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PAIR, acronym for Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships, toas
developed as o tool for educators, researchers and therapisis. PAIR provides
gystematic information on five types of in timacy: emotional, social, sexual,
intellectual and recregiionol. Individuals, marvied or unmarried, describe their
relationship in terms of how they eirrently perceive it (perceived) and how they
would like it to be (expected). PAIR can be used with cotiples in marital therapy
and enrichment groups.

Intimacy is 8 term widsly used by maryiage counaelors end edicatora. The explosion
of the marriageand family enrichment movement, preci pitated by the “human potentei*
or "growth” movement, has developed a continually growing awareness of intimacy in
refationships. It seerns that highly merketable enrichment programs feack the “howtg's® .
of being intimate. Enrichment may, in fact, casually be equated with movement towerd .
intimacy. ‘Marrisge Enrichment” implies change, growih, enhancement and develop-
ment of Blready present inpredientsin a relationship; and the assumed direction of this
change and growth is from the non-intimate to the intimate. n

Intimacy is sometimes agsumed to be characteristic of the ideal type of marridge and
family relationships. It iz 8 word need casusa]} , but few have tried to coneeptuslize it,
operstionalize it, or asgess its impact on relationships. Research liserature mentions tha
term: with some frequency, but has baraly paused to clearly conceptunlize it, ner validate
the nature of it presense in human relationships,

Qur cilture, unlike others, places a high value on intimaey and, glthough not
restricted to marriage, inoat get married to seek and maintain it. It is congidered tobe the
reward and benefit of friendship, Many developinental theorists include intimacy gs a
vitgal ingredient in their hierarchy of neads {Maslow, 1954; Erikson, 1969; Sullivan,
1953). Research with primates infers that without some meager degree of intimagy,
humars cannot adequately dev elop (Harlow, 1971). The overriding prederoinance of
intimacy as a cultural value, whether mythical oractual in ocomrrence, suggests the need
for & clesr, well-defined operational concept. '

This peper explores the nature and multi-dimensionai aspects of Intimacy; de.
lineates fundamental asenrmpiions shout it; demonsirates what {s known gboutintimaey
and describes a newly developed assessment measure of the concept called the PAIR,
(Personal Assessment of I rismacy in Relationships), Fipally it describes how the PATR
¢an be used in marriege counseling and enrichment programs.

*Coples of PAIR, a Counselor's Manual, Beoring Teraplate, Answer Sheets and Profla Forms for
Bve occuples can be purchased for $20.00 by writing the second auihgr,

¥*Mark T, Schaefer, Phi}, Assistant Profegsar, Rura! Physicians Assgeiate Propgram, Medical
School, University of Minnesota, Minneapotis, Minneaota 56456, David H. Olson, FhD, Professor,
Family Social Science, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesata 55108,
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Review of Literature - SR
Historieally, intimacy does not frequently appear in lterature, but itis congidereds 5
gignificant dimension for somea writers (Ferreira, 1984, Bowlby, 1958). Erikeon {1850; %
inchudes it in his hierarchy of human development, referring to it as a critical develap. 7
mental task in making the transition from adolescence to adulthood. Sullivan (1853 %,
likewise aszociatas "the need far intimaey” with the phases of life beginning in adoles. 7
cence, describing it as the need “for collabaration with at least one other person.” Angya X -
{1965) emphatically claims that the establishment and maintenance of a cloge relation. T
ship, whereby ane "exists in the thought and affection of another” iz the “erux ef pur ‘:E:
existence from the cradle to the grave” {p- 19}. He continues to outline the need to by a
“needed” In an intimate relationship as a fundamental precepi to his theary, ~
Although lay persons and cliniecians alike find Brikson's and Sullivan’s insights tg =
Ting "true,” how intimacy relates to any theory or what role it actually plays in .
development has proven to ha diffeult to define or to empirically test {Grizen, 1984),
Harlow and Zimmermanr (1959) have taken snother track through their research o =
roonkeys and human infants, demonstrating the need for affectionate vesponses witha
mire emnpirical approach, A
Others include intimsey as a crucal va riabla in their work, but with fow exvepiione =
have not attempted to define it {Colling, 1874; Stone, 1973; Powera and Bultena, 1574
Strong, 1975). Often intimacy has been associated with dyadic patterns of conformity =
{Stone, 1573), the public nature of couple and parent-child relationships (Kanter, et al, .-
1475), or adolesesnt norms and peer expeciationg (Colling, 1974), Intimaey is often de- i
fived in terms of levels of sexual involvemen t, orlevel of courtship; thatis, the greaterths ~:
gexual mvolvement, the more intimacy.
In & secial psychological vein, intimacy has besn examined for its relationship to . .
distance, eye contact, enviromment, and verbal behavior. Argyle and Dean {1965} aseert -
that an equilibrium exiatg for any pair of individuals, and that the equilibrium pointina
function of eye contact, physical progimity, discussion topic, emount of smiling, andé .-
assorted ather related variables. They dednee that if one of these components of intimeey | .
change, one or moere of the others will ghifi in the reverse direction to maintain the
equilibrium between the twa individuals. Jourard and Friedman (1970} examined
self-disclosure among strangers for its relationship to “distance.” In one experiment they ~
found that subjects increased dizciosure time as distapce decreaged, and therefore
canecinded that the Argyle and Dean's “equilibrium” iz not maintained when there i
increasing trust and positive feslin gatoward the person that comes close (Cozhy, 1973). -.
Intimacy has begun te gain attention in the field of aging and Jife-span analysis, .
Lowenthal and Haven (1968), in their analysis of interaction and adaptation in later *
stages of the lifespan, were "struck by the fact that the happiest and healthiest among -
them often seemed to be the people who were, or had been, involved in one or more glose
relationships™ (p, 20). They claim that their dnta clearly supports the fact that there are -
other viable forms of intimacy which are not necessarily substitutes for, or supplements
to, a stable hetercsexual telationship. Howover, they do not attempt any alternats
definitiona, :
While banking on some earl ¥ work on friendship and aging ( Reaow, 1967; Arth, 1962 _
Blag, 1961), they explored the depth of friendship with so-called confidants, Although the {
methods were crude, they found support for their assertion thet the depth of intinacyiza i
key correlate in a person’s ability ¢o adapt over the lifespan, Lowenthal and Weiss (1976)
propoge that moest men and women fnd energy and motivation to live autonomous, =
self-gererating and satisfying lives only through the presence of one ar more mutpally 5
supportive and intimate dyadic relationships, Fe
Une of the areas of research most closel ¥ related to, or confused with, intimacyisthat 3
of self-diselosure. Jourard's studies of self-disclosure (1964, 1971} revealed that "the act of Z

iz
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reveating personal information to athers” (Yourard and J affee, 1970) i3 characterized by
mufual reciprocity (Jourard and Richman, 1963): that the perceived appropriateness of
self-disclosure exerfe a airong influence on racipients of it (Kiesler, Kiesler and Pallak,
1067); that high disclosures are characterized as having higher self-eateem than low
disclosures {Shapire, 1868); and that the most consistent intimate disclosure OCCUYs in
murital relationships (Jouravd and Lasokow, 1958),

Whereas some references to self-disclosure seem to efuate it with intimacy fe.g.,

Derlega and Chaikin, 1976}, Altman and Haythorn (1985) end Gilbert (1978} distin-

ished the two cancepts, with the latier calling for a rethinking of the current constructs
of self-disclosure and intimacy. He sugpests, along with Cozhy (1973), that the velation-
ship between self-disclosure and relationship satisfaction mzy he curvilinear, and that
there may exist a point at which increased self-diselosure actually reduces satisfection
with the relationship. Tn vaguesupport of thishypothesis are Chaikin and Derlega (1984)
who conciuded from their study that the appropristencss rather than the smount of
gelf-disclosure is & salient variable associated with perceivad adjustment of the discloser, -

By intimacy Gilbert refers "o the depth of exchange, both verbally and/or non.
verbally, between {wo persons, which implies deep form of acceptance of the other as
well 25 a commitment to the relationship.” If relationship satisfaction is highly associ-
ated with intimaey, then gelf-disclusure may also have a curvilinear relationship with
mtimacy, o "intimacy may he a very special instance of self-disclosure.” Whatever the
concomitant variables, Gilbert poses several interesting conceptual links to intimacy,
namely that reciprocity of disclosures is an insufficient explanation of intimacy; thet
acceptance and commitment of the person making the disclosure, as well as sslf estosrn
and ebility teresolve conflict, may exert s gignifi cantinfluence on the level of intimacy,

The most extensive and refined eonceptval definitions purpor! intimacy tobe ., . "a
mutual nead satisfaction” (Clinsbell and Clinehell, 19700 and a closeness to another
huinan being on & variety of levels (Dahms, 1972). Clineball and Clinebell identify
several facets of intimacy ineluding; sexual, emotional, aegthetic, creative, recreational,
work, crigis, conflict, eommitment, spiritual, and communication intimaey, While their
definition lacks theoretical conceptual darity, (and it does not seem that they intended to
develap suchj, Dahms proposes a conceptual hierarchy of three dimensions of Intimacy:
inlellectual, physical, and emotional. Furthermore, he charseterizes the concept with
four inkerently important qualities: mutnal accossibility, naturalness, non-poseessive-
ness, and the need to view it ns a process.

Most attempts to conceptualize intimacy have not distinguished it from self-
disclosure. Gilbert emphasizes that high self-disclesure may not be appropriate at times,
¥ may not involve eommitment, and maost importantly, it mey not take the individusl's
self~esteem into account. Many therapists would atteat te the harsh pre-diverce peried as
being characterized by high gelf ~discipsure, but the content and style of the disclosures
Bay only prove to attack the self-esteem of the participants and not accomplish s
resolution of confliet, The authenticity of a "cold truth® may serve only o separate
individuals, resulting in non-intimsey

Az intact relationship may, in fact, be better off with some degree of idealization -
where some negative “facts” are ignored or withheld while the focus is on maintained
positive images. Hall and Taylar (1976} coneluds from their experiments that “marriage
involves a validation and resfiirmation of 2 Joint construct of reality, suggesting that s
continued high evaluation of the other ja eritical, not only for survival of the marriage,
st for the continuance of ories world view a5 well.” The enhancement of the othar's value
tirough idsalization and, therefore, not disslosing partienlar nepativea, allows the
spouse to continue fo be & source of positive reinforcement for beliefs, attitudes, and
valves. Behaviorists would agree, as they have demonstrated, that the primary focusof a
long-term relatienship should be on the positive, The therapentic effectiveness of Stuart's
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{1978} “caring days® attests to the need of avoiding any unhecessary disclosures o
negative responses during later stages of the therapeutic process while smphasizing
positive actions, thereby providing for mutuslly reciprocated acceptance and support.

It should be emphasized, however, that conflict itself is not & bleck to intimaey
(Clinebelt and Clinebell, 1970), Rather, econflict can frequently facilitate intimacy, dp.
pending on the way in which it {8 resplved (Strong, 1975; Clinebell and Clinebell, biz gl
Bach and Wyden, 1975). As communication theory hae demonstrated, unresolved conflig
carn facilitate disfancing the membars of a dyad {Clinebell and Clinebell, 1870).

Another concept closely linked to intimacy, and alse somewhat confused with i, in
“cohesion.” Olson, et al., {1978) extensively review the assorted concepts within family
therapy, sociclogy, small group and social psychology literature and conclude that
cohesion is a central dimension with the extremes of “separateness-fogetherness
Whereas family cohesion is "the emotionsl bonding which members feef toward ons
another,” it is a resultant condition of the dyramicprocesszes within the group. Intimacy is
actually part of the myriad of processes, A sharing of intimate experiences is a pre.
condition for cohesion.

Another recently developed intimacy seale is the Waring Intimacy Questionnaire
[WIQ) composed of the followin g eight variables: conflict resolution, affection, echesion,
sexuality, identity, compatibility, autonomy, and expressiveness. In a validity study of tha
WIQ and FATIR by Hanes and Waring (1579), they found these two scales were Rignifi.
cantly related (r = .77; p > .00,

Conrepiual Definition of Intimacy .

Olson (1875; 1977 provides a concepiual definition of intimacy that seems to
integrate the approaches currently found in the literature. He identifies saven types of
intimacy by drawing mainly on the previous work of Dahms {(1971) and Clinebell and
Clinebel! {1870). Olsen focuses on the “procesa” aspects of intimacy by distinguishing
betwesn intimate experiences and an intimata relationship. An intimate experience is 8
feeling of cleaeness or sharing with another in one or mere of the saven areas. [tis possible
to have intimata experiences with g variety of persons without having or developing an
intimate relationship. An intimate relationahip i generally one in which an individual
ghares intimate experiences in several arens, and there is the expectation that the
experiences and relationship will persist gver time.

The seven types of intimacy originally described by Olson (1975) were: (1) emotiona!
infimacy—experiencing a closeness of feelings: (2} sorind intimacy—the experience of
Baving eormmon friends and similarities in social networks, (3} énfellectnal ink macy—the
experience of sharing ideas; {4) sexyal intimacy—the experience of sharing geners!
affection andfor sexual activity; (5) recreationa] infimacy—shared experiences of inter-
este in hobbies, mutual participation in Sperting events; () spiritual intimacy—the
experience of showing ultimate concerns, a similar sense of meaning in life, andfor
religious faithe; (7) cesthetia intimney—the closeness that resulta from the experience of
sharing beauty

Intimacy is a procesg that gceurs over time and is never cempleted or fully ac- -

compiished. Couples may create folse expectations if they assume that they have
“achieved” intimacy or that they need not work af maintaining it. While intirnate
experiences are elusive and unpredictable phetiomena that may ogcur sprmtanesusly, an
intimate relationship may take time, work, and effort to mainiain

Individuale desire differing degrees of each kind of intimacy, While studies have
inferred that soms degree of intimaey is necessary for normal human development and
adaptive capability, we donot know the minimurm or maximum required, nor do we know
the ideal amount or degree of intimacy for any person. However, many developniental
theoriata (Maslow, 1970; Erikson, 1950 seem to indicate that highly developed individu-
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als uaually heve severe] significant friendships, So, while gome individusls may not he
capable of Bustaining an intimate refationship, and some choose reclusive, isolated
lifestyles, one or more inlimete dyadic relationships may be prefarred by mast individu-

als.

Qperationalizing Intimacy o

Fast sperational measures of intimacy have been either too global, such as marital
satigfaction meagures, or have measured closely related but dissimilar concepts, such ps
group cohesion or self-disclosure. Self-disclosure scales {Jourard, 1971 Tayior and
Altman, 1966) tend {o measure respondents’ willingness to disclose intimete feclings, but
do not indicate the kind, character, or frequency of intimacy sxperienced in the relation-
ghip. Intitmacy 1% a process and an expertence which is the outcome of the disclosure of
intimate topics and sharing of infimate experiences, An inauthentic, inappropriaie, or
insensitive distlosure may praduce eonflict and angermore thanafeeling of ¢closeness,

. Inorder to assess the degree of intimacy thet an individual perceives he/she has with
anothet, the PAIR (Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships) Inventory was
developed. This self-report inventory can be used at all levels of dyadic heteresexual
relationships, fram friendship to steady dating to marriage. It measures the expected
versus realized deyree in five areas of intimacy: emolional intimacy, social sniimacy,
sexual intimacy, infellectual intimacy, and recreqtional intimacy. 8pivitual and assthetic
iutimacy were dropped because they were conceptually and empirically unclear.

The PAIR attempta eo: (1) identify the degree to which each pariner presently feels
intimate iu the various areas of the relations (realized); (2) identify the degres to which
each pariner would like {o be intimate (experted); and (3) is scored and plotted in such &
faghion that direct feedback cen be given to a therapist and the couple ahout their
perceptions and expectations in the relationship.

The instrument does nof assume any ideal or shpolute degree of intimeey per ze,
slthough validity tests indicata that couples, in geners!, distribute themsslves in a
normal fashion around the mean. The scores have rmeening in terms of the difference
within each afthe pariner's perceived and expected degrees of intim ecy and alsein terms
of the difference befween the two pariners,

Phase 1. Initial develapment of the PAIR. There were originally seven & priori
conceptuel dimensions of intimacy, including the five mentioned sbove and "aesthetio”
and "spiritual” Intimsacy, We solicited statementa from family professionals concerning
the nature ef intimaey in general, as well as statements about these seven dimenstonsin
particular, Rather than presuming the nature of intimacey entirel ¥ from a professicnally
conceptual perspective, the Arst author facilitated sud taped four discussiona of intimacy
with several different groups of lay persons who had completed marital enrichroent
programs, The tapes were analyzed for possible sub-dimensions of intimacy, resulting in
the seven gub-dimensions mentioned,

In addition, statements about intimacy were solicited from graduete studenta in
Family Social Beience and from marriage and 1 amily therapista. Those statements, plus
the analyzed tapes, were transformed into 350 potential iteme for the PAIR. These items
were then classified by marriage and family professicnals into the seven types of
intimaey. Of those 350, 113 were selected that were concaptually related, clear and
appropriate to the categories,

A sample of males and females was then selectod to carpiete the PATR. The pilot
Bample (N = B5) hagd an age range from 18 to 81 years (median age = 29}, 70 percent
females, 36 percent males, Over b0 percent were married. They were seiected from
CmtaRnity enrichment groups (12 parcent), ohe nudergraduate day-class (28 percent),
Emfi Beveral post-graduate exiension classes {with apouses) at a large metropolitan
Wniversity. While the pilot sample had a predeminance of females and is tharefors biased
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tozome degres, the actual study sample contained an equal number of males and femaley _

and was twice ag large.

Several psychometric test construction criteria were used to select ten iterns for each
scale. Firef, thoge items with the frequency spiit closest to 50%-50% were chosen, This
avoids selecting items that donot adequstely discriminate between respondenta becauza
of more-than-obvious choice. Second, itema had to correlate higher with their own 3
priori scale than with other scales. Third, the items had to have a sufficiently high
factor-loading to meet the criteria prescribed. Responses were factor analyzed using
varimax rotatien and principal factor rotation, With a factor loading criterion level of .20,
both approaches clearly delineated six major factors with nearly half the items having a
factor loading of .60+, Fourth, each of the sub-scales needed to have an equal nuenber of

itemne that are positively and negatively scored to control for an acquicscent response set, .

Of the seven a priori dimensions only one dimension failed to meet the criterion
(aesthelic intimacy), during thie phase of the development. Although aesthetic intimacy
seems to be a valid conceptual sub-dimension, we could not validly asseas its presence
with the subjecfive selfreport that we developed, Of the 113 items in the original factor
poat, 60 were selected for the inventory with ten itemns representing each sub-dimension.
At thia point the PAIR contained 75 iters: ten items for each of the six types of intimnacy
and 15 items for a conventionality scale {adapted from Edmonds, 19673,

The procedure for taking the PAIR was arranged &g follows. Each partner indepen-
dently responds to the questionnaire in two consecutive steps. In the first step, the partner

responds to the item "ge it i8 now” (perceived) and in the second step the individual =~

responds "haw hefshe would like it to he” {expacted), For example, when indicating

agreement-disagreement (on a 5-point Likert Scale} to the itemn ™I often feel distant from

my partner,” in step one, the individual regponds as hefshe perceives the relationship to

be at present, whereag in step two the respondent indicates how hefshe would like tobe

able to respond, given the relationship conld be any way they might want. All items are
completed for stap one before proceeding o step two toinsure indepandent responses.

The scored PAIR is translated from raw scores into a score similar to a percentile
(actual range = 0 to 96). Edmond's Conventionality Scale i also inciuded and geored

separately in order to assess how much the individual is ettempting to create a good -

impression, _ :

Phasge 2! Validity and Reliahility Thsting. Using the 75-itam inventory, the PAIR was
administered to 192 non-clinical couples before they hegat an enrichment weekend
offered by a national enrichment program, Data was gathered fram 12 separate enrich-
ment weekends, each having 12 to 20 couples participating, The PAIR was one nstru-
ment among 2everal used in an overall evaluation of the effects and outeome of this
program, A battery of instrumentf was administered before the weskend, one moenth
after the weekend, and then a followup six months later. Only the Pre-test data was used
for this validity and reHability analysis. The other instruments used included the
Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke and Wallace, 1959) an adapted version
of ene of Jourard's “Self-discloaure” Scales {Jourard, 1864), and “Empathy” Scsle de-
veloped by Truax and Carkhoff (Trusx and Carkhoff, 1967), six of the Moos' ten “Family
Environment Scales” (Moog and Moos, 1876), and = background form,

The sample consisted of 192 couples who had been married between one and 37 years
(% length of marriage = 11.8, SD = 8.3), ranging in age from 21 to 80-years-old (X Age =
35.3, 8D =8.86), with 9% havingbeen formerly married, and £6% having morethansa high
school education (X years of education = 14.1, 8D = 2.2). In finding a sample to make
validity and reliability tests, we considered it essential to have a fairly repregentative
pepulation of married individuals who had experienced their relationship over an
extended period of time and who also represented couples across a wide range of ages, The
usual coilege dating relationship was, of course, not sufficient for rmeeting our criteria,
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As inphase cne, both an item aoelysiz and facter analysis were conducted to teat for
adequecy of the ifems and the sesles, Of the ten items in each intimacy scate end the 15
ijtems in the conventionality peale, only those with the best factar loading in the a pripri
scales and those thet met the item snalysis eriteria remained. Those items bkaving a
frequency splitin responses closest to 50%-50% were considered the best discriminaiors.
The itemshad to correlate higher with their own a priori scale then with otheracales. The
items had to have 2 sufficlently high factor loading,

Using the same method and eriteria of factor analysiadescribed in thase one and the
information from the itern analyais, six items were nltj mately seleeted for each intimacy
geale and the conventionality scale. Six itema were chosen because they not enty had the
best results on the factor and item analysis, but also hecauss the PATR was intended tobe
as ghort as poseible for quicker adminisization and scoring. Toble I lisis the final items
with their factor loadings and distributions. All PATR scores are generated in & “profile”

Table 1: PAIR Ytem and Factor Analysis By Each Subscale (N =388)

—

Direc. Factor Freq.
L Emotional Infimacy Hon Loading Mesn 21 Bplit
1. My parinerlistens to me when F need {m) " A%ILH 333 1,38 37-53
aomeone is a1k to,
T. I can state my fealings without him/
her getting defenaive. fal AR 2.50 1.17 50-59
13. I often feel distant from my partner. f&) LBiIIy 2.69 1.28 G834
12. My pariner can really underatand my
hurts aad joys, ' fa) SAM ~ 8.38 1.25 J2-.58
25. I feel neglected at timeaby my part. -
ner. {z} AGILD 2,52 1.28 57-58
31. I sometimes feel lonely when
we're together. fal AW 2.80 1.33 &4-37
ii. Bocial Intimacy
2. We enjoy spending time with other
conples. {e} EBIV) 390 1.23 18.73
8. We usually “keep Lo aurgelves.” e} A3V 3.87 131 3455
14, We have very few Friends in common. fe} 2a0Vy 378 1533 25-87
20. Having time together with friends ia
an important part of our shared as-
tivitips, fe) B3IV J.78 1.24 23-89
26. Many of my pariner's dogest friends
arc also my clasest friends. fat ANV 354 1.38 28-82
32. My partner disapproves of some of my
friends. =} S 1TV} 3.7 1.35 28.62
1. Sexanl Intimacy
3.1 am satisfied with our sex life, {m} LB J3.12 .42 4346
8.1 feal our sexual activity is Juet
routine. (3} Ln 3.1 - 1.37 4147
15. Iam ableto tellmy pariner whon I
want sextial Intercourss, fot S 3.73 1.32 3370
21. I"hold back"” ey sexusl interest be-
caitge my parther mokes me feel
uncemforiable, {a} B 3.63 1.41 30-60
1. Bexun) expreasionis an essenttal part
of qur relationship, {n} AT 3.52 1.28 DE-60
3. My partner eeems dizinterested in
BeEx, fa) SEHIID 3.78 1.39 26-65
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IV. Intellectual Intimacy
4, My pariner helps me clarify my
thoughts,

1. When it comes to having a sericus
diacuagion it seems that we have
little in commen,

18, [ fecl "put-down" in 2 sericus canver-
satien with my partner,

22, I feel it i useless to discuss some
things with my partner,

28, My partner frequently tries to change
my ideas.

34. Wehavean endlesa number of things
to talk about.

V. Recreatlonel Intimacy
&, We enjoy the same raecreational

activites.

11. I shara in very few of my partoer's
intereata,

17, We like playing together,

23. We enjoy the out-of-daoory together.

28, We soldom find time to do fun things
togethar, :

33, [ think that we sharesome of the game
interests,

V1. Conventionality Scale*

6. My partner has all the qualitiea
Pve ever wanted in a mate.

12. There aretimes when I donntfesl a
great deal of love gnd affection
for my pariner.

18, Every new thing that I havelearnad
abaut my partner haa pleased
ma,

24, My pariner and I understand each
other completely,

30. Iden't think anvone couid possibly be
happler than mry partnerand I when
we ara with one another.

38, I havesorne needs that arenot being
met by my reletfonship.
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*._Pm additim;al factor analysis wes conducted for this gcale,
ineluded with the other PATR seales. The sther factor loa

PAIR zeales without the conventionality scale,
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this, Pearson correlation coefficients were obtained to test post-hoc hypotheses. The moat
ghvioua hypothesis is that those couples who in general recsive high scores an the

Lacke-Wallace Marita! Adjustment Scale should alephave rather high perceived seorezon

¢he PATR, in that the tendency to describe one's rel ationship as presently being intimate
ig presumed to be aesociated with the tendency to be maritalty adjusted. Table 2 lists the
Pearson Correlation Coeffleienta for the Lucke-Wallaee with each PAIR subscale.

Except for the Spiritual subscale, all of the others positively correlate with the
Locke-Wallace cosfficients consistently axceeding .30. The most consistently high-eoefS-
cients appear with the Emational, Intellectual, and Recreational Intimacy.

e

Table 2: PAIR & Marital Adjustment, Seif-Disclosure,
Moos' Family Environment Scale and Reliability

PAIR Subscales
Emotional  Sociel  Sexwal  Intellestual  Recrealionnd

Martiel Setisfaction

Hushand A7 38 a4 Bl 51

Wife T A4 i 1 it A1

Couple 52 88 41 41 59
Self Disclopure

Copple 27 13 .13¢ A1 27
Family Enviranment
Secales Cohesion

Hueband 42 .34 25 AT -1

Wile AB .30 25 47 Al

Couple S A% b Lij .54 43
Indspendence

Husaband JB 18

Wife AT A4 A7

Couple 16 AL
Expressivensss

Hushand 29 2 .20 36 1

Wifg A2 27 21 456 29

Coupla 42 28 24 AH A5
Conflict

Husband ~.36 -7 —.15 —.31 —~.33

Wife —.30 -.14 -.31 —.28

Couple -39 —. 18 —.13 —.36 -.36
Contral

Huspand —.I5 -.22 - .20

Wifa -.20 -.23 —~.20

Couple -2z —-.26 —.23
Refinbfﬂty of PAIR 16 i | M7 ST T

All correlations listed are significant at p >.001 except those starred {*) which are
significant at p >.01. '

The Truax and Corkhoff Empathy Seale did not ptoveta be very uszafnl, In addition to
the insignificant snd low correlations with the PAIR subacales, it did not correlate at any
significant level with any other single scale or subscale in the battery. In post-
administration discussion with seme reapondents, some seemed to indicate that they
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“knew what the appropriate empathic response should be” o the vignetite given bul said
they probably would not choose it in everyday life. Others were confused by the
directions, not knowing how well they were to know the persen in the vignetie, whe
supposedly is sharing significant information with the regpondent, and they did not
understand what setting it was taking place in.

A post-hoc hypothesis eancerning selfdisclogure stemming primarily from the
literature review above is that seif-disclesure js a necessary ingredient in the develop.
ment of intimacy, but that given the setting, too much seli-disclosura can be counter
productive. The size and significance of the coefficients in Table 2 represent thiz positive
corralation between the two eoncepts. Though not conducted, an analysis of curvilinear.
ity may ¢xplain why the coefficients sre oot higher (e.g., nearer. 603, for eurvilinearity is
the conceptual presumption of self-dizcloaure’s relationghip to intimacy,

The Moos Family Environment Scale was used to gather data from couples regard.
less of their having childrenliving at home. If they did not have children, they wore nsked
to vigw themselves as a "family” in responding totheitems, In essence, the Moos was not
used as & "family” enviromment measure, but a “househald” envirenment measurs, We
would expeet the PAIR to positively correlate with the "Cohesion Scale,” bimodaily with
the "Independence Scale,” positively correlate with the "Expressiveness Scale,” nega-
tively correlate with the "Conflict Seale,” and negatively correlate with the "Control
Scale.” We cannot hypothesize how the “Organization Scale” should correlate, We
presume the Independence Scale to he birzodal, or more procisely, to have an inverted

Table 3: Distribution of PAIR Couple Scorves; Mean,
Maximum and Minimum Scores
(N=192 Coungles)

Standard Deviaiton,

MAN o4
201 MAX 4.0z |
— MAY -
BAX 84 ®~-if MAX - a5
1 d
W= £
EE.__. —_
c0-}- o
L0— A1
an- .
m__ ——
ap —iq MM 118
i AN 10 MIN - L
M-~ B
EMOTIONAL LA L INTELLECTIINL SEXLUAL NECREATIONAL EﬂEE’Ei‘rTTUHA[.]T?’
E0-17 S04 0 Ak ¥l Err -18.83 ENa=t5 3=7
Abrakinbe range = Gig %5
Couple Seapna = bdean seice far mach wuple, sFAuehgnl « Wireret 3
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aurvilineavity it its correlation becavse the high exireme of the independence continuum
o total separateness, or disengspement, in Minuchin terms, The other extreme would he
total dependence or enmeshment. Therefore, neither extreme seems to allow forinti mAacy
as we define it. - ) : e

Tvery PAIR subscale correlates sighificantly in the positive direction with Moog'
cohesion and expressiveneas scale. Both the Controf and Conflict Scalea have significant
negative correlations for the PAIR's Emotional, Intellectual, and Rertreatmnal Scale.
Eighteen out of 20 PATR-Seale-by-Moos-Scale correlations proved to ba significant for the

theaes that presuined positive and negstive correlations, specifically,

Reliability testing consisied of & split-half methed of analysis. No test-retest
analysis had been conducted at the time of this writing. Table & reflects the impressively
gtrong Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficients achieved with the resulting six item
seale. All of the six scales have coefficients of at least .70,

Ancther important finding is that most of the suhscales have a fairly normal
distribution. Table 3 graphically displays the distribution of each ecaleusing its absginte
range of O to 88 points,

The PAIR as an Assessment Megsure

The PAIR was primarily developed to meet the growing demand for mgre specifie
asgessmnent of relationshipe. I offers an assessment of the individual (intrepergonal
system) and the relationship (interpersonal system) in terms of perceived and expected
InEmacy.

Marital eounssiors snd family life edueators can both use this profile: (1) to clearly
articulate the various kinds of intimacy in their cliente/stadents relationships, and (2}
to give feedback about the levels of Intimacy that they expect and experience in their
relaticnship. The areas of intimacy that have aconsiderable diserepancy between what is
experienced and what is expected may indieate concerns for bath partners individually
end conjointly, depending on how they feal about these discrepancies.

Clinica] Use of the PAIR

The PAIR is not a gichal measura of a parson’s general attitude about marriage. It is
focused specifically on the couple’s relationship and is, therefore, personalized. Compari.
son of the pariner’s scores of both “perceived” and “expected” intimacy can provide a
meagure of their goals, needs, or perhaps, expectations in the relationship, but algs the
ciiples pereeptual apreements and digagreements, The PAIR is eaay to administer
because of its short length of 36 items and is hangd-scorable by the caunselor to provide
quick and inexpensive results. We hava attempted to facilitate feedback by incorporating
a method of visuzlly digplaying the plotted seores.

Asg Figure 1 indicates, a scored profile is 8 graphic-representetion of the degres of
perceived and expected intimacy in each area for the couple. For illustrative purposes, we
have graphed scores from one of the couples who have used the PAIR in a clinjeal satting.

Cauple 3

John {38} and Avn {35} presented themzelves for caunseling with Ann meking the initial
cantact, They were mairied 12 years. Sho complainad of "nat couniing” io thereiationship,
of "not being important ta J ohn,” and her nat raceiving eny support from him. Although
John admitted to not befng as involved in the reiationship as he knew she wanted him to
be, he did not know how to change the situstion. Ann had developed rhyeical problems
that were reported ta be paychosomatic by several apecialiats,
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Figure I Summary of PAIR Scores for Couple #1
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The PAIR was administered after the intake seesion (along with other procedures) to
provide the counselor with immediate information about the couple’s percaptions and
expectations,
As Figurs 1 indlcates, Ann demonatrates o severa discrepancy between her pereeived and
expected secores on her Emotional Intellectual and Bexual Intimacy ecales, A clegr
diserepancy also exists for the remaining twoscales of Sacial and Recreational Intimacy,
Johi's segles likewise dernonstrate g severe "deprivation” because of the larye discrepan-
cies on his Intelectual and Sexusl Intimacy scaies. Thess two areas are conieintly viewad
a3 belng areas that they are "not recaiving what they woltid like toreceive” and, therefora,

are & necessary area of focus in therapy.

Their Conventionality score indicates that the information can be trusted in that neither
one i3 higher than cne standard deviation above the mean (see Table 5.

Ag the example illustrates, the PAIR ig primarily used as & method of information
gathermg for both counselor and clients. The feedback can provide a source of ermphasis
and reinforcement for what the couple already knows about themselves and is a souyee of
objective inflTination about some things not presently in their awareness. It ean be used
for eritical examination of their unmet needs and for support of their relationship's
strepgthe. While focusing on perceptions of the relati onship at present, it algo helpé
articulate intentions or expectations. This seems to serve 28 & measure of hope for the
couple, for while they may not know how to create a certain level of intimacy, it i ofter
reassuring for them to at least know that thejr pariner wants to work at it, A pre-therapy
ang snd-of-therapy administration would serve to demonstrate change,

tsge of the PATR in Enrichment Groups
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opp ariunity tofocus on specific Etrmgtha ar&d limitations of th‘eir relationship. The PAIR
allows for & clear articulation of a dimension that most enrichment programs seek to
enhanee: intimaey. It brings the nebalous, or perhaps megical concept of intimacy out of
the clouds of romance and into the realm of realistic percepiion &0 as to assess each
partners needs and the degree to which they are being met, It provides for a specifie
delineation of the variety of types of intimacy, Rather than equating intimnacy with only
sexual gharing, it can be viewed as the experience of sharin gingeveraldifferent areas.

The PAIR &lso allows direct feedback tothe participanta about their specificrelation-
ship. I PAIR is administered early during the enrichment experienice, the counles can
nse the feedback fo focus on specific areas of the relationship, thereby making mest
efficiont use of their time. The information may provide ohjective feegback and inaight
into their own unrealized perceptions and expectations,
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