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ABSTRACT ’

Despite revived interest in the study of ;
relationships, the effect of loss of relationships in adulthood has
lacked empirical study. To examine the dimensions underlying peoples’ °
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for leosses. While the dimensional snlutions for attachments and loss
vere similiar, the con!igutntions of relationshifs in the :
multidimessional space dif¥ered. The bipvlar ratings indicated that
the tirst dimension of relatioushipg cah be characterized as
important versus not impertant. The second dimension on attachments
wvas labled biological relation versus non-biological relatien. For
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ASSTRACT

Nultidimensional Scaling of Attschments and Relationship Loss

. John Tarnal
Soocial Research Centesr

Nashington State University

muuﬁuom scaling uaa' used to examine the dimensicns underlying:
peoples’ conoeptions of their attschrents in relationships and their reactions
to the loss of relationships. Subjects (ns53) completed a questionmaire
containing all mon-redundant comdimations of pairs of 20 relationships, and 15
blpola;- soales. Some subjeots (ns31).rated the ainila::it.y of relationships in
terma of attschment, and the remaining subjeots (n=22) rated the sinilarity in
terss of loss. An individual differences MDS analysis resulted in a two
dinu;atoml uol.uuon'for attachments and for losses. While the dimensional
solutions for attachment and loss sut) similar, the configurations of

relatiorships in the multidimensional space differed.
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Introduction

Statemong of the Problem ’

’ Recent publications iidjcato a rebirth of inte_:ut. i.n_ the s:né& of
relationships, and the effects of the loss of relationships (Bowlby 1969,
1973, 1980; Duck, 1982; Wish, 1975); Several suthors, however, have lamented

. the lack of empirical studies on the lces of relationships in cdnlthood"
(Bowldby, 1980, Duck, 1982). This lack of eiwirical work can be attributed in
part to the variety of attachments and relationships that inlividusls may form
in & lifetime, and the msny ways in whigh such attacbsents can be lost. The
first step in any pcientific investigstion of sttachment and relmtionship
loss, therefore, should be & delineation of the dimensinns along which they
may Vary.

The purpose f this study was to identify the dominant dimensions that -
characterize peoples’ att'uhmnn and to identify the dimensions that
characterize how people feol about the loss of relationships. Rather than
enumerate a-ll possidle types of relationships that people may have in a
lifetime, this study fecused only on typical relstionships that most people

. would have some es;cricncc with. Also, the relationships included in the
present study are often considered to represent emotionally significant
rel*ionnhips for mst'people. Typical attachments included in the study were
family relationships, such as spouse (newlyvefl. after 3V years of marriage,
and after separation or divorce), mother, father, sister, brother, daughter,
son, grandparents, grandchildren, and other relatives; friend relationships
such as opposite sex friead, seme sex friend, and best friend; and sexual

relationships (e.g. lover). Recogmizing that in any stteampt at scaling it is




Hulgiainavlional Scaling
4
desirable to have a baseline stiaulus, the relationship of “casusl
acquaintence” wvas inclﬁded.'}nnc-nch as peopl; are likely to have little
‘feelings of nttgch-aat in sv=h a relstionship. In addition, for purposes of
establishing a baseline some importent but yet nom-social reletionships veré
included such as: & pet, job or place of work, and home. Most people have
some experience with thgoa types of relationships, and #ith the Iosslof.phgh
relationships. ‘ ]

At least one previous ltudy_hln Atcinfted to assess perceived degree of
attachment to other member's of ono'n'cxtcndeﬁ,ftnily. :?911 and Smith (1976)
reported a pilot study designel to determine the strenith of p?ople's dyadic
bonds in terms of ratings 5f affect and ratings of frgquency of contact and
residentisl proximity. In'tyeir ctudy; the hiqhaﬁt affect rating was given to
the relationship of spouse, followed by mother, father, friends, siblings, and
grandparents. The lowes: affact rating vai'giyen to the relationship of
mother-in-law. What is interesting about this study, vas the finding that
affeet was much msure important than ptdxiuity an@ ftequen;y of contact in
dcterlining the streagth of thﬁ dyadic bond. Thus, the present study vas
interested in extending these findings, to determine people’s pqrcep:icns of
these dyadic bonds.

Tie present study iuﬁgltiga:ed the dimensions underlying peoples’
conceptions of these relationships, from the perspective of their sttachments
an; their feelfnga about the loss of these reiatioaships. To assist in
identifyiug these dimemsion, ﬁu uvsed the technique of multidimensional scaling
(MDS), Like factor analysis, the technique of multidimensional scaling is

useful in identifying underlying latent constructs. However, MDS has the

5 .



Multidimensional Scsling
: ‘ : | : .. 5.,
sdvantage tha:.ths esxperimencer's prior expectations abount the stimuli under
study do mot influence the ‘depandent variables. (Kruskal & Wish, 1978). ‘ -1"\51
‘Subjects are simply presented with pairs of stimuli (relationships) snd asked
to f't' bow sisilar or hq; dissimilar that paix is in terms of feelings of
attaclomnt, or feelings of loss. MDS then sttempts to identify the winizm
numier of diéiQ;ionl needed to reproduce the ratings ;f similarities asong all
vﬁilihlc pairs of stimuli. _ .

Previous utndiel.ot interpersonal relationships, using MDS techniques
have found that four dimsnsions are required to account for most of the
variation in ratings of similarity (Wish, Deutsch, & Kaplan, 1976). The
difference between earlier studies and the present study is ;n ﬁhe choice of i
relationships used, and in ths rating task employed. Whexeas wrevious studies

. have used 8 wider range of tela:ionnhip; as stimuli, the present study focused
_only on close relationships that are typical for most individuals. In
previous ltudie; the MDS scaling task involved rating the ai-ilsri;; of pairs
" of interpersonsl relationships. In the present study the rating task for bhalf
of the subjects involved rating tke similarity of pairs of relationships in
terms of feelings of attachment, and for the remsining half involved rating
* the similarity of pairs of relationsbips in terms of loss.

Another objective of this study, therefore, was.'.o deté;mine whether a
different set of.  dimensions would be derived for the same set of
relationships, by uming different instructionms to subjects in tune rating task.
Thus, sbout half of the subjects were instructed to rate the similarity of -
their ferlings of attachment in each pair of relationships, while the

remainirg half wetre instructed to rate the similarity of their reactions to

the loss of each paif ot relationships. i ¢

6
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. . , . Method ‘
Subjects "

Subjects were 3! Qo-zn and 22 men, recruited from introductory psychology
.classes. Subjects received covrse c::dit‘tot their participation. The
sverage age of these subjects was 23, and cost tubjecfg (81%) were single.
Subjects rccclvnd.a questionnaire contiinins the measures described below in §
cla‘i:o&. sstting. Approximately half of the questionnsires contained t§e MDS
instructfons for attschment, and the remaining half contained the MDS
instructions fo: loss. Neither t@n exporimenter nor tle subjects knew vﬁi?h.'
MDS instructions '(itnchauf. or loss) were ‘contained in the questiommaire that
subjects wetc‘rcehivhng, vatil after sll questionnsirxes had baen distributed. |
The #sa2 experimenter introduced the study and distributed quentionnn?teo.

‘Subjects were given one hour to complete their questionnaires.

.

Proceduges

The first portiom of each questionrcaire obtained bssic dewographic -
information includins’iae. sex, and marital status. :The second past of esch
questionaaire asked subjects to complete the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI),.
vhich assessed sex~role identity (Bem, 1977). The third part of the
qucbtiounairc presanted studeants with the 190 gpired gonpariaoq ratings of
similarities ﬁetwean ralstionships, and with instiuc:ions for rating the
similerity of their attachments ur reactions to the loss of those
relationships. The 190 pasire of the 20 relationship stimuli represent th-
a(n-1)/2 nontedéadan; pairs of thc.?z possible psire. The twenty

relationships used in the present study are listed in Table 1.

[
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- ' | 5 Table 1 about here

Twenty-two of thl; subjects rated the similarity of relationship pni'rl in terums
of 1000..lud'3l of the oubjoét‘ vated the cimilarity of‘rolntion-hip pair; in
terms of attachwent. Ratings were done on a seven point scale, vi;h the
endpoix;tl mm "Very Similar™ and "Not at all Similar™. The following
written inotruetf?no vore provided éo subjects:
[ t.h- accospanying m.o you vill note paixs or person and object
relations, with which -n‘;Eten become emotionally attached. These pairs
l;lﬂ. been derived by taking two relations at a time from s 1ist of 20
relstions. Thbere ars 190 pairs of coapatisom. thus you will have to
wvork fast. Do m spend too much ﬁ.me rating ench comparison. Do try to
maintain the same Erame of referemce tlroughcut all the comparisons.

?
That is, keep in mind that you are rating the similarity of your

exotional reactions following the loss of those relatioms.

For each paix of relations, please determine how g.&mls; your gmugm

reactions might be if you were to experience losing either relation.
That is, rate each pair of relations fros,fmuig_ﬂgg_(_u to not at all
simjilag (7), in terme of how alike your emotional reactions would be were

you to lose either one of the two relations.

For each pair of rxelations, please Jetermine how gimilar your feeling of
atsachment is in these relations. That is, rate each pair of relations

8
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) - from yexy similsr. 1) to mog st sll similar (7), in terms of how glike
) , your fcnlinslﬁt attachment is in tﬁe two rclutibys.

The last section of th;‘queltionnlire presented students i-i'h 15 bipolar
scales £o:-cl;h of the 20 rci;cionships. "To provide information thst would
aid in the intgrpretation of the multidimensionsal uolutioul'derived from éhe
paired comparison ratings, f?aoe subjecto'-ere'alied to rate all twenty
relations on the ti!tih; bipolar scales. Again a seven point scale was used
foxr the bipolar ratings. The endpoints of the 15 bipolar scales are listed in
Table 2. ' '

Results .
Separxate analyses were performed for ﬁtgkgptu obtained on ratinge of )
similarity in attachment, and for deta obtained on r;tinss of similarity in
reactioy to loss, for the-190 pairs of relationships. An individual \
differences scaling model (INDSCAL) was employed to anslyse the siailariti;s :
data. A nonmetric analysis was performed, with the data treated as ordinal,
.and with ties in the Jdata allowed to be untied by the snalysis.
Multidimsosiona. analyses were perfarw;d attachments and for losses in two
through four dimensions. |

For attacliments, a two dimensional solution was an adequste

representation of the dats, accounting for 62X of the variation in ratings,
with a stress value of 0.272. While the three snd four dimensional solutions"
Jid result in alight improvements in the stress value, the percené of variance
accounted for, did not increase substantially. A two dimensional solution for

sttachments not only accounted for @ substantial amount of the varistionm in-

ratings, but aleo made imtuitive sense. Figure 1, displays rthe results of the




‘ vari-tion accounted for by the MDS model. Table 3 presents values of ntreao
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individual differences MDS analysis for attachments.

‘/

Figure 1 about bhere

Determining the true dislensionality cf s solution is not always a
straightforvard task in uns.‘ Eruskal and Wish (1975), smong others, suggest

comparing stress values for ei!ferent digensional solutions to derive the true

| dimensiouslity of & set of dats. 1In the ALSCAL procedure, stress is defined

as the square root of the propertion of total sums of squaxes of the data
vhich is not acecuntbd for by tbGTSndel (Young & Lewyckyj, 1979). Thus otress

is similar to messures of residusl vnri-tion in linear resrelnion. lz is aiso

‘a helpful maasure for determining diuencionality. aince it indicates the total

and Rz for nns anslyses in two through four dimensions, separstely for

attachments and for losses.

Table 3 about here

”

For loss, the two dimensional solution slso rdequately represented the .jL/,'
¢

data, accounting for 541 of the variation in ratings, with a stress value of

0.295. Again, the higher dimensional solutions led to slight improvements in
the stress value, but no substantisl improvements in the percent of varisance
accounted for. The two dirvenmsional solution was tsken as the most

parsimonious and the best fitting model for the loss data. Figure 2, displays

the results of the individual differences MDS sualysis for loss.

10
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Figure 2 ab&ut-‘ here

A\

The dipolar ratings suggest that the firat dimsnsion-of relationships can

be oharacterized as impartant versus pot inmoortant. Thres or the fifteen

" bipolar scales (b).g&nr rating soales six, eight, and ten) were umincanuy
. ~horruaud with the firat umion on atmmnu. Thus, relations high on

the first dimension are 'diffioult to. t.npourny break off contaot with', are

| vdewed az delonging to thasperson, and m mouah about alimost oconstantly.

These charaoteristios suggest that this dimenaior. aould be oharactorized as an
1_nport.mo disension. The third bipolar ra;.tns scale oorrelated aignifioantly
vith the second dimension on nttaohments. Thus, individuals pergeive much
attaohmsnt to relations high i the second dimension.’ Since the relations
order themselves on this dimension agcording to their biologioal relationship
(to the peraén. this dimension was labeled as M.olos;cal relation versus non-
biologioal relation. For loim. a8 similar pattern of loadings on the bipolar
scales eaerged, although none of .t.ho corrolat:iona were sigrificant.

For Loth attschment and loss, the pattern was for family relationships to
egerge at-one end of the first dimension, u!.u; ocasual acquaintance at the
other and. On the second dimension, friend relationships emerged at one end,
and other m?uvas at the other end. The first dl;manston {important versus
not important) was more sklient for most subjects than the second dimension of
btological relatiorn.

The two dmuto@ aoluucm‘ for attmlunntt and loss are quite a:lnnkar

to ons another, indicating that ufre!'en: instructions for the same set of

~11.
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stisuli Bad Jittle affept on subjects ratirgs of similarity of relationships.
However, there were some swdstantial ohanges tﬁ the pusition of certain
relationships in: the tuo~disensional spaca produced by the INDSCAL &ﬂslyaia.
This suggeats that subdjeots were nttendins to the dirfarannes in 1natruntiona
for attachment and loss, and exprsasing differenies in thair ratings or the '
siatlarity of relatiouships.

The rclaéionahin displaying the greatest difference in the dimensional
space for attschment and for léaa is that of Wife/Husband (separated). Thias
rtlation in vory high on the first dimensior (important/intense) ior
attaohlcnt‘ but is very 1ou on tho first dimension for loss, This au;seats
that wvhile feselings of attaohment to & spouse may remain quite strong
following separation or divorce, that in terms of loﬁs. feelings about the
spouse uouii not be very 1;t§aae. '

sx:alarly. the ralation of pet 1s high on the rirat dineuaion for
attachment, but low on the first dimension for 10ss. Other relationa show1ixg
differences in position within -the dimensionel spage for sttachment and loaa
are the nucleoar fkuily relations (brother, sister, son, daughter, nother, -and
father). Thesd r;lationa are lower on the first dimenaion on attaohment, but
are higher on the ®irst dimension on loss.

Moat of the differences in position for the twenty reiétions oeeurred on
the first dimension for aténennnnz and loss. While there wers acme minor
dirreéences in boaltion on ;Se second dimension, none of tyeae dirferences
 were ;ubstantlal.

¥hile the INDSCAL analysis allowed us to examine individual differences

in the weight given to the two dimensions for attachment and loss, few

12
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significant differences emsrgod. There was a tendency for female sudbjects to
give more weight to the sesond dimsnsion for attachment. There was also a
tendenoy for male asubjeots to give more weight to the first dmn;ion for
losses. Howaver, dus %o the amall number of subjects, neither of these trends,
vere s.tsniﬁoant by a Chi-square tut..' |

-

)\p" Dissussion .,

Attachaant and loss are familisr concepts to sost people. As subjeots
for munf..iﬁo inguiry, Lowever, attsohment and loss bave redeived limited
attenticn. This study examinsd people's conceptions of their attachment to
twenty close relationships, and their reactions to the loss of those
relationships. 7%he dominant dimensions that organire these corceptions of
rﬂ?‘uouhipa appear to bé~assooiated with the importanse or intenaity of the
relationship, and with the degree of biolw relatzonsh.tp to the subject.

While the important/aot mrtnt dimension haa bm{ound in previous

- studies, it has generally not em~rged as a dominant dimension in those studies

. (¥ish, Deuts~h, & Kaplan, 1976). Differances in the relationships selected as
stimuli between this study and;ravious studies may account for the dominance
of that dimension in the present study. Previous studie; hgve generally
neglected close relationships that are likely to be in the cocamon lexperieme
of moat individuals, '

The findings of tha present study provide data about how individuals
'pomeive close relationships, in termsa of both att.achnpent. and loss. In

» addition, these results will add to the growing literature on close

relationahips, loneliness, and 10ss in adulthood.
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.TABLE 1

RELATIONSHIPS USED FOR SCALING ATTACHMENTS AND LOSSES

L
2.
3.
4,
3.
6.
1.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14
15,
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Same Sex friend

Mother

Wife or Husband (newly wed)
Casual Acquaintance

Best Friend

Pet

Opposite Sex Friend

Brother

Lover

Father

Wife or Husband (after 30 years)
Job

Sister

Grandparents -

Son

Your Home :

Wife or Husband (after sparation or divorce)
Daughter

’ﬁfirandchildren

Other Relatives
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TABLE 2

List of Bipolar Scales

1.
2.

3
8.

5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

(1
Nsans very little to me vs

ﬁq to permanently.ss, .«i€ vs

. Jlould feel 1ittle attashuent to vs

¥ould not feel emotionally . V8
dependent on

Vould feel 1ittle or mno vs
caotional stress following loss
Easy to tesaporarily break vs
off contact with

Little ewotional investasent in vs
¥ould not feel poasessive of vs
Could do alright without ve
Almoat never think about vs
Would do very little or ‘vs
nothing to keep froa losing

Would know exsotly hok to va

cope following loss
If lonmely, would not seek out  va

If lost this, would hardly vs
be affected at all )

If needed cousolation, would vs
probably not seek this relation

(n
IQ very isportant to me

pifficult to permanentiy separate
from ‘

¥ould feel much attachment to

Vould feel very emotionally
dependent on-

Uouldd feal muoh emotional stress
following loss

)

piffioult to temporarily break
of f contaot with

Muoh emotional investzent in .
Might fesl possessive of

Could nQver got along well without
Think almost oonstantly about

Would Go almost anything to keep
from losing ‘

Would not know what to do
following loss

If lonely, would seek out

If lost this, would be affected
a great deal

If needed consolation, would seek
this relation

N

16
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TABLR 3
Values of Stress and n"’ for MDS Solutions
/
y 4
Number of Dimsasions Attschments Losses
Streas lz Stresa x‘
2 .295 580 272 .615
a3 227 561 «212 687
3y , .188 .579 .1715 87F
\
- Qe
Q
17



DIM 2

"¢ Lover
Opposite Sex
.Friend
Uife/Husband ¢ )
(separated) .
o obest o Wife/Husband (newlywed)
s“"‘m“ge" Friend o WifesHusbaid (after 30 years)

o Brother

Sister @

R Fhsual Acquaintancc o SON
.Hother
- Father
.Grgdchﬂdrevtl
® mren S
® Other
Relatives

FIGURE 1: Two-dimensional MDS Solution for Attachments
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Opposite Sex Friend Friend o Ryt fe/Husband
: B ®yWife/Husband (newlywed)

.Casual Acquaintance " : wother
- @b ' L o Father
o Pet .Grandchﬂdren
- @
Other Relatives Grandparents
‘ Wife/Husband @

(szparated) ' -

FIGURE 2: Two-dimensional MDS Solution for Losses
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