being more emotionally involved than the other. It could be argued that this is a 

dynamic that is inevitable in a long-term relationship. Two weak links would be more 

interested in parting than staying, while two strong links would perhaps experience a short-

lived passionate affair but would eventually be overwhelmed by the instability of the 

situation. Another possibility is that in a relationship with two weak or two strong links the 

dynamic of strong and weak link would eventually form as one partner becomes sure of what 

the other wants, decreasing their uncertainty and thereby their passion (Berscheid, 2010), this 

in turn would increase the other’s uncertainty and thereby passion.  

Another possibility is that this dynamic of strong and weak link might fluctuate over 

time as life circumstances change. Temporary changes such as fluctuations in self-esteem 

might cause a former weak link to become a strong link. Research by Dion & Dion, 1975 (as 

cited by Simpson & Campbell, 2013) has linked self-esteem to passion for example. These 

changes might occur on a daily basis as well as on a larger scale over longer periods of time. 

In fact, in the current study it was found that two thirds of individuals felt that it had not 

always been the same partner who was the strong link. In about half of the couples the 

partners were in agreement that emotional involvement had in fact fluctuated over time. Only 

a few couples agreed on one partner always being the strong link. 

Might it be that this dynamic of weak links and strong links fluctuating over time is 

actually a necessity for a thriving relationship? One partner always being weak link or strong 

link might lead to the frustration and inevitable demise of the relationship that Blau talks 

about (as cited in Sprecher et al., 2006, p. 1258). A graph (figure 9) shows that satisfaction 

tends to be highest in the groups that agree on emotional involvement fluctuating over time, 

which supports our conclusion.  
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Research question 2: Do the perceived discrepancies in emotional involvement 

correspond with the actual measured discrepancies in passionate love, companionate 

love and value? Exploring this research question, significant associations between emotional 

involvement and difference scores in passionate love, companionate love, and valuation of 

one’s partner were found. Dyadic analysis of the variables included in the research question 

shows no significant results. However, the tendency over all variables was that not being in 

agreement about who is the weak and strong link relates to higher difference scores on all 

scales. Agreeing about emotional involvement, mutual or not, relates to lower difference 

scores on all scales. Three explanations could account for this phenomenon. Firstly, not 

agreeing on emotional involvement might mean a lack of communication within the 

relationship. Lack of communication would reasonably lead to uncertainty and stress. 

Attachment patterns might then be activated in circumstances when communication is low, 

and stress is high within a relationship. These patterns in turn might lead to greater divides 

between partners. Previous research by Feeney, Noller and Roberts (2000, as cited in Simpson 

& Campbell, 2013) has shown that individuals with insecure attachment styles are more likely 

to end up in unstable relationships. Secondly, lack of information from one or both partners 

would lead to uncertainty and thus increased passion for at least one partner, with following 

polarization in love between the partners. Thirdly, discrepancies on any scale might actually 

be discrepancies in scoring style. If one partner on has a restrictive scoring style, below 

average on most scales, while the other partner tends to be more generous when scoring, this 

would naturally lead to discrepancies on any scale.  

The fact that no couple contained two strong or two weak links in regard to emotional 

involvement, means that in the couples that did not agree, at least one partner thought the 

relationship was mutual. It could be argued that it is this partner, that for reasons of self-

preservation, is not willing to see the relationship as asymmetrical as it is. This idea is 

supported by the fact that discrepancies in both passionate love and companionate love were 

in fact larger in this group than in the other two groups, suggesting that the relationship is not 

as mutual as one of the partners would like to believe.  

In relation to the research question, discrepancy scores on passionate love, 

companionate love, and value did not by large relate to perceptions of discrepancies measured 

with a question about who is more emotionally involved. Thus, people in our sample could 

not accurately perceive discrepancies in relationships.  
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Research question 3: Do the discrepancies measured in research question 1 and 

research question 2 affect relationship satisfaction? Both passionate love and 

companionate love show strong actor effects on satisfaction as expected. This held true for 

both men and women. When dividing the data by weak and strong links it became apparent 

that love (both passionate and companionate) had a stronger actor effect on satisfaction for 

weak links than for strong links. As love increases so does satisfaction, up to the point where 

the weak links turn into strong links at what point satisfaction still increases but not as much. 

Considering the correlation between romantic obsession and anxiety in the present study, it 

could be argued that the correlation between satisfaction and love for strong links might be 

moderated by the anxiety caused by romantic obsession in some strong links. 

Surprisingly, no type of partner love (neither passionate nor companionate) had any 

significant effect on the actor’s satisfaction. However, when dividing the data by weak and 

strong links, it was found that the correlation became significant for individuals who were 

weak links. That is, partner’s level of love only influences satisfaction when the partner has 

surpassed one’s own love score. This effect was moderate to strong for both passionate love 

and companionate love. Both actor and partner companionate love affects satisfaction 

positively but mainly when the partner feels more love than the actor. These results suggest 

that the correlation between love and satisfaction is not a straightforward one. It seems one 

must consider not only actor and partner effects on an outcome variable but also how the 

partners score relative to each other. This echoes what has been found in research on both 

commitment and emotional involvement (Stanley et al., 2017; Stanley et al., 2018; Sprecher, 

Schmeeckle & Felmlee, 2006).  

So why is this correlation only significant for weak links? Weak links have more power over 

the continuation of the relationship (Attridge, Berscheid, & Simpson, 1995; Schoebi, Karney, 

& Bradbury, 2012) and might benefit from the increased sense of security that this gives. At 

the same time, it could be argued that a more passionate partner might show this love in a 

multitude of ways and thereby inflate one’s sense of value, leading to increased satisfaction. 

In the end it seems rather intuitive. The actor feels more satisfied the more he/she is loved by 

his/her partner, but if the partner does not feel as much love as the actor, then this correlation 

is nullified.  

As expected, satisfaction seemed to be higher for individuals who believed their 

relationship was mutual in terms of emotional involvement. It seems likely that satisfaction is 

higher for these individuals either because they actually enjoy the benefits of a mutual 
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relationship, or because their perception is somewhat skewed by positive illusions. Murray 

and Holmes (1997, as cited in Knee et al., 2001) found that positive illusions about one’s 

relationship leads to increased satisfaction over time. Likewise, Murray et al. (1996) argue 

that these illusions both about oneself, one’s partner and the relationship, are vital for 

relationship health. Satisfaction was also at its highest in couples that agreed on the 

relationship being mutual. However, these results were not significant, so conclusions are 

tentative. Most likely the lack of significance is due to the relatively small sample.  

Satisfaction was lowest for couples that were not in agreement on emotional 

involvement. Perhaps, not being in agreement is a sign of bad communication within the 

couple. It might also be that having different ideas about who is the more emotionally 

involved partner causes instability in the relationship. Not knowing where your own or your 

partner’s involvement is at, would reasonably lower satisfaction. It would also increase 

uncertainty which in turn might increase passion, at least for strong links, which would 

polarize the partners. Indeed, discrepancies in passion were largest for this group. 

It was found that satisfaction increases the more one values one’s partner’s attributes 

over potential alternatives and ideals. Regarding partner effects, it was significant only from 

women to men. Why does the women’s evaluation affect the men’s satisfaction negatively 

while the reverse is not true? Previous research has shown that the woman’s commitment is 

the main predictor of relationship longevity, while men’s commitment has no significant 

effect (Stanley et al., 2017). If the woman rates her man as less desirable than alternatives and 

ideals this might make the man unsatisfied because he knows she is likely to leave him. On 

the other hand, men are much more prone to unfaithfulness than women (Smith, 2006) so if a 

man find alternatives more attractive than his partner, it might be assumed that in some cases, 

the man will choose to have an affair while still upholding the illusion of satisfaction, in order 

to also reap the benefits from a stable relationship. This would leave the woman in the dark 

about her man’s low evaluation thus it would not affect her satisfaction.  

No correlation was found between satisfaction and discrepancies in IT-Index. Could it 

be that absolute discrepancies in IT-Index do not matter as much as whether both partners rate 

each other on the same side of comparison levels? If both partners rate each other above 

comparison levels effects on satisfaction might be subject to diminishing returns, with higher 

discrepancies not yielding more satisfaction than lower discrepancies. For the other two 

groups discrepancies might be more detrimental. 
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Both discrepancies in passionate love and companionate love affected women’s 

satisfaction negatively, while not significantly affecting men’s satisfaction. It has been found 

in other studies, that men often overestimate women’s interest both in the context of dating 

(Simpson & Campbell, 2013) and in relationships (Sprecher & Felmlee, 1997). Men more 

often believe that they are the weak link even when the woman does not agree (Sprecher & 

Felmlee, 1997). Also, in the study by Hill, Rubin & Peplau (1976) mentioned in the 

introduction, women’s commitment has a more predictive value on relationship trajectory 

because women are more observant regarding difficulties in the relationship. From this it 

could be deduced that women are also more sensitive than men to discrepancies in terms of 

passionate and companionate love and therefore it affects their satisfaction negatively. Men, 

perhaps, do not notice the discrepancies and therefore are not affected by them.  

Research question 4: Are the relative scores similar for both love scales? A 

crosstab was created to analyze exactly how many individuals scored high on both the 

Passionate Love Scale and the Friendship-Based Love Scale. The results showed that in this 

sample, it was roughly twice as common to score high in both passionate and companionate 

love as to be high in one and low in the other. The correlation between companionate love and 

passionate love has been found before (Grote & Frieze, 1994). However, these results were 

expanded upon by showing that, on a dyadic level, it is often the same partner that scores the 

highest on both scales.  

So, to answer the research question, scores on both scales tend to follow each other.  

Hypothesis 1: Attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance will correlate with 

discrepancies in passionate love, companionate love and value. Partial support was found 

for this hypothesis. Avoidant men differ more from their partner in terms of passionate love 

than do anxious men. This was also true in relation to secure men, however results were not 

significant. In other words: avoidant men are more likely to end up in an asymmetrically 

passionate relationship. This is a logical result considering previously found negative 

correlations between commitment and avoidance (Etcheverry et al., 2013; Stanley et al., 

2018). The results also make sense in the light of previous research showing that avoidant 

individuals often undermine relationship stability by considering attractive alternatives 

(Overall & Sibley, 2008) and studies showing that avoidants shy away from intimacy (Hazan 

& Shaver, 1987). 
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 Avoidant women are more likely to end up in an asymmetrical relationship in terms of 

companionate love. This makes sense for the same reasons stated above. Simpson and 

Campbell (2013) mention that a few studies have found that men consider passionate love to 

be more in line with their concept of love than women did. Other studies have shown that 

women more often hold a companionate view of love. This might explain why avoidance 

affects companionate love for women and passionate love for men. 

 Romantic Obsession difference scores correlated positively with anxiety for women, 

with a moderate effect size. For reasons mentioned in the current study’s original hypothesis, 

this would make sense since an anxious partner with high scores on romantic obsession might 

overwhelm their partner. In line with previous research (Graham, 2010) anxious individuals 

might also have a greater than average mean on romantic obsession which in turn would lead 

to greater discrepancies compared to a non-anxious partner.  

 Stepping away from the dyadic level, correlations between attachment style and 

different measures of love were found on an individual level. Avoidance had a negative actor 

effect on companionate love for both men and women, as well as on IT-Index but only for 

men. The former effect is to be expected. Avoidant participants tend to feel that they rarely 

find love as shown by Hazan and Shaver (1987). It is not clear why the correlation between 

avoidance and IT-Index is only significant for men. Perhaps comparing one’s partner to 

alternatives and ideals is more common for men than for women. Avoidance also had a 

negative partner effect on women’s evaluation of partners in terms of IT-Index score. In other 

words, the more the man avoids his partner, the less he is valued by the same. This seems 

reasonable in and of itself.  

 Why is it that many more correlations were found for avoidance, than for anxiety? In 

the sample of the current study, an assumption is that more severe levels of attachment 

anxiety and avoidance were not found, partially because it is statistically less common than 

secure attachment and partially because self-selection would keep avoidant individuals from 

participating. The means for attachment anxiety and avoidance were also lower for the sample 

of the current study, then for the American sample used by the creators of the Experiences in 

Close Relationships Scale (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998). It could be argued that moderate 

levels of anxiety have less impact on relationships in comparison to moderate levels of 

avoidance. Individuals with an avoidant attachment style tend to use passive conflict 

resolution strategies by avoiding the difficulties instead of acting to solve them. Anxious 
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individuals tend to use an active conflict resolution strategy, which leads to higher chances of 

resolving conflict albeit not in an optimal way (Fletcher, 2012).  

 The discussion above in relation to sampling problems regarding pathological 

attachment styles is likely one reason why only partial results were found for the current 

study’s first hypothesis. Another reason might be that the exploration of the hypothesis 

necessitates investigation of the actor and partner effects, which in turn requires SEM-

analysis. It is plausible that creating a SEM-model from scratch, tailored to the current study, 

would have yielded stronger support for the hypothesis. 

 Lastly, it is important to point out that no results were contradictory to the hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 2: Anxiously attached individuals will score higher than individuals 

with other attachment styles, on the passionate love scale. Testing the hypothesis, the only 

significant difference that was found was between the anxiety and avoidant groups. The graph 

(figure 11) shows an expected tendency however, with anxious individuals scoring the highest 

on passionate love, and avoidant the lowest with secure and fearful somewhere in between. 

 Checking individually for correlations between anxious or avoidant individuals and 

passionate love, no such correlations were found for either men or women. This could be 

explained due to a relatively low number of participants, so a larger sample might yield a 

significant correlation in line with the tendency found earlier. It could also be argued that it is 

not passionate love that correlates with anxiety, but rather romantic obsession. Another 

analysis checking for correlations between the romantic obsessions scale created in the 

current study, and anxiety lends some credence to this argument since a correlation between 

the two variables was found. It would thus seem that it is the obsessive components of the 

Passionate Love Scale that correlates with anxiety. It could be argued that obsession and 

anxiety are two sides of the same coin. Worrying about one’s partners affection could 

arguably lead to obsessive thoughts about the relationship. So, in conclusion the separate 

correlation for romantic obsession might be due to this. 

 The hypothesis received partial support, in that there was a significant mean difference 

between anxiously attached individuals score on passionate love, and the same scores for 

avoidant individuals. However, no such differences were found between any other group. 

Hypothesis 3: Among longer lasting relationships, the degree of passionate love 

will be lower, and the degree of companionate love will be higher. As predicted, passion 

correlated negatively with relationship length. This is in line with previous research 

(Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999; Sternberg, 1986). Discrepancies in passionate love between 
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the sexes increase moderately as time goes by. Although results were not significant, the 

correlation was negative for both sexes but larger for men which over time will create the 

discrepancy. 

Results also show that partner ratings of kindness, good looks, and beautiful face 

correlate negatively with relationship length. As results for hypothesis 4 show, good looks and 

beautiful face present a stronger correlation with passion for men than women. Could 

declining ratings of appearance and kindness account for the negative correlation between 

passion and relationship length? A partial correlation showed that this might be true. 

Controlling for partner ratings of good looks and beautiful face rendered the correlation 

between passion and relationship length non-significant. This held true for both first-order and 

second-order correlations. Controlling for kindness did not alter the result. 

It seems men on average are less attracted to their partners physical appearance as time 

goes on, and with this decline in attraction comes a decline in passion, suggesting that the two 

are closely related, at least for men. Women also seem to perceive their men as less kind as 

the years go by. 

On a positive side note, a bivariate analysis show that satisfaction does not correlate 

with relationship length (r = -.143, p = .166). This is also what Graham (2010) found. For 

men, the partners face is not correlated with satisfaction and looks is only weakly correlated. 

However, most other personality traits correlate moderately or strongly with satisfaction, the 

three strongest being kindness, trustworthiness, and intelligence. So, while men might be less 

passionate and find their partner’s less attractive as time goes by, they still remain equally 

satisfied and this satisfaction seems connected mainly to the partner’s personality traits.  

For women, all partner ratings correlated with satisfaction, including face and good 

looks which both did not correlate with passion.  An argument could be made that at least for 

women, causality goes from satisfaction to looks. That is, the more satisfied a woman is with 

her relationship, the higher she will rate her partner on all variables including facial 

attractiveness and good looks. 

Hypothesis 4: Individuals who ascribe a higher value to their partner will 

experience more passionate love, moderated by relationship length. Results showed that 

IT-Index correlated moderately with passion. Partner ratings, a subcomponent of the IT-

Index, showed an even stronger correlation and more so for women than for men. This result 

might be explained by men comparing their partner to a greater degree than women, against 

internal sources such as ideals, and external sources such as alternatives. It could also be, that 
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the causality is reversed for women, so that if you are satisfied with your relationship and 

partner, partner ratings universally go up. As a general pattern, this has been proven in 

previous studies (Graham, 2010). Could it be that this is truer for women, than for men? A 

longitudinal study might be more apt to draw conclusions about this. 

 Interestingly enough, correlations for individual items on partner ratings do not 

correspond entirely with those found by Buss et al. (1990). In Buss’ study intelligence ranked 

as the most desired partner variable for women, whereas in the current study intelligence 

ranked at the very bottom and was not significantly correlated with passion. At the same time, 

in the current study, intelligence ranked as the variable with the strongest correlation to 

passion for men, whereas Buss’ study placed physical attractiveness and humor among the top 

three most desirable variables for men. Even though Buss measured desirable features, and 

this study measured correlations with passion, one would assume that the results should be 

similar. One possible explanation for the discrepancy is the lack of a reference frame 

regarding the item scores. Overall, participants scored partners extraordinarily high on most 

variables, and much higher than expected. Perhaps an accompanying explanation for each 

item would have helped the participants to better understand what they were rating. Another 

explanation for the discrepancy between the current study’s result and that of Buss’, might be 

that Buss’ sample comprised a mix of singles, dating couples, and married couples. The 

sample of the current study comprised couples exclusively. It could be argued that one scores 

differently while in a relationship, than if one is single. For instance, relationship satisfaction 

has been shown in previous studies to affect partner valuation (Graham, 2010). It could also 

be that sociosexual strategy plays a part in the equation, with unrestricted (short-term) 

strategies leading to higher scoring on physical variables, and restricted (long-term) strategies 

leading to higher scoring on personality variables (Simpson & Gangestad, 1992). The sample 

of the current study, most likely comprise individuals with a restricted sociosexual strategy, 

given that all participants were in a relationship, and it is highly likely that most of these were 

committed relationships. 

 The hypothesis stated that the relationship between partner valuation and passionate 

love, should be moderated by relationship length. This part of the hypothesis found no 

support, as controlling for relationship length barely changed the strength of the correlation. 

Hypothesis 3 did show that partner valuation of kindness decreases with relationship length 

for women. For men, it was partner valuation of good looks and beautiful face that decreased 
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with relationship length. However, overall passion also decreases over time. Perhaps this is 

why controlling for relationship length does not make a difference. 

 In conclusion, the hypothesis that those ascribing higher partner value also experience 

more passionate love, moderated by relationship length, was partially supported. 

Method 

First a few words on the strengths of this study. In comparison to many other studies 

of the subject, the method employed in the current study had a few advantages. The sample 

showed good variance regarding age spread and relationship length, in contrast to many 

previous studies where the samples mainly consist of college students. Also, this study used a 

face-to-face approach that enabled direct observation of the participants, reducing the risk of 

them influencing each other. Many previous studies have distributed surveys to participants 

homes which has rendered it impossible to make sure that the partners did not complete the 

survey together. The face-to-face approach also made it possible for researchers to answer any 

questions that the participants might have had.  

Furthermore, the instruments selected for use in the current study had all previously 

shown strong validity and reliability with relatively low sampling and social desirability bias. 

Reliability and validity measured for the current study corroborated this. Translating the 

scales also assured that misunderstandings would be kept at a minimum, seeing as the sample 

exclusively consisted of Swedish speakers.  

 This study also presented with a few weak points. A cross-sectional survey design was 

used and with that came the usual sources of error, such as participants’ style of response, 

social desirability and a limit to correlational inferences only. Means for the Passionate Love 

Scale and the Friendship Based Love Scale were much higher than anticipated and in contrast 

to what one theoretically should have found, especially among the older couples. With that 

said, data shows that the sample is roughly normally distributed. 

 An explanation behind the high means of the Passionate Love Scale and the 

Friendship Based Love Scale could be that both partners of the couple completed the survey 

in vicinity of each other. This might have influenced their scoring by priming, such that the 

very emotions and experiences the survey investigated were amplified. Another plausible 

explanation is that the participants might have felt bad about scoring low on their partner or 

relationship while the partner was present, which then skewed the numbers towards the high 

end. 
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 Social desirability might have played a role in the high means of the Passionate Love 

Scale. This was the first scale of the survey and the participants might have tried to gauge the 

researcher’s intent and answer accordingly. They might also have thought that the emotions 

presented in the scale were akin to what a good relationship should be like and thus they 

might have been eager to present their relationship in a favorable light. A solution to this 

might be to change the order of the scales so that the more general scales were presented first. 

A mistake on the part of the researchers was that the questions in the attachment scale were 

not randomized, which they should have been. 

 A face-to-face recruitment approach was chosen in order to minimize self-selection 

bias, but it could be argued that a researcher selection-bias has been introduced instead. 

Regardless, on one hand it is possible that those with an avoidant attachment tendency would 

be less inclined to participate. On the other hand, recruiting couples means that one willing 

partner could convince the other less willing partner into taking the survey. 

 The current study aimed to investigate a Swedish sample, which meant translating 

questions from English to Swedish. It cannot be guaranteed that constructs used in the scale 

are interpreted the same in Swedish as in English. However, the Cronbach’s alpha of our 

translated scale matches that of previous studies, which suggests that the translation is not 

wildly inaccurate.   

  The ad hoc romantic obsession scale created from the passionate love scale proved to 

have lower reliability than the original scale. It would have been better to include a 

historically validated scale of romantic obsession. However, the Cronbach’s alpha of the scale 

created for this study, was still acceptable.  

 The IT-Index did correlate moderately and positively with satisfaction, which suggests 

that it might be a valid instrument for measuring interdependence effects. However, since no 

exhaustive tests for reliability and validity have been performed on the scale, all results based 

on it are tentative.  

 Time constraints rendered creating a SEM-model from scratch impossible, thus Stas’ 

et al. (2018) APIM-SEM app was used as a substitute. This app does not allow for the 

analysis of discrepancy scores, which is a big part of the current study. All discrepancy scores 

were analyzed with bivariate analyses and ANOVA’s. It is possible that a SEM-model 

tailored for discrepancy scores would give more accurate results. 
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 It should also be pointed out that results from the one item emotional involvement 

scale might vary between partners, not only because they are asymmetrically involved, but 

also because they read different meanings into the words emotionally involved.  

Hazan & Shaver (1987) also mentions that it might be a mistake to overly rely on 

attachment being a rigid trait. An individual’s anxious clinginess might very well push an 

otherwise secure partner into acting avoidant. Attachment should probably be investigated 

both as a trait and a state. Unfortunately, in this study, it was only possible to study one 

relationship for each individual and therefore only one attachment. 

 Finally, in relation to the scope of this study the sample size was relatively small. The 

dyadic data analysis approach cut the sample size in half when a dyadic variable was 

considered. When analysis individual variables the full sample size could still be used. For 

any tests performed, using either the current study’s full or dyadic sample size with the alpha 

level set to .05, 80% statistical power would be achieved at roughly medium sized effects. 

Thus, results presenting with small effects would all be tentative (Cohen, 2013). 

Future Directions 

To expand on the results of the current study, future research would benefit in constructing a 

structural equation model specifically for the studied variables. Such a model would benefit 

from being able to handle discrepancy scores in dyadic models. This would enable more 

precise estimates of actor and partner effects. Additional studies should also use experimental 

designs to study attachment, since it is difficult to do so accurately using self-report 

measurements or interviews. Other related constructs, such as risk regulation, might also be 

studied as a substitute for attachment in relation to asymmetries.  

 In addition to the concepts and constructs explored in the current study, research on 

other constructs might broaden the understanding of asymmetries. One such construct would 

be Implicit Theories of Relationships, as formulated by Knee and others (as cited by Simpson 

& Campbell, 2013). This theory postulates that all individuals can be placed on a 

bidimensional axis of growth and destiny beliefs. Destiny beliefs is a lay theory of romantic 

nature, pertaining to ideas such as finding “the one”, love at first sight, and that some 

relationships are meant to be. People high in destiny beliefs tend to have an evaluative 

perspective on their partners and relationships, looking for signs that they are right for them, 

and if they are not, such people tend to abandon the relationship. People high in growth 

beliefs use a more pragmatic approach to relationships, that is more cultivating than 

evaluative. People high in growth beliefs tend to think that problems can be solved and that 
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relationships are built, not found. It is easy to imagine that people high in destiny beliefs 

might more often find themselves in asymmetrical relationships. It might further be 

interesting to study growth and destiny beliefs in relation to attachment. 

 Self-esteem might be an important construct to study in relation to relationship 

asymmetries and attachment. It has been shown that people with low self-esteem experience 

more passion for their partner than those with high self-esteem (Simpson & Campbell, 2013). 

Low self-esteem has also been proven to be similar to attachment anxiety in that they seem to 

regulate relationship risk in similar ways (Campbell, Simpson, Boldry, & Kashy, 2005) and 

that individuals with low self-esteem or much attachment anxiety both tend to idealize their 

partner as shown by Feeney and Noller (1991, as cited in Murray, Holmes & Griffin, 1996) 

and Dion and Dion (1975). It is easy to imagine this leading to asymmetries with the 

anxious/low self-esteem individual as the strong link.  

 A measurement of ideal self in comparison to partner ratings might be a better 

predictor of passion than the IT-Index. Interdependence Theory states that commitment will 

be higher when the partner is rated above comparison levels. This might be true for 

commitment, but passion might be more related to Self-Expansion Theory (Simpson & 

Campbell, 2013) which claims that partners are compared to the self and ideal self and if this 

comparison is favorable, attraction will be high. 

Lastly, previous research has shown that priming can result in high and low self-

esteem participants changing their partner valuation (Simpson & Campbell, 2013). Similar to 

what has been said about attachment in the current study, the question of what is state, and 

what is trait, becomes important do discern. Future research would benefit from finding an 

appropriate method for this. 

Conclusion 

The current study set out to analyze discrepancies in passionate love, companionate love, 

emotional involvement, and partner value, and to examine how these discrepancies relate to 

attachment. In order to do this, four research questions and four hypotheses were posed.  

The first research question concerned how common discrepancies are in our sample. Like 

previous research it was found that discrepancies are rather common whether measuring 

passionate love, companionate love, IT-Index or emotional involvement (roughly half of the 

sample for each scale). Couples that are asymmetric on one scale also tend to be asymmetric 

on other scales. It was found that no couple contained two individuals that both thought their 

partner was the more emotionally involved and no couple where both partners thought they 
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were the most emotionally involved. An argument was presented that a dynamic of strong 

link/weak link might be necessary in a long-lasting relationship. Results also showed that this 

dynamic seems to change over time for most couples. Results from the IT-Index show that it 

is as common to score one’s partner above comparison levels as below, each at roughly 30 per 

cent. Thus, it is equally common to settle for something less than ideal, as it is to find 

someone that exceeds your expectations. On a dyadic level, one third of the couples included 

one individual that traded up while the other traded down. 

Research question two asked whether there was correspondence between experienced 

discrepancies in love and value and actual measured discrepancies. Overall, participants were 

to some degree able to gauge discrepancies in their relationships. However, the results were 

not significant. Results suggest that in relationships were only one partner thinks the 

relationship is mutual, that partner might be deceiving himself.  

 Research question three dealt with satisfaction. It was found that love, both passionate 

and companionate, has a positive effect on satisfaction. It seems that both the actor’s own love 

and the partner’s love affects the actor’s satisfaction positively, but interestingly enough, this 

mainly holds true as long as the actor does not score higher than the partner. Valuing one’s 

partner more than ideals and alternatives also equals higher satisfaction as expected. 

Discrepancies in both passionate love and companionate love had a negative effect on 

women’s satisfaction only. Previous research has made clear that men often overestimate 

women’s interest and that women are more perceptive to relationship issues. This was 

presented as a possible explanation for why the correlation was significant only for women. 

Overall, being in a mutual relationship yielded the greatest satisfaction. 

 In answer to research question four it was found that it is mostly the same partner that 

scores higher on both the Passionate Love Scale and the Friendship-based Love scale.  

 Hypothesis one posited that attachment styles would have an effect on measured 

discrepancies. Avoidant men were shown to more often be in relationships that were 

asymmetrical in terms of passion. The same was true for avoidant women in terms of 

companionate love. It was also shown that anxious women are more likely to differ from their 

partner in terms of romantic obsession. The results were not significant for men. Overall, this 

hypothesis received partial support. 

 Hypothesis two also received partial support. Anxiously attached individuals scored 

higher on passionate love than avoidant participants, but not significantly higher than other 
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attachment styles. Romantic obsession was more strongly correlated with anxiety than 

passionate love. 

 Hypothesis three posited that passionate love would correlate negatively with 

relationship length and companionate love would correlate positively. The hypothesis found 

partial support. Passionate love did correlate negatively but no correlation was found between 

relationship length and companionate love.  

 Hypothesis four proposed that individuals who ascribed more value to their partner 

would also experience more passionate love, moderated by relationship length. This 

hypothesis received partial support. Both rating a partner highly and rating a partner higher 

than one’s ideals and alternatives, correlated with more passionate love. Controlling for 

relationship length made almost no difference. 

 To summarize, the overarching goal of the current study was to answer how common 

mutual love is, and how relationships are affected by adult attachment. Results show that 

attachment anxiety and avoidance does affect relationships in a number of ways, and they also 

show that asymmetries in terms of love seem to be common. Mutuality in terms of love, 

however, does not seem to be the most important aspect of a relationship. Rather, the current 

study seems to indicate that it is a mutual understanding and acceptance of differences that 

will affect relationship satisfaction the most. 
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