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The impact of dating couples’ interpersonal behaviors on
romantic attachment for college students

Sun Sung-Hsien

Abstract

This study tried to integrate adult attachment theory and Benjamin’s
Structural Analysis of Social Behavior Models (SASB). There were two major
purposes of the study: The first one was to, discussing whether the impact of
dating couples’ interpersonal behaviors on romantic attachment characteristics for
college students. The Second was to, discussing the impact of dating couples’
interpersonal behaviors on the change of attachment styles and characteristics. In
this study, the content of dating couples’ interpersonal behaviors includes affiliation
(best and worst) and interdependence (autonomy and control) behaviors. The
interactions of dating couples were measured by self reporting partner’s providing
behaviors, actual partner’s providing behaviors, subjects’ seeking behaviors, the
complements of self reporting dating relationship with providing-seeking behaviors,
and the complements of actual dating relationship with providing-seeking behaviors.
The measurement of attachment characteristics included anxiety and avoidance trait,
which could be combined to four attachment styles: secure, anxious—ambivalent,
avoidant, disoriented / disorganized.

The study took ‘panel study’, and the average interval of test-retest time
points was about 12.49 weeks. Total subjects were 234, who were measured by
ECR and couples’ interpersonal behaviors (SASB model). Questionnaires of stress
events, and GHQ were interference variables for the use of the purpose of the
second study. There were 232 subjects composed of 35% male and 65% female in
the purpose of first study. These subjects who were all measured in the first timing
were falling in love and not yet breaking-up. There were 76 pairs complete matching
data, so 152 subjects could process the analysis of actual dating relationship.

There were 183 subjects in the purpose of the second study. Besides
subjects who were measured in the two time points were falling in love and not yet
breaking-up, it had to eliminate two interference variables. There were 63 pairs
complete matching data, so 126 subjects could process the analysis of actual
dating relationship.

There were two major results in this study. First, couples’ interpersonal
behaviors had the impact on attachment characteristics: 1. affiliation interpersonal
behaviors could affect romantic attachment characteristics, and was related to the

change of attachment styles and attachment characteristics. 2. The impact on



attachment characteristics was different between ‘best affiliation’ and ‘worst
affiliation’. 3. Self reporting couples’ interpersonal behaviors had impact on
attachment characteristics. On the contrary, actual couples’ interpersonal behaviors
had no impact. 4. ‘Best affiliation’ had impact on avoidance attachment
characteristics, and ‘worst affiliation’” had impact on anxiety attachment
characteristics. The association between the change of anxiety attachment
characteristics and couples’ interpersonal behaviors was low. Second, for one-way
interpersonal behavior in dating relationship, affiliation behaviors affected romantic
attachment characteristics more than interdependence. Even affiliation behaviors
were more related to the change of attachment styles and attachment
characteristics than interdependence. The complement of couples’ autonomy
interpersonal behaviors also affected attachment characteristics.

In addition, implication for adult attachment research and couple therapy in
dating relationship was discussed. Research limitation was also explicated.

Keywords: adult attachment, affiliation, complement, couples’ interpersonal

behaviors, interdependence, romantic relationship.
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