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Abstract 

 

Differences in Dating Relationships: An Examination of Attachment, 
Disclosure, and Relational Uncertainty 

 

Rudolph Clarence Pett, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 

 

Supervisor:  René M. Dailey 

 
This study assessed the associations between adult attachment, disclosure, and relational 
uncertainty in both cyclical and non-cyclical dating relationships using a sample of 114 

participants.  The analysis revealed significant relationships between relational disclosure 
and relational uncertainty, attachment avoidance and relational disclosure, attachment 

anxiety and relational uncertainty, as well as attachment avoidance and relational 
uncertainty.  Relational status (i.e., cyclical/non-cyclical) was neither related to relational 

disclosure or self-disclosure, nor served as a significant moderator between relational 
disclosure and relational uncertainty or self-disclosure and relational uncertainty.  The 

results are considered in terms of how individual characteristics shaped by interpersonal 
interaction (i.e., attachment, relational uncertainty) are associated with specific 

communication patterns (i.e., disclosure) in dating relationships. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

The development of romantic relationships has become a multidimensional object 

of study within the field of social sciences and has consequently been approached from 

multiple perspectives (Huston, Surra, Fitzgerald, & Cate, 1981; Surra, Gray, Boettcher, 

Cottle, & West, 2006; Surra, Gray, Cottle, & Boettcher, 2004).  The multiple approaches 

that past scientific research has taken towards relationship development have shed light 

on the links between the development of romantic relationships and numerous other 

variables, such as relational satisfaction (Flora & Segrin, 2000), attachment (Simpson, 

1990), relational uncertainty (Solomon & Knobloch, 2001), disclosure (Altman & Taylor, 

1973), social networks (Fox & Warber, 2013; Sprecher, 2010), and compatibility (Houts, 

Robins, & Huston, 1996). 

But one question that has lingered within the relationship development research is 

why some close relationships endure while others dissolve.  This process of “how” 

relationships are initiated, maintained, or terminated has garnered a considerable amount 

of research and arguably has formed the current foundation of on-going relationship 

research.  Yet the question of “why” has remained less explored and rarely touched.  The 

research that has focused on this question has resulted in some of the most prominent and 

heuristic research regarding why relationships stay together or break up.  These insights 

have primarily been gained through the initial formation of interdependence theory 

(Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) and the later development of the 

investment model (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). 
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However, further consideration is needed in regards to the unique characteristics 

of individual partners.  Significant attention needs to be given to individual 

characteristics that influence how people experience close relationships and consequently 

how these characteristics are related to communication within our close relationships.  

For this study, two individual characteristics that are of specific interest are romantic 

attachment and relational uncertainty. 

Attachment is an individual characteristic that develops from the “cradle to the 

grave” and continually affects the way in which people experience close relationships 

(Bowlby, 1979, p. 129).  Uncertainty of attitudes, behaviors, and feelings of the self and 

others is a concept individuals continually negotiate and often attempt to reduce in their 

interpersonal interactions (Berger & Bradac, 1982).  But if these individual 

characteristics truly exist, then it raises the questions as to how these individual 

characteristics are manifested in close relationships, how they relate to relationship 

experiences, and consequently how they relate to communication within close 

relationships.  To address these questions, this study will examine disclosure as the 

communicative act that potentially influenced by attachment and also influences 

uncertainty. 

As stated, disclosure serves as a central component connecting attachment and 

uncertainty, but it also serves as the primary focus of this study due to its important role 

in close relationships.  Throughout existing research, disclosure has been shown to have 

positive associations with fundamental aspects of close relationships, such as intimacy 

(Berg & Archer, 1983), relationship quality (Sprecher & Hendrick, 2004), love attitudes 
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(Hendrick, Hendrick, & Adler, 1988), and even feelings of liking (Collins & Miller, 

1994).  Aside from its influences on aspects of existing relationships, disclosure has also 

been linked to aiding the development of close relationships (Falk & Wagner, 1985).  For 

example, social penetration theory has posited disclosure as being the building block of 

intimacy (Altman & Taylor, 1973).   

The consideration of these three primary variables (i.e., attachment, relational 

uncertainty, disclosure) is particularly compelling when considering their relationship to 

communication within close relationships.  While communication may be broadly 

defined as the sending and receiving of messages (Barnlund, 2008), disclosure is a form 

of communication that is distinct due to the intentional choice to divulge information 

pertaining to the self to another individual (Greene, Derlega, & Mathews, 2006).  

However, because of the choice or intention involved with disclosure, it is especially 

interesting when assessing its association with attachment.  Whereas disclosure is 

dependent on intentions and choices within interactions, attachment patterns are the result 

of intentions and choices of other individuals with whom people interact early in life, 

specifically regarding the responsiveness and availability of primary caretakers (Bowlby, 

1979).  Therefore, when considering disclosure in conjunction with attachment, an 

interesting relationship arises in that disclosure reflects a communicative choice within an 

interaction, one that attachment likely influences (Bradford, Feeney, & Campbell, 2002; 

Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). 

When considering disclosure as a primary strategy to reduce uncertainty in close 

relationships (Berger, 1979), it is important to note that the choices made within 
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interpersonal interactions consequently affect how we experience close relationships, 

specifically when considering relational uncertainty.  Two examples of how relational 

uncertainty is associated with our experiences within close relationships can be seen in 

the findings of Knobloch and Carpenter-Theune (2002), which indicate a curvilinear 

association between intimacy and episodic relational uncertainty, as well as Knobloch 

and Theiss (2011), which found that topic avoidance one week predicted more relational 

uncertainty the next week.  Hence, disclosure, which is linked with intimacy, may 

influence relational uncertainty.   

The first important consideration of this study will be the role of disclosure in 

predicting relational uncertainty within close relationships, which will also be extended to 

include how the type of close relationship (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) may moderate 

the relationship between disclosure and uncertainty.  Additionally, the content of 

disclosure will be considered in two forms, those being disclosure focused on one’s self 

and disclosure focused on the relationship.  Second, although attachment will be 

discussed in terms of how it affects our desire for disclosure, it will be specifically 

examined in relation to how differences in attachment may be associated with the content 

of our disclosure (i.e., self/relational) within close relationships.  Another related 

consideration will be how differences in relationship type (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) 

may influence disclosure practices within close relationships.   

Consequently, in taking this approach towards examining the interrelationships 

among attachment, uncertainty, and disclosure, a more fundamental understanding of the 

individual characteristics and variables within close relationships may be attained. 



 5 

Chapter 2: Literature Review & Rationale 

RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY 
Relational uncertainty is the “degree of confidence people have in their 

perceptions of involvement within close relationships” (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999, p. 

264). Much of the rationale for why uncertainty may exist in dating relationships draws 

from the theoretical foundation laid by Berger and Calabrese (1975) in their development 

of uncertainty reduction theory.  This theory posits that individuals seek to reduce the 

uncertainty of interpersonal situations by engaging in information-seeking behavior; the 

logic being that obtaining more information about an interpersonal situation results in 

fewer “unknown” factors and therefore greater certainty about the given interpersonal 

situation.  The theoretical propositions of uncertainty reduction theory regarding general 

interpersonal interaction have been carried forward by more recent research into the 

consideration of more established relationships, which are within the focus of this study. 

When considering uncertainty in the context of established romantic relationships, 

there are three sources from which uncertainty may arise.  These sources of uncertainty 

are the self, the romantic partner, and the relationship, which mirror the distinctions 

drawn by uncertainty reduction theory for general interpersonal interaction (Berger & 

Bradac, 1982; Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Knobloch & Solomon, 1999). 

Each source of uncertainty can be best understood within the framework that 

uncertainty arises from a lack of knowledge, confidence, or predictability about 

something.  Therefore, within an established romantic relationship, uncertainty of the self 

exists when individuals are unable to predict or are unsure of their own behaviors, 
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attitudes, or feelings about an interpersonal relationship.   For example, questions of 

“Why did I do that?”, “Why did I say that?”, or “Why do I feel this way?” can be 

indicative of the existence of self-uncertainty because they reflect a lack of knowledge 

and confidence, as well as a level of uncertainty, regarding the behaviors and feelings of 

one’s self (Berger & Bradac, 1975). 

The romantic partner can become a source of uncertainty when an individual has 

a lack of knowledge, confidence, or predictability about a romantic partner’s attitudes, 

goals, values, and behaviors.  This could also extend to a lack of knowledge about who a 

romantic partner is as an individual (Berger, 1979; Berger & Bradac, 1982; Berger & 

Calabrese, 1975). 

Relationship uncertainty is more complex in nature because it deals with the 

relationship as a single unit, but is yet influenced by the two “sub-units” of that 

relationship, those being the two partners who compose that relational unit (Berger, 

1988).  For example, if Partner A perceives his/her relationship with Partner B to be 

mutually satisfying and stable, but Partner B begins to withdraw or enact dissolution 

strategies, this would violate Partner A’s current perceptions and relational expectations.  

Consequently, there would be a lack of further confidence or predictability of Partner B’s 

behaviors (partner uncertainty), but also of the status and future of the relationship 

(relationship uncertainty).  In summary, the complexity of relationship uncertainty lies in 

the fact that it can be an effect of increased self or partner uncertainty, but it can also be a 

cause of self or partner uncertainty, as demonstrated in the analyses provided by 

Knobloch and Solomon (1999). 
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RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY AND DISCLOSURE 
Although uncertainty reduction theory identifies the reasons and sources of 

uncertainty that may emerge within interpersonal relationships, it also delineates that a 

fundamental goal in interpersonal interaction is to achieve interpersonal understanding 

(Berger & Bradac, 1982).  In other words, if uncertainty exists within an interpersonal 

relationship, people are typically driven to reduce that uncertainty by engaging in 

information-seeking behaviors.  This is specifically reflected in Axiom 3 of uncertainty 

reduction theory, which posits a positive relationship between uncertainty and 

information-seeking behavior (Berger & Calabrese, 1975).  However, it is vital to 

identify the inherent complexity that arises when considering uncertainty in the context of 

romantic relationships rather than general interpersonal interactions. 

Although uncertainty reduction theory posits that more information leads to less 

uncertainty, this does not necessarily imply that less uncertainty leads to stronger feelings 

of attraction or liking in a romantic relationship.  Admittedly, gleaning more information 

about a romantic partner can certainly result in discovering very unlikable characteristics 

and therefore causing a decrease in feelings of attraction or liking. Additionally, it is 

worth noting that research has also shown a positive relationship between uncertainty and 

topic avoidance, which would seem to contradict the assumption that individuals engage 

in interaction to reduce uncertainty (Afifi & Burgoon, 1998).  However, engaging in topic 

avoidance does not necessarily mean that people stop seeking information. 

In place of analyzing the relationship between one’s own relational uncertainty 

and partner disclosure, this study is interested in the relationship between one’s own 
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disclosure and one’s own uncertainty.  In other words, how do individuals’ disclosures 

affect their own uncertainty?  An individual with increased willingness or desire to 

engage in disclosure may create more interaction opportunities that are focused on 

disclosure than an individual who is rarely willing or desires to engage in disclosure.  For 

example, an initial revelation or disclosure may serve as the basis for creating an 

interaction environment more conducive to mutual disclosure.  It is also worth noting that 

perhaps disclosure can be used as a strategy to elicit a reciprocal disclosure from a 

romantic partner, which may then provide novel information and a reduction of 

uncertainty.   

Despite the inability to determine a valid cause-effect relationship between 

disclosure and uncertainty in the current study, it is important to note that the approach of 

this study takes disclosure as being the causal factor in the disclosure-uncertainty 

relationship.  Uncertainty reduction theory links the experience of uncertainty with 

information-seeking behaviors, but not necessarily disclosure.  As previously mentioned, 

disclosure may be a strategy used to seek information from a romantic partner, but it is 

not considered a direct effect of uncertainty.  This view becomes especially clear within 

the boundaries of this study when considering one’s own disclosure and one’s own 

uncertainty.  According to existing research, increased uncertainty results in individuals 

engaging in more topic avoidance within their relationships, which could indicate less 

willingness or desire to disclose thoughts or feelings about certain topics (Knobloch & 

Carpenter-Theune, 2004).  In other words, increased uncertainty does not inherently 

cause increased disclosure.  In contrast, disclosure is a primary channel through which 
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information is shared and it is the information that is gained through disclosure that has 

the potential to reduce uncertainty in either the self or the partner.  This is important to 

note when considering how disclosure may affect uncertainty. 

To examine the disclosure-uncertainty relationship further, disclosure will be 

considered in two forms: relational disclosure (i.e., disclosure about the relationship 

itself) and self-disclosure (i.e., disclosure about one’s self).  For this study, relational 

disclosure will be operationalized as one’s willingness to disclose thoughts or feelings 

about topics related to their current relationship (Snell, Hampton, & McManus, 1992).  

Self-disclosure will be defined as verbal messages containing statements directly related 

to personal thoughts or feelings (Greene et al., 2006).  For the purposes of this study, self-

disclosure will be considered in terms of the amount of self-disclosure about one’s own 

thoughts or feelings.  These considerations are reflected in the following hypotheses: 

H1a: Relational disclosure will be negatively related to relational uncertainty. 

H1b: Self-disclosure will be negatively related to relational uncertainty. 

INFLUENCE OF RELATIONSHIP TYPE 
Much of the existing relationship research and theory has followed an 

oversimplification of relational stability in creating the dichotomous description of 

relationships as being either dissolved or remaining intact (Karney, Bradbury, & Johnson, 

1999).  However, a growing line of research focusing on romantic relationships that fall 

outside of this dichotomous categorization has shown that a significant portion of 

romantic couples experiences multiple cycles of relational development and dissolution 

(Dailey, Pfiester, Jin, Beck & Clark, 2009; Dailey, Rossetto, McCracken, Jin, & Green, 
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2012; Koenig Kellas, Bean, Cunningham, & Cheng, 2008; Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 

Parlarea, Cohen, & Rohling, 2000).  For example, 61% of the sample from Dailey, 

Pfiester et al. (2009) reported having experienced a relationship during which dating 

partners had cycled through the breakup and renewal process at least once. 

Therefore, the conceptualization of romantic relationships as either being intact or 

dissolved neglects the reality that many couples’ relationships may be better understood 

as “cyclical” in nature (i.e., dissolution followed by renewal, which is then followed by 

dissolution).  This type of relationship has been often defined in the existing literature as 

“on-again/off-again” (Dailey, Pfiester et al., 2009).  Although the categories of intact, 

dissolved, or cyclical are mutually exclusive in nature when describing romantic 

relationships, the greater conceptualization of romantic relationships can be simplified 

into two categories: cyclical and non-cyclical.  Non-cyclical relationships are those that 

develop, dissolve, and are never renewed between the same partners or those that simply 

never break up.  Cyclical relationships are those that develop, dissolve, and are renewed 

between the same partners at least once.  With this understanding that dating relationships 

may be non-cyclical or cyclical in nature, researchers can achieve a more comprehensive 

conceptualization of dating relationships. 

With cyclical partners often reporting lower relational quality, this inevitably has 

created the question of why this difference in relational quality exists between cyclical 

and non-cyclical dating relationships.  The research of cyclical and non-cyclical 

relationships headed by Dailey, Pfiester et al. (2009) directly addressed the question of 

how these two groups of dating relationships are different.  The greatest insight revealed 
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by the preliminary analyses of differences between these two groups was that cyclical 

partners face more internal obstacles involving relational dynamics (i.e., levels of 

commitment, satisfaction, uncertainty), whereas non-cyclical partners are more likely to 

be impacted by external factors (i.e., disapproval from social networks, physical distance, 

social obligations). 

Aside from the research exploring and comparing the differences between cyclical 

and non-cyclical relationships, additional research has focused on internal characteristics 

specific to cyclical relationships.  For example, Dailey, Middleton, and Green (2012) 

found differences in the relational maintenance behaviors, relational satisfaction, and 

uncertainty of cyclical partners based on the relational stability that cyclical partners may 

perceive at different stages of their on-off cycles.  Dailey, Rossetto et al. (2012) went on 

to qualitatively analyze how cyclical partners negotiate the on-off transitions that they 

experience during these cycles.  But the research specifically focused on further defining 

the nuanced differences between cyclical and non-cyclical relationships is still 

developing.  Aside from the preliminary analyses provided by Dailey, Pfiester et al. 

(2009) regarding the general differences between these two groups, the only other known 

research that has set out to explore additional differences between cyclical and non-

cyclical dating relationships was primarily concerned with relational maintenance 

behaviors (Dailey, Hampel, & Roberts, 2010).  In their analyses, Dailey et al. (2010) 

found that uncertainty was negatively related to relational maintenance behaviors and 

commitment for both cyclical and non-cyclical relationships, but differences existed in 

how relationship length was related to maintenance behaviors, as well as in factors that 
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were related to commitment (i.e., network inclusion, openness).  Thus, it appears that a 

gap still remains within the research literature, specifically regarding the influence and 

existence of correlations between individual characteristics (i.e., uncertainty, attachment 

patterns, etc.) that may help explain the differences that exist between cyclical and non-

cyclical dating relationships. 

The differences between cyclical and non-cyclical relationships that have been 

previously explored identify the fact that relationship type has some relationship with the 

level of relational uncertainty (Dailey et al., 2009; Dailey et al., 2010).  For example, in 

Study 1 of Dailey et al. (2009), non-cyclical partners reported significantly more certainty 

about their relationship status than cyclical partners.  Thus, the relationship itself could be 

said to be a very salient source of uncertainty in cyclical relationships due to the very 

essence of their cyclical nature.  Study 2 of Dailey et al. (2009) supports this conclusion 

in their findings that the number of relationship renewals that a cyclical couple 

experiences is positively related to the uncertainty in their relationship.  In other words, 

as a cyclical couple cycles through their series of separations and renewals, the sense of 

confidence and predictability about the current or future status of their relationship 

diminishes.   

Despite the existing literature demonstrating generally higher levels of relational 

uncertainty within cyclical relationships, there has been little research examining the 

comparative disclosure practices of cyclical and non-cyclical partners.  In other words, 

the question of how relationship type (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) moderates the 

relationship between disclosure and uncertainty has not yet been explored.  As proposed 
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and supported in the rationale for H1a-b, a negative relationship is expected to emerge 

between disclosure and uncertainty, but little research exists to help hypothesize the 

moderation effects of relationship type. 

The very nature and volatility of cyclical relationships predisposes cyclical 

partners to higher levels of uncertainty, as demonstrated in Dailey, Pfiester, et al. (2009).  

With this, perhaps disclosure in cyclical relationships would influence the feelings of 

uncertainty more than it would in a non-cyclical relationship.  In other words, in a 

relationship full of uncertainty, the smallest provision of certainty may be seen as quite 

significant.  In non-cyclical relationships where uncertainty may exist at moderate levels, 

disclosures may not influence uncertainty as strongly because there is already less 

uncertainty to be reduced than in cyclical relationships.  However, it may also be true that 

since the number of renewals in cyclical relationships is already positively related to 

uncertainty (Dailey, Pfiester, et al., 2009), disclosure would do little to influence the 

uncertainty caused by the basic experience of the breakup-renewal process that cyclical 

partners experience.  Research also suggests that relational uncertainty is directly and 

positively related to topic avoidance (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004), which could 

imply that cyclical partners are more likely to engage in topic avoidance and less likely or 

willing to engage in full disclosure.  Additionally, the relational maintenance literature 

describes openness (i.e., disclosure) as a primary relational maintenance behavior 

(Stafford & Canary, 1991), which is particularly interesting when taking into account the 

research showing that cyclical partners generally utilize relational maintenance behaviors 

less than non-cyclical partners (Dailey et al., 2010).  To directly address these questions 
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and the moderating effects of relational status (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) that may 

exist, the following research questions are posed: 

RQ1a: Does relationship type (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) moderate the association 

between relational disclosure and relational uncertainty? 

RQ1b: Does relationship type (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) moderate the association 

between self-disclosure and relational uncertainty? 

DIFFERENTIATING EFFECTS: SELF VS. RELATIONAL DISCLOSURE 
Sufficient support exists within the literature to hypothesize the relationship 

between disclosure and relational uncertainty, but the complexities within these variables 

garner more detailed consideration.  Uncertainty reduction theory demonstrates why 

uncertainty exists in interpersonal relationships, but it also explains the multiple sources 

from which uncertainty may arise (i.e., the self, the partner, or the relationship).  These 

multiple sources are not distinctly separate in nature, but rather, analyses have shown that 

these sources of uncertainty are linked and at times, mutually influenced by one another.  

Of particular importance are the strong correlations found between relationship 

uncertainty and both self and partner uncertainty (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999).  

Although minor correlations have been found between self and partner uncertainty when 

relationship uncertainty is controlled, relationship uncertainty still remains the most 

influential source of relational uncertainty within a romantic relationship when 

considering its correlations with both self and partner uncertainty (Knobloch & Solomon, 

1999).  This is also a plausible explanation for why Berger and Bradac (1982) cited 

relationship uncertainty as being the most difficult to alleviate. 
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Although decreases in self or partner uncertainty may reduce relational 

uncertainty, the analyses provided by Knobloch and Solomon (1999) provide sufficient 

support for relationship uncertainty as having a stronger positive relationship with 

relational uncertainty than either self or partner uncertainty.  Thus, when considering 

disclosure that occurs between two romantic partners within a relationship, disclosures 

that provide greater information, confidence, and predictability about the relationship 

itself would logically decrease relationship uncertainty.  In turn, this would also affect the 

larger construct of relational uncertainty (i.e., the combination of self, partner, and 

relationship uncertainty) to a greater extent than any form of self or partner disclosure, 

based on the findings in Knobloch and Solomon (1999).  This proposal is reflected in the 

following hypothesis: 

H2: Relational disclosure will have a stronger negative association with relational 

uncertainty than self-disclosure. 

AN INTERDEPENDENCE FRAMEWORK 
As demonstrated, sufficient evidence exists within the current literature to 

propose the aforementioned relationships between disclosure and relational uncertainty.  

However, this may provide an interesting insight into the possible correlations that may 

exist between disclosure patterns and relationship type (i.e. cyclical vs. non-cyclical).  

Dailey et al. (2010) and Dailey, Pfiester, et al. (2009) have shown that cyclical partners 

report more relational uncertainty than non-cyclical partners.  With the previously 

hypothesized relationship between relationship uncertainty and relational disclosure, one 

conclusion that might be drawn from this is that cyclical partners may engage in less 
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disclosure within their relationships than non-cyclical partners.  This conclusion may be 

seen more clearly when constructed within a framework provided by interdependence 

theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). 

Interdependence theory states that the interaction between partners in close 

relationships is the central determinant of satisfaction and dependence within close 

relationships (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).  However, the true 

essence of this theory is focused on the costs, rewards, and outcomes that partners receive 

from these interactions.  For example, certain “costs” that may be associated with 

relational interactions are emotional or physical pain, resources lost (i.e., time, money, 

etc.), and distress, whereas “rewards” might be described as pleasure, resources gained 

(i.e., money, possessions, etc.), or some form of gratification (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993).  

The “outcomes” of interactions between two partners are what they ultimately receive 

from these interactions.  Therefore, based on the comparison of “costs vs. rewards” that 

are received throughout extended relational interactions, an individual can judge whether 

those interactions with their partner are ultimately resulting in rewarding or costly 

outcomes.  Logically, as an extensive amount of literature has claimed, individuals are 

attracted to people whose presence is rewarding to them (Aronson, 1969; Finkel & 

Eastwick, in press; Levinger & Snoek, 1972; Walster, 1971).  In other words, people like 

to be in relationships that give them rewarding outcomes. 

According to interdependence theory, the outcomes that partners receive in a 

close relationship affect both the partners’ levels of satisfaction and levels of dependence 

due to their comparison level and comparison level for alternatives (Rusbult & Buunk, 



 17 

1993).  Comparison level refers to “the standard against which [an individual] evaluates 

the ‘attractiveness’ of the relationship or how satisfactory it is” (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959, 

p. 21).  This ‘standard’ is often synonymous with the relational expectations that an 

individual has.  Thus, relationship outcomes that exceed expectations will result in 

greater satisfaction and the opposite is true for outcomes that fail to meet expectations.  

The comparison level for alternatives, on the other hand, describes the relationship 

alternatives that are available to an individual.  In other words, this is the standard used to 

decide whether or not to remain in a current relationship or to pursue alternative 

relationships.  Again, this decision is based on the costs, rewards, and overall outcomes 

available in a current relationship versus an alternative relationship or simply not being in 

a relationship (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993).  Therefore, individuals who have no alternatives 

that would exceed their current relationship in terms of rewarding outcomes will be more 

dependent than individuals who have multiple alternatives that would yield more 

rewarding outcomes than their current relationship. 

REASONS FOR DISCLOSURE DIFFERENCES 
With the conceptualization of close relationships within an interdependence 

framework, there are three reasons why we may expect levels of disclosure to be different 

in cyclical and non-cyclical dating relationships.  First, disclosure is an intentional 

revelation or offering of personal information to another individual (Derlega, Metts, 

Petronio, & Margulis, 1993).  An extensive amount of literature has focused on the 

positive relationships between disclosure and numerous relational characteristics, such as 

feelings of love/liking (Rubin, Hill, Peplau, & Dunkel-Schetter, 1980), intimacy (Collins 
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& Miller, 1994), relationship quality (Meeks, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1998), and 

commitment (Sprecher & Hendrick, 2004).  However, just as disclosure positively affects 

feelings of love, intimacy, and commitment in close relationships, there is an equal 

possibility that disclosure to a romantic partner may reveal personal information that does 

not cause a positive reaction to the information disclosed, but rather the opposite.  

Revelations of relational doubts, personal flaws, transgressions, or other undesirable 

qualities are just as likely to cause decreases in intimacy, feelings of liking, and 

commitment.  This is a concept that the existing disclosure research appears to have left 

untouched. 

Therefore, in considering interdependence theory, we must acknowledge the fact 

that personal information revealed through disclosure can either be perceived as costly or 

rewarding in the context of any given close relationship.  For example, being told by your 

romantic partner that he or she never wants to have children may be perceived as an 

undesirable cost of continuing that relationship if you always expected or desired to have 

a large family.  However, being told that your romantic partner has a goal of pursuing a 

highly lucrative career may be perceived as a very desirable reward of continuing your 

relationship.  Disclosure can then be proposed as a way in which we obtain information, 

and consequently reduce uncertainty about the costs or rewards of initiating or 

maintaining any given close relationship.  However, a lack of disclosure may lead to 

greater uncertainty and a more ambiguous commitment to a current relationship, which 

often characterizes individuals in cyclical relationships (Dailey, Pfiester, et al., 2009). In 

turn, although disclosure differences between cyclical and non-cyclical partners have not 
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yet been explicated, low disclosure and a consequent lack of information may facilitate 

cyclical tendencies in dating relationships. 

The second reason why we may expect levels of disclosure to be different in 

cyclical and non-cyclical relationships is that disclosure is a source of information 

through which the costs, rewards, and overall outcomes of a relationship can be more 

accurately determined and compared.  Because individuals evaluate their current 

relationship outcomes versus their comparison levels and comparison level of alternatives 

(Rusbult & Buunk, 1993), an accurate assessment of perceived relationship outcomes in a 

current relationship is vital.  Without this, partners may be more willing to pursue 

alternative relationships, despite not being certain whether their current relationship or 

the alternative relationship will yield more rewarding outcomes.  Thus, we would expect 

that partners who are uncertain of how their current outcomes compare to alternative 

outcomes may desire to “test” alternative relationships, but not indefinitely terminate 

their current relationship in case the alternative relationship yielded less rewarding 

outcomes.  These tendencies can be seen in the reasons that cyclical partners report for 

renewing their former relationships, such as no better alternatives, relationship 

investments, and changes in perceptions of the relationship. (Dailey, Jin, Pfiester, & 

Beck, 2011; Dailey, Rossetto et al., 2012).  These reasons for relationship renewal 

certainly fit within an interdependence framework.  The reasoning of “no better 

alternatives” signifies there were no alternative relationships that actually offered more 

rewarding outcomes or individuals experienced dissatisfaction with alternative partners.  

“Relationship investments” may indicate that the possible rewards of leaving a 
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relationship did not outweigh the costs of potentially losing everything that was already 

invested in the relationship.  “Changes in perceptions of the relationship” could be 

indicative of changes in the perceptions of comparison levels, comparison levels for 

alternatives, and their relation to the actual outcomes of the former relationship.  Thus, 

relationship type could be hypothesized as an effect rather than a cause of insufficient 

information relating to comparison levels and comparison-level alternatives that may be 

gained through disclosure. 

Lastly, disclosure (i.e. openness) is often cited in the existing research literature as 

a communication strategy, but even more so as a primary relational maintenance behavior 

(Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  Consequently it is interesting to note 

that cyclical partners generally use fewer relational maintenance behaviors than non-

cyclical partners (Dailey et al., 2010).  This, again, leads to support for the conclusion 

that cyclical partners may engage in less disclosure within their relationships than non-

cyclical partners.  To test this conclusion, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

H3a: Cyclical partners will report less relational disclosure than non-cyclical partners. 

H3b: Cyclical partners will report less self-disclosure than non-cyclical partners. 

ATTACHMENT THEORY 
A highly heuristic and related theory within the field of developmental 

psychology is that of attachment theory.  Attachment theory was originally developed by 

John Bowlby with the purpose of explaining the psychological and emotional bonds that 

are formed between infants and their primary caregivers.  Through this theory, Bowlby 

claimed that the formation of these bonds is highly dependent on the responsiveness and 
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availability of the primary caregiver throughout infancy, childhood, and adolescence 

(Bowlby, 1973).  Further research exploring this idea confirmed this proposition.  In what 

is commonly referred to as the “strange situation” paradigm, Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, 

and Wall (1978) observed the interactions between infants and their mothers during 

separation and reunion.  The behaviors exhibited by the infants upon separation and at the 

time of reunion with their mother revealed three distinct attachment styles: secure, 

anxious, and avoidant (Ainsworth et al., 1978).  Infants with a secure attachment style 

can be described as experiencing extreme distress when separated from their mother or 

caregiver and engaging in proximity-seeking behavior upon reunion.  Infants categorized 

as having an anxious attachment with their mother exhibited chronic anxiousness about 

“their mothers’ accessibility and responsiveness” (Ainsworth et al., 1978, p. 262), which 

results in high levels of distress upon separation and conflicting behaviors (i.e., 

proximity-seeking or separation-inducing) when reunited with the mother.  Avoidant 

attachment in infants is characterized by minimal distress upon separation from the 

mother, ignoring the presence of its mother upon reunion, and potentially behaviors that 

discourage interaction with her.   

Based on these findings, Ainsworth et al. (1978) posited that the behaviors and 

attachment styles that emerged in the “strange situation” experiment were indicative of 

infants’ general expectations about the availability and responsiveness of their mothers, 

which reinforced the propositions originally put forth by Bowlby (1973) regarding the 

attachment bonds formed between an infant and its primary caregiver. 
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Although Bowlby’s primary focus was attachment development early in life, one 

of his fundamental presuppositions of attachment behavior was its characterization of 

humans from “the cradle to the grave” (Bowlby, 1979, p. 129).  In other words, Bowlby 

proposed that the expectations and confidence in a primary caregiver’s responsiveness 

and availability that is developed from infancy through adolescence generally remain 

unchanged throughout life (Bowlby, 1973).  The implications of this proposal are two-

fold.  First, as previously stated, the attachment bond that is formed with a primary 

caregiver remains constant throughout life.  Second, the formation of this attachment 

bond with the primary caregiver influences how individuals develop their understanding 

and cognitive models of themselves and interaction patterns within close relationships 

(Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1973).  Bowlby (1973) claimed that these working 

models of the individual and interaction patterns that are developed in the early stages of 

life form the interaction expectations that are carried forward by an individual into new 

relationships later in life and consequently serve as a future guide for social interaction 

scripts, particularly in close relationships.  Additional research has supported the 

suggestion that these internal working models are carried forward into future 

relationships and “direct not only feelings and behavior, but also attention, memory, and 

cognition” (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1965, p. 67; see also Sroufe & Fleeson, 1986). 

ADULT ATTACHMENT 
Thus, with individual differences emerging in the internal working models of 

infants based on their early attachment with their primary caregiver and those working 

models being carried forward into future relationships, those individual differences in 
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attachment would also hypothetically emerge in close relationships that are formed later 

in life.  This idea of the attachment process as being a fundamental part of the formation 

of adult romantic relationships was initially explored by Hazan and Shaver (1987).  In 

this study, the three attachment styles in infants (i.e., secure, anxious, avoidant) originally 

cited by Ainsworth et al. (1978) were nearly identical in both infancy and adulthood.  

Campos, Barrett, Lamb, Goldsmith, and Stenberg (1983) estimated the frequency of 

attachment styles in infancy as being 62% secure, 23% avoidant, and 15% anxious.  The 

reports found in Hazan and Shaver (1987) cited the frequency of attachment styles in 

adulthood as being 56% secure, 24% avoidant, and 15% anxious, which closely mirrors 

the estimates given in Campos et al (1983).   

Additionally, a similar set of related emotions associated with each attachment 

category was found to be distinguishable in adult romantic relationships, just as in 

infancy (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Hazan & Shaver, 1987).  Adults who exhibit secure 

attachment find it easy to grow close to others, are willing to depend on others, have 

others depend on them, and have very little fear of abandonment.  Avoidant adults prefer 

to not depend on others, grow close to others, or allow others to grow close to them.  

Those adults characterized by anxious attachment find reluctance in others to become as 

intimate as they may desire and tend to fear abandonment or doubt the sincerity of other’s 

feelings towards them. 

Since Hazan and Shaver (1987) first proposed the concept of adult attachment, 

adult attachment has been further explored and developed in its conceptualization and 

measurement (i.e., Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998; 
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Fraley & Waller, 1998).  Hazan and Shaver (1987) originally established a modified 

version of the three-category attachment measure of Ainsworth et al. (1978) to target 

attachment measurement in adult romantic relationships.  More recently, the 

conceptualization and measurement of attachment has developed into an evaluation of 

two fundamental attachment dimensions: attachment-related anxiety and attachment-

related avoidance (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998).  Along with the evolution of 

attachment measurement, research has examined the specific influences of attachment in 

adult romantic relationships.  Simpson (1990) found that differences in adult attachment 

were highly correlated with relationship characteristics, such as interdependence, 

commitment, trust, and satisfaction.  For example, highly avoidant individuals reported 

less interdependence and commitment in their relationships than highly anxious 

individuals.  Differences were also found in the frequency with which secure, anxious, 

and avoidant adults experience positive or negative emotions within their romantic 

relationship (Simpson, 1990).  Based on within-dyad correlations, high anxiety was 

associated with less positive emotions as reported by a romantic partner, which was true 

for both men and women.  Collins and Read (1990) complemented these results by 

finding that attachment patterns were again correlated with dating couples’ reports of 

relationship satisfaction.  Specifically, high anxiety in women was associated with lower 

relational satisfaction for men and low anxiety in men was related with high relational 

satisfaction for their female partners. 
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ATTACHMENT AND DISCLOSURE 
In the body of research demonstrating the influences of adult attachment within 

romantic relationships, disclosure has emerged as also being related to adult attachment 

styles.  Mikulincer and Nachshon (1991) found that adult attachment styles were 

significantly associated with patterns of self-disclosure.  The specific findings revealed 

that avoidant individuals showed less self-disclosure than both secure and anxious 

individuals.  In addition, more recent research has shown that high attachment anxiety is 

positively related to levels of relational disclosure, whereas high attachment avoidance is 

negatively related to levels of relational disclosure (Tan, Overall, & Taylor, 2012).  

Therefore, in terms of attachment-related dimensions, Mikulincer and Nachshon (1991) 

indicate attachment avoidance being negatively related to levels of self-disclosure, 

whereas Tan et al. (2012) provide support for the claim that attachment anxiety is 

positively related with levels of relational disclosure. 

The individual characteristics generally associated with these attachment 

dimensions provide support for assessing the relationship between attachment and 

disclosure. With attachment avoidance generally being characterized by discomfort with 

intimacy and desire for interpersonal distance in close relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 

1987), we would expect less disclosure of personal thoughts or feelings about the 

relationship, as well as less willingness or desire to engage in intimate disclosures about 

one’s self.  When considering the high-intimacy desires associated with attachment 

anxiety, high levels of disclosure in the pursuit of intimacy could also be expected.  

These conclusions are especially clear when considering the research revealing a positive 
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correlation between intimacy and disclosure in romantic relationships (Laurenceau, 

Barrett, & Pietromonaco, 1998; Waring & Chelune, 1983).  Furthermore, research 

conducted by Bradford et al. (2002) provides additional support for how attachment 

influences disclosure within romantic relationships.  Their findings revealed strong 

negative correlations between avoidance and both self-disclosure and relational 

disclosure.  Similar correlations between anxiety and disclosure were found, but 

interestingly they were either marginally significant or only approached significance.  

However, when considering these existing correlations in conjunction with the findings 

from Mikulincer and Nachshon (1991), sufficient support exists for hypothesizing a 

positive correlation between anxiety and disclosure. 

Thus, individual differences in attachment orientations and the consequent 

influence on disclosure patterns hold significant implications, especially when 

considering the hypothesized correlations between disclosure and uncertainty proposed in 

H1a-b.  Therefore, four hypotheses regarding the influence of individual attachment 

patterns on disclosure patterns within romantic relationships will be tested here: 

H4a: Couples with partners who are both higher in attachment avoidance will report a 

lower amount of self-disclosure to each other than couples in which one or both partners 

are lower in attachment avoidance. 

H4b: Couples with partners who are both higher in avoidance will report a lower amount 

of relational disclosure to each other than couples in which one or both partners are 

lower in avoidance. 
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H5a: Couples with partners who are both higher in anxiety will report a greater amount of 

self-disclosure to each other than couples in which one or both partners are lower in 

attachment anxiety. 

H5b: Couples with partners who are both higher in attachment anxiety will report a greater 

amount of relational disclosure to each other than couples in which one or both partners 

are lower in attachment anxiety. 

ATTACHMENT AND RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY 
Much of the current literature review has showcased the research surrounding 

both disclosure and relational uncertainty, but research examining the relationship 

between attachment and relational uncertainty is sparse.  Guerrero (1998) examined 

attachment and experiences of jealousy in romantic relationships.  In this study, jealousy 

was framed as a real or imagined threat to a relationship and the presence of such a threat 

was hypothesized to trigger attachment patterns of romantic partners.  However, the study 

was primarily focused on the effect of attachment styles on individuals’ experiences of 

jealousy, with uncertainty only considered as a factor potentially influencing reactions to 

feelings of jealousy. 

Additional research has incorporated attachment and uncertainty as a point of 

discussion, but rarely has it directly analyzed the relationship between the two.  For 

example, Jin and Peña (2010) examined forms of mobile communication in romantic 

relationships, with consideration of multiple variables including relational uncertainty 

and attachment styles.  Although their study was not specifically focused on the 

relationship between uncertainty and attachment, their analysis revealed positive 
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correlations between relational uncertainty and both anxiety and avoidance.  Attachment 

and uncertainty were factors that were also considered by Knobloch, Solomon, and Cruz 

(2001) in conjunction with the experiences of romantic jealousy in romantic 

relationships.  Although their focus was romantic jealousy, their analysis revealed 

significant correlations between uncertainty and both avoidance and anxiety.  However, it 

is interesting to note that a positive correlation was found between anxiety and 

uncertainty, whereas a negative correlation was found between avoidance and 

uncertainty. 

Although a limited body of research has directly addressed the relationship 

between uncertainty and attachment, the existence of a relationship between these 

variables can certainly be deduced from the support provided by the correlations revealed 

in the aforementioned analyses, but due to the mixed findings, it is difficult to conjecture 

what type of relationship truly exists.  In order to further explore and possibly establish 

this relationship further, anxiety and avoidance will be tested separately in their relation 

to uncertainty.  Based on the general characteristics associated with high anxiety and 

support drawn from the existing literature, it could be expected that a positive 

relationship would exist between anxiety and uncertainty. 

H6: Attachment anxiety will be positively associated with relational uncertainty. 

However, due to the mixed findings and the association between avoidance and 

uncertainty being slightly less clear, the following research question been posed: 

RQ2: How is attachment avoidance associated with relational uncertainty? 



 29 

 Current research has revealed multiple differences between cyclical and non-

cyclical relationships (Dailey et al., 2009; Dailey et al., 2010), specifically when 

considering variables such as relational uncertainty.  As previously noted, Dailey, 

Pfiester, et al. (2009) revealed fundamental differences between cyclical and non-cyclical 

partners in their reports of both relational uncertainty and relational quality.  With levels 

of relational uncertainty already being high in cyclical relationships, these may mitigate 

the potential impact that attachment may have.  In other words, cyclical partners may 

already experience such high levels of uncertainty that attachment may play a relatively 

smaller role in influencing the levels of uncertainty in cyclical relationships.  

Additionally, recent research has found that cyclical partners’ experiences of relational 

uncertainty are not necessarily distressing (Dailey, Brody, LeFebvre, & Cook, 2012).  

Although cyclical partners may not experience a single, consistent period when they are 

“together,” the cyclical nature of their relationship may actually develop a pattern and 

thus provide some sense of predictability.  Therefore, notable trends in the existing 

research support the possibility and exploration of the moderating role that relationship 

type may play in the association between attachment and relational uncertainty. 

Therefore, with research supporting differences by relationship type, a potential 

moderating effect is considered regarding the association between attachment and 

relational uncertainty: 

RQ3a: Does relationship status (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) moderate the association 

between attachment anxiety and relational uncertainty? 
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RQ3b: Does relationship status (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) moderate the association 

between attachment avoidance and relational uncertainty? 

ATTACHMENT AND RELATIONSHIP TYPE 
A number of trends in cyclical and non-cyclical relationships have been explored 

and hypothesized in this study (i.e., disclosure patterns, relational uncertainty levels, etc.), 

but attachment trends still remain to be considered.  As with the association between 

attachment and relational uncertainty, there is very little research that has focused on the 

association between these two variables (i.e., attachment and relationship type).  The only 

known study to have revealed any type of attachment trend in cyclical or non-cyclical 

relationships was Kirkpatrick and Hazan (1994).  Their findings reflected a tendency in 

highly anxious individuals to break up with their romantic partners and later renew the 

relationship. 

Therefore, to further the consideration of possible attachment differences, this 

study also seeks to identify attachment trends in both cyclical and non-cyclical 

relationships.  However, due to the lack of existing research with this focus, the following 

research question will be posed in order to further explore whether avoidance and anxiety 

vary by relationship type (i.e., cyclical vs. non-cyclical) in the current study: 

RQ4a: How does attachment avoidance vary by relationship type? 

RQ4b: How does attachment anxiety vary by relationship type? 
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CURRENT FOCUS 
With the developed research questions and hypotheses, the current study seeks to 

explore and analyze the influence and associations among the internal characteristics of 

both cyclical and non-cyclical relationships (i.e., disclosure, attachment, uncertainty). 

Along with filling a gap in the literature regarding these correlations and associations, 

this exploration of potential relationship differences that have not yet been examined will 

hopefully prove to be fruitful in furthering the understanding of the distinctive 

characteristics of cyclical and non-cyclical relationships, as well as provide a basis for 

future research of similar focus. 
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Chapter 3: Method 

PARTICIPANTS 
The 114 participants in this study were drawn from the student population at a 

large southwestern university.  The sample consisted of 89 females (80.2%), 22 males 

(19.3%), and 3 participants (2.6%) who did not indicate their biological sex.  Participants 

ages ranged from 18 to 29, with an average age of 20.68 years (SD = 1.98).  More than 

half of the participants (55.3%) were Caucasian or White; other ethnicities included 

Hispanic or Latino/a (15.8%), Asian or Pacific Islander (13.2%), African-American or 

Black (2.6%), and 12 participants (10.5%) reported multiple or other ethnicities.  Three 

participants (2.6%) did not report their ethnicity. 

Within the 114 currently dating participants, 20 (17.5%) identified their 

relationship as being cyclical in nature.  Participants involved in a current cyclical 

relationship reported a median relationship length of 13.69 months, ranging from 1.58 

months to 54.01 months (SD = 15.68) and an average of 2.25 (SD = 1.59) relationship 

renewals during their time with their current partner.  The 94 (82.5%) who were currently 

involved in a non-cyclical relationship reported a median relationship length of 12.89 

months, ranging from 0.53 months to 270.04 months (SD = 44.46).  

Additionally, a specific interest of this study was to collect and examine dyadic 

data for currently dating participants.  Within the 114 currently dating participants, 

dyadic data was obtained from 34 couples.  The median relationship length for these 

couples was 15.98 months, with relationship lengths ranging from 0.89 months to 226.22 

months (SD = 40.64).  
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PROCEDURE 
After obtaining IRB approval (see Appendices A and B), participants were 

recruited from a department participation pool.  The advertisement for this study noted 

that participant eligibility was contingent upon their current relationship status.  Although 

participants were eligible to participate if they were currently in a dating relationship or if 

they had been in a dating relationship within the last six months, only the currently dating 

participants were retained for the analyses.  Extra credit was offered to participants who 

were enrolled in a communication studies course.  In conjunction with the effort to 

collect dyadic data, currently dating participants were offered double extra credit if their 

partner participated in the study as well. 

Participants were then directed to complete an online survey.  In order to facilitate 

dyadic data collection, a 15-digit number was randomly generated as a unique identifier 

for currently dating couples.  Once provided with this number, participants were asked to 

share this number with their current romantic partner so that their data could be linked. 

MEASURES 

Relational Uncertainty  
Knobloch, Miller, Bond, and Mannone’s (2007) modified version of the relational 

uncertainty scale was used to measure the feelings of relational uncertainty that may be 

experienced by individuals within their romantic relationships.  All three uncertainty 

subscales (i.e., self, partner, relationship) are included in this measure.  The scale consists 

of 12 items on a 6-point Likert-type response format (1 = completely or almost 

completely uncertain to 6 = completely or almost completely certain).  For scoring, the 



 34 

mean for each participant’s responses was calculated and then subtracted from 7 so that 

higher numbers indicated greater uncertainty.  The alpha reliability found for total 

relational uncertainty was .97 (M = 2.04; SD = 1.08). 

Adult Attachment 
The ECR-R, Fraley, Waller, and Brennan’s (2000) revised version of the 

Experiences in Close Relationships scale (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998), was used to 

assess participants’ attachment patterns.  This measure includes 18 items within the 

avoidance subscale and 18-items within the anxiety subscale.   Responses are based on a 

7-point Likert-type response format (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree).  The 

specific items were coded so that higher scores indicated stronger avoidance or anxiety 

characteristics.  For each participant’s responses, the mean was calculated for scores on 

both the anxiety and avoidance subscales.  The overall alpha reliability for the avoidance 

subscale was .93 (M = 3.31; SD = 1.05) and .91 (M = 3.93; SD = 0.98) for the anxiety 

subscale.  

Self-Disclosure 
The Revised Self-Disclosure Scale (RSDS) as developed by Wheeless (1978) was 

used to assess the amount of self-disclosure behaviors in which participants engaged.   

The 7-item “Amount” subscale was used for measurement and analysis.  Responses were 

based on a 7-point Likert-type response format (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly 

agree). The mean was calculated for participants’ scores to yield a final measurement of 

the amount of disclosure.  Items were coded so that higher scores reflected greater 
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amounts of disclosure. Overall, the “Amount” subscale of the RSDS yielded an alpha 

reliability of .76 (M = 4.21; SD = 1.01).  

Relational Disclosure 
The willingness of participants to disclose relationship-related information to their 

romantic partner was measured through the Relationship Disclosure Scale (RDS) 

developed by Snell, Hampton, and McManus (1992).  This scale is comprised of 75 items 

focusing on different relationship topics.  Answers were given based on a 5-point, Likert-

type response format (1 = Not willing to discuss to 5 = Completely willing to discuss). 

According to the original design, the instructions for this scale targeted the 

willingness of an individual to disclose relationship information about a former 

relationship to their current partner.  In an effort to target the willingness of individuals to 

disclose thoughts or feelings about their current relationship to their current partner, the 

instructions and items were modified to target the current partner and current relationship 

(i.e., “past relationship” and “former partner” were replaced with “current relationship” 

and “current partner”).  After these modifications, the total scale yielded an alpha 

reliability of .98 (M = 4.28; SD = 0.59).  The mean of participants’ responses was 

calculated and higher numbers indicate more willingness to engage in relational 

disclosure with a current partner. 

Correlations among these variables are presented in Table 1.  All items for each 

scale are presented in Appendix C.  
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Chapter 4: Results 

RELATIONAL DISCLOSURE AND UNCERTAINTY 
To test H1a, a hierarchical regression was conducted with relational disclosure as 

the independent variable.  Sex was entered as a control variable in Step 1 (due to its 

association with relational uncertainty, see Table 1) and relational disclosure was entered 

in Step 2. Relational uncertainty was included as the dependent variable.  The linear 

combination of the independent variables was significantly associated with relational 

uncertainty in Step 2: F(2, 108) = 28.53, p < .001.  The sample multiple correlation 

coefficient (R) was .59, which is in indication that approximately 35% of the variance in 

relational uncertainty can be accounted for by the linear combination of an individual’s 

willingness to engage in relational disclosure and their sex.  However, sex itself did not 

account for any significant variance in relational uncertainty, whereas relational 

disclosure (t = -6.78, p < .001, β = -.55, ΔR2 = .28) did account for unique variance in 

relational uncertainty.  Thus, H1a was supported. 

SELF-DISCLOSURE AND UNCERTAINTY 
The test for H1b followed the same progression.  Sex was used as a control 

variable in Step 1 for the hierarchical regression, with self-disclosure being entered in 

Step 2.  Relational uncertainty served as the dependent variable.  The linear combination 

of self-disclosure and sex was determined to be significant: F(2, 108) = 4.18, p < 0.05.  

The sample multiple correlation coefficient (R) was .27, which indicates that self-

disclosure and sex account for 7.2% of the variance in relational uncertainty.  However, 
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the specific effect of self-disclosure (t = -.71, p = .48, β = -.07, ΔR2 = .00) was not 

significant and consequently did not account for any unique variance in relational 

uncertainty.  H1b was therefore not supported. 

RELATIONSHIP TYPE, RELATIONAL DISCLOSURE, AND UNCERTAINTY 
RQ1a was tested through a hierarchical regression as well.  The independent 

variables entered in the equation were sex in Step 1, relationship type (cyclical vs. non-

cyclical) and relational disclosure in Step 2, and the interaction term between relationship 

type and relational disclosure in Step 3.  The dependent variable remained as relational 

uncertainty.  Overall, the combination of sex, relationship type, relational disclosure, and 

the interaction of relationship type and relational disclosure was significant, F(4, 106) = 

14.17, p < .001, and accounted for approximately 35% of the variance in relational 

uncertainty.  As in H1a, Step 2 showed that the main effect of relational disclosure was 

negatively associated with uncertainty (t = -6.76, p = < .001, β = -.56). However, 

relationship type (t = -.46, p = .65, β = -.36) did not account for a significant amount of 

variance in the relationship between relational disclosure and relational uncertainty; 

cyclical partners did not report different levels of uncertainty than did non-cyclical 

partners.  Importantly, the interaction term from Step 3 (t = -.48, p = .63, β = -.21, ΔF = 

0.23, p = .63, ΔR2 = .00) indicated that the interaction between relationship type and 

relational disclosure did not explain a significant amount of variance.  Therefore, to 

answer RQ1a, relationship type did not provide a significant moderating effect on the 

relationship between relational disclosure and relational uncertainty. 
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RELATIONSHIP TYPE, SELF-DISCLOSURE, AND UNCERTAINTY 
To test a similar moderating relationship posed in RQ1b, the same process was 

followed.  A hierarchical regression was conducted with sex, relationship type, and self-

disclosure.  Again, the dependent variable remained relational uncertainty.  Sex was 

entered in Step 1, relationship type and self-disclosure were entered in Step 2, and the 

interaction term for relationship type and self-disclosure was entered in Step 3.  Together, 

the linear combination of the stated independent variables only approached significance 

in predicting relational uncertainty, F(4, 106) = 2.09, p = .09, and accounted for 7% of 

the variance. In Step 2, neither self-disclosure (t = 0.27, p = .79, β = .03) nor relationship 

type (t = -0.71, p = .48, β = -.07) was significantly associated with uncertainty. In 

addition, the results for Step 3 were not significant: ΔF = 0.06, p = .81, ΔR2 = .00. 

Consequently, the interaction term (t = -.25, p = .81, β = -.09) from Step 3 indicated that 

no unique variance was explained by the interaction between relationship type and self-

disclosure.  Therefore, RQ1b was answered by there being no support for relationship type 

(i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) posing any moderating effect on the relationship between 

self-disclosure and relational uncertainty. 

RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY: SELF VS. RELATIONAL DISCLOSURE 
H2 predicted that relational disclosure would have a stronger negative association 

with relational uncertainty than self-disclosure.  To test H2, a correlational analysis was 

performed in two parts.  The initial relationship that was tested was between relational 

disclosure and relational uncertainty.  This relationship was found to statistically 

significant, r(111) = -.58, p < .001.  The relationship between self-disclosure and 
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relational uncertainty was tested second.  A correlation of -.08 was found, but it was not 

statistically significant, p = .42.  Based on the comparison of correlations as well as the 

results of the regressions for H1a-b, H2 was supported. 

RELATIONSHIP TYPE AND RELATIONAL DISCLOSURE 
For H3a, cyclical partners were predicted to engage in less relational disclosure 

than non-cyclical partners.  To test this prediction, a one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was calculated using relationship type (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) and sex 

as the independent variables, while relational disclosure served as the dependent variable.  

Based on the results, there was no significant difference in relational disclosure, F (1, 

108) = 1.36, p = .25, between cyclical and non-cyclical partners.  The relational 

disclosure mean for cyclical partners was 4.39 (SD = 0.53), whereas the mean for non-

cyclical partners was 4.26 (SD = 0.60).  H3a was therefore not supported. 

RELATIONSHIP TYPE AND SELF-DISCLOSURE 
A similar method was used to test H3b, which predicted that cyclical partners 

would also engage in less self-disclosure than non-cyclical partners.  For this one-way 

ANOVA analysis, relationship type (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) and sex were used as 

the independent variables and self-disclosure was used as the dependent variable.  No 

significant difference was found in the self-disclosure practices, F (1, 111) = 0.12, p = 

.73, of cyclical and non-cyclical partners.  Cyclical partners reported a mean of 4.14 (SD 

= 1.23) for self-disclosure and non-cyclical partners reported a mean of 4.21 (SD = 0.96).  

Consequently, H3b was not supported either. 
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ATTACHMENT AVOIDANCE AND SELF-DISCLOSURE 
H4a posited that couples with partners who are both higher in attachment 

avoidance would report a lower amount of self-disclosure to each other than couples in 

which one or both partners are lower in attachment.  To test the predicted relationship in 

H4a, the two partners’ avoidance and disclosure scores from the 34 couples who 

participated were averaged.  A correlation analysis was then conducted using the 

combined avoidance variable and the combined self-disclosure variable; a negative 

correlation would suggest that couples with higher avoidance report less self-disclosure 

and couples with lower avoidance would report more self-disclosure.  Although a 

negative relationship between levels of avoidance and levels of self-disclosure emerged, 

r(34) = -.33, p = 0.06, it only approached significance.  H4a was therefore marginally 

supported. 

ATTACHMENT AVOIDANCE AND RELATIONAL DISCLOSURE 
H4b also predicted couples with partners who are both higher in avoidance would 

report a lower amount of relational disclosure than couples in which one or both partners 

are lower in avoidance.  A similar correlation analysis with partners’ averaged avoidance 

and relational disclosure scores revealed that this relationship was statistically significant, 

r(34) = -.47, p = 0.01.  Thus, H4b was supported. 

ATTACHMENT ANXIETY AND SELF-DISCLOSURE 
Within H5a, couples with partners both higher in anxiety were predicted to report 

more self-disclosure than couples in which one or both partners were lower in anxiety.  

To test H5a, a similar correlation analysis was calculated using the means of partners’ 
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anxiety and self-disclosure scores.  Although a positive relationship was indicated, r(34) 

= .16, p  = .37, the relationship between anxiety and self-disclosure was not statistically 

significant.  H5a was not supported. 

ATTACHMENT ANXIETY AND RELATIONAL DISCLOSURE 
H5b also predicted couples with partners high in anxiety would report more 

relational disclosure than couples in which one or both partners were lower in anxiety.  A 

correlation analysis was also conducted to test this prediction with partners’ averaged 

scores of anxiety and relational disclosure.  The analysis revealed that no statistically 

significant relationship existed, r(34) = -.03, p = .87, and H5b was therefore not supported. 

ATTACHMENT ANXIETY AND RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY 
H6 predicted that attachment anxiety would have a positive relationship with 

relational uncertainty.  To analyze this relationship, a hierarchical regression was 

conducted.  Sex was entered as a control variable in Step 1 and anxiety was entered as an 

independent variable in Step 2.  The dependent variable was relational uncertainty.  The 

linear combination of the independent variables in Step 2 was significantly related to 

relational uncertainty: F(2, 108) = 7.65, p < .001.  The sample multiple correlation 

coefficient (R) was .35, which indicates that approximately 12% of the variance in 

relational uncertainty could be accounted for by attachment anxiety and sex. Attachment 

anxiety (t = 2.64, p < .01, β = .22, ΔR2 = .06) did individually account for unique 

variance in relational uncertainty.  Therefore, based on the prediction given, H6 was 

supported. 



 42 

ATTACHMENT AVOIDANCE AND RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY 
RQ2 was proposed as a way to explore the relationship between attachment 

avoidance and relational uncertainty.  This relationship was analyzed using hierarchical 

regression as well.  Sex was entered as a control variable in Step 1 and avoidance was 

entered as an independent variable in Step 2.  The dependent variable remained as 

relational uncertainty.  Together, the linear combination of attachment avoidance and sex 

was also significantly related to relational uncertainty: F(2, 108) = 9.13, p < .001.  This 

analysis yielded a sample multiple correlation coefficient (R) of .38, indicating that 

approximately 14% of the variance in relational uncertainty was explained by attachment 

avoidance and sex.  Independently, attachment avoidance (t = 3.12, p < .005, β = .31, ΔR2 

= .08) did account for unique variance in relational uncertainty in Step 2.  Therefore, RQ2 

can be answered through this analysis showing that a positive and statistically significant 

relationship exists between attachment avoidance and relational uncertainty. 

RELATIONSHIP TYPE, ATTACHMENT, AND RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY 
Additionally, RQ3a and RQ3b were posed to explore the potential moderating effect 

of relationship type on the relationship between attachment and relational uncertainty. 

RQ3a involved attachment anxiety.  A hierarchical regression was conducted with 

relational uncertainty as the dependent variable.  Sex was entered in Step 1, relationship 

type and anxiety were entered in Step 2, and the interaction term of relationship type and 

anxiety was entered in Step 3.  Together, the linear combination of the stated independent 

variables explained a significant portion of the variance in relational uncertainty, F (4, 

106) = 3.85, p < .01, and explained 13% of the variance. In Step 2, the main effect of 
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anxiety was positively associated with uncertainty, (t = 2.68, p < .01, β = .24), but 

relationship type was not, (t = .56, p = .58, β = .05). The results for Step 3 were not 

significant, ΔF = .00, p = .95, ΔR2 = .00, showing that the interaction term (t = .07, p = 

.95, β = .03) explained no unique variance in uncertainty.  Therefore, RQ3a was answered 

by there being no support for relationship type (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) posing any 

moderating effect on the relationship between anxiety and relational uncertainty. 

RQ3b addressed attachment avoidance. A similar procedure involving a 

hierarchical regression was conducted with the dependent variable remaining as relational 

uncertainty.  Sex was entered in Step 1, relationship type and avoidance were entered in 

Step 2, and the interaction term of relationship type and avoidance was entered in Step 3.  

Together, the linear combination of the stated independent variables was significantly 

related to relational uncertainty, F(4, 106) = 4.91, p < .01, accounting for 12% of the 

variance. In Step 2, the main effect of avoidance was positively associated with 

uncertainty, (t = 3.15, p < .01, β = .29), but relationship type was not, (t = .56, p = .58, β 

= .05). The results for Step 3 were not significant, ΔF = 1.14, p = .29, ΔR2 = .01, showing 

that the interaction term (t = 1.07, p = .29, β = .45) explained no unique variance in 

relational uncertainty.  Therefore, RQ3b was answered by there being no support for 

relationship type (i.e., cyclical or non-cyclical) posing any moderating effect on the 

relationship between avoidance and relational uncertainty. 
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ATTACHMENT AVOIDANCE AND RELATIONSHIP TYPE 
RQ4a was proposed to explore the how attachment avoidance may vary by 

relationship type.  This relationship was analyzed using a one-way ANOVA.   

Relationship type was entered as the independent variable and avoidance was used as the 

dependent variable.  Based on the analysis, no significant difference was found in levels 

of avoidance for cyclical and non-cyclical partners, F (1, 111) = 1.38, p = .24.  Therefore, 

RQ3a was can be answered as no significant difference is found between cyclical and non-

cyclical partners with respect to avoidance. 

ATTACHMENT ANXIETY AND RELATIONSHIP TYPE 
Similarly, RQ4b sought to analyze any potential variance that may exist between 

attachment anxiety and relationship type.  A similar one-way ANOVA was conducted. 

Again, relationship type was entered as the independent variable and anxiety was used as 

the dependent variable.  Likewise, there was no significant difference, F (1, 111) = 1.47, 

p = .23, found between cyclical and non-cyclical partners when considering anxiety. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Relationship development has been a prominent focus within extant research 

(Huston et al., 1981; Surra et al., 2006).  But within the relational development research, 

the question of how individual characteristics and differences affect the way we 

experience our romantic relationships has been a predominant focus.  The current study 

provides an expanded understanding of attachment characteristics (Hazan & Shaver, 

1987), how those individual characteristics are associated with certain relationship 

experiences, specifically the experience of relational uncertainty (Knobloch & Solomon, 

1999), and how those experiences are related to the communicative acts of self-disclosure 

and relational disclosure.  In order to provide insight and extend the research into a 

broader population than only non-cyclical dating relationships, these characteristics were 

analyzed in the context of both cyclical and non-cyclical dating relationships. 

IDENTIFYING RELATIONSHIPS: RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY AND DISCLOSURE 
The current work provides significant contributions towards the understanding of 

how interpersonal communication in the form of disclosure is associated with perceptions 

of relational uncertainty.  The current study revealed a negative relationship between 

relational disclosure and relational uncertainty.  This finding follows the rationale within 

the existing literature that increasing amounts of information decreases our uncertainty in 

general interpersonal interactions (Berger & Calabrese, 1975), as well as in our romantic 

relationships (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999).  However, disclosure about one’s self did not 

appear to be associated with relational uncertainty.  A key to interpreting this finding 
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correctly in the context of the current study is that self-disclosure was operationalized as 

disclosure about one’s self rather than self-disclosure from one’s partner.  With this in 

mind, one possible explanation for this finding is that disclosing information about one’s 

self is not correlated with reciprocal disclosure from one’s partner, which would possibly 

pertain to sources of relational uncertainty (i.e., the self, the partner, the relationship). 

Although disclosure about one’s self may be used to elicit disclosure from others, as 

discussed in Miller, Berg, and Archer (1983), the current findings could lead to the 

interpretation that disclosure about one’s self is not an effective method of obtaining 

information that may be associated with relational uncertainty reduction in romantic 

relationships.  Additionally, to further explore the relationships between relational 

uncertainty and disclosure, the current study sought to compare the correlations of self 

and relational disclosure to relational uncertainty.  Relational disclosure had a stronger 

negative correlation to relational uncertainty than self-disclosure.  This finding was not 

particularly surprising in light of the previous analysis. 

One explanation for why the current findings revealed an association between 

relational uncertainty and relational disclosure, but not self-disclosure, lies within the 

content of the disclosure.  Within the current study, as well as in the existing research, 

self-disclosure is often defined as verbal messages containing statements focused on 

personal thoughts or feelings regarding information about one’s self (Greene et al., 2006).  

Consequently, the content of self-disclosure is often limited to information directly 

related to the self.  In contrast, relational disclosure can be defined as the disclosure of 

thoughts, feelings, or information specifically concerning the relationship (Bradford et 



 47 

al., 2002).  Therefore, when relational disclosure occurs within a romantic relationship, 

individuals reveal personal information with their partner about the shared relationship.  

Because personal insights about the relationship directly involve or relate to the other 

partner, relational disclosure may be a more successful catalyst for discourse between 

romantic partners concerning the relationship.  This explanation of relational disclosure 

as being influential in romantic relationships finds some support within the literature, 

especially when considering the effects of relational disclosure on general relationship 

development and maintenance behaviors (Baxter & Montgomery, 2000). 

THE ROLE OF RELATIONSHIP TYPE IN RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY AND DISCLOSURE 
 The current work also provides insight into the interrelationships among 

relationship type (i.e., cyclical/non-cyclical), relational uncertainty, and disclosure (i.e., 

self/relational).  The preliminary exploration of these variables involved establishing the 

association between disclosure and relationship type.  Based on the analyses, relational 

status does not appear to be associated with either self or relational disclosure.  This 

finding is of specific interest because it indicates that no significant differences were 

found in the disclosure patterns of cyclical and non-cyclical partners.  In further 

exploration of these interrelationships, relational status was considered as a moderator 

between disclosure (i.e., self/relational) and relational uncertainty.  However, the results 

indicated that relational status did not have any effect as a moderating factor in this 

equation.  Hence, the relationships between disclosure and uncertainty were operating 

similarly regardless of whether the partner was in a cyclical or non-cyclical relationship.  

Based on the differences between cyclical and non-cyclical relationships that have 
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previously been highlighted in the existing research (Dailey, Pfiester, et al., 2009; Dailey 

et al., 2010), it is surprising that no differences were found in terms of disclosure. 

One explanation for this is that although cyclical and non-cyclical relationships 

are fundamentally different in nature, the communication patterns (i.e., disclosure) and 

the resulting effects (i.e., relational uncertainty) of that communication between partners 

may be very similar regardless of relationships status.  Therefore, regardless of 

relationship type, perhaps the function and influence of certain communicative behaviors 

remains consistent across all relationships.  If this were true, then it would logically 

follow that relationship type did not serve as a moderator in the relationship between 

disclosure and uncertainty.  However, it may be important to note that the analyses 

related to this theme included 94 participants reporting on non-cyclical relationships and 

only 20 participants reporting on cyclical relationships, which may have limited the 

ability to detect any differences. 

DISCLOSURE: INTERPRETING THE ROLE OF ATTACHMENT 
The current work gives further insight into how the individual attachment patterns 

may influence the communication within our relationships in the form of disclosure.  The 

correlation analyses of dyadic data within this sample indicated that no significant 

relationship existed between attachment anxiety and either form of disclosure (i.e., self or 

relational).  This was particularly surprising based on the high intimacy desires associated 

with attachment anxiety (Hazan & Shaver, 1987) and the correlations previously found 

between intimacy and disclosure in romantic relationships (Laurenceau et al., 1998; 

Waring & Chelune, 1983).  Additionally, after considering the positive correlation found 
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between attachment anxiety and relational disclosure in Tan et al. (2012), the current 

findings are even more confusing.  However, in addition to the small sample size, these 

findings may be better understood through two possible explanations. 

First, the pursuit of intimacy and closeness that is often characteristic of anxious 

individuals may be largely dependent on relationship length and development.  In other 

words, the portions of the pursuit of intimacy and closeness that are exhibited through 

disclosure may change throughout the duration of a romantic relationship.  Support for 

this possibility can be drawn from the findings of Feeney, Noller, and Callan (1994) that 

the romantic relationships of anxious individuals generally develop more conflict and 

dissatisfaction over time.  As noted by Bradford et al. (2002), the pursuit of intimacy and 

closeness may be most intense in the early stages of a relationship and it is during this 

time that anxious individuals may most likely engage in high levels of disclosure.  

However, as the relationship develops further, dissatisfaction or conflict may increase 

and anxious individuals may become frustrated in their relationship over time if they are 

not able to attain their desired level of intimacy.  Consequently, the desire to disclose 

personal thoughts or feelings with their romantic partner may decrease as frustration and 

dissatisfaction increase.  Due to the median relationship length being 15.98 months for 

the couples from which this dyadic data were collected, it is possible that these effects 

were starting to transpire within these relationships. 

A second alternative explanation involves acknowledging that the likelihood of 

anxious individuals to engage in high levels of disclosure as an effort to achieve greater 

intimacy might be dependent on other factors within a romantic relationship.  This 
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explanation may be best understood within an attachment framework, specifically in 

terms of proximity-seeking behavior.  Infants often engage in certain behaviors (e.g., 

crying) to promote closeness to their primary caregiver when their proximity is less than 

what is desired (Ainsworth & Bell, 1970).  Based on the research that has shown that 

attachment behaviors carry over into adult relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1987), the 

pursuit of intimacy through disclosure might be interpreted as a form of proximity-

seeking behavior related to the search for greater relational intimacy and closeness in 

adult relationships.  Consequently, the anxious attachment mechanism related to the 

pursuit of high intimacy may only be triggered when a lack of intimacy or closeness is 

perceived.  Therefore, if there are already high levels of intimacy within the relationship, 

then anxious individuals may be less likely to engage in disclosure.  It is also possible 

that although anxious individuals may want to reduce uncertainty regarding their 

partner’s love or intimacy, they may experience inhibitions when considering expressing 

their thoughts or feelings to their partner through disclosure due to their generally low 

self-esteem (Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller, 1990) and potential fear that their 

partner might abandon them if they reveal too much about themselves or if their 

revelations reflect negatively on themselves. 

For attachment avoidance, findings revealed a significant and negative association 

with relational disclosure and a marginally significant, negative association with self-

disclosure.  Based on the existing research, these results mirrored the relationships 

proposed in the hypotheses (i.e., H4a and H4b).  These findings are consistent with the 

existing research that has examined the disclosure trends of highly avoidant individuals 
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(Bradford et al., 2002; Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991; Tan et al., 2012), as well as the 

research identifying the general characteristics (Hazan & Shaver, 1987) and interpersonal 

goals (Collins & Read, 1994) of avoidant individuals.  Although it is expected that the 

relationship between avoidance and self-disclosure would achieve statistical significance 

within a larger sample, a possible explanation for the findings in the current study would 

be that avoidant individuals are more likely to engage in self-disclosure because there is 

not necessarily a relational component linked to self-disclosure.  In other words, an 

avoidant individual’s desire for interpersonal space and independence within close 

relationships may create a desire to minimize interactions associated with the relationship 

or intimacy, but that does not necessarily imply a desire to avoid interpersonal 

interactions.  Thus, self-disclosure may be less aversive because it is focused on the self 

rather than on the relationship, particularly for avoidant individuals who generally have 

higher self-esteem (Collins & Read, 1990). 

RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY: INTERPRETING THE ROLE OF ATTACHMENT 
This current work also sheds light on how attachment is associated with relational 

uncertainty.  First, the analyses involving attachment anxiety did reveal a positive 

association with uncertainty.  This relationship was expected, due to anxious individuals 

generally being characterized by a strong desire for closeness and consistent concerns 

regarding their partner’s love and commitment (Hazan & Shaver, 1987).  Generally, this 

specific finding can be interpreted as support for the way in which anxious individuals 

generally experience adult relationships. 
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Interestingly, the analysis involving attachment avoidance also revealed a positive 

association with relational uncertainty; those with greater avoidance reported more 

uncertainty.  Avoidant individuals are often characterized as uncomfortable with 

interpersonal closeness, reluctant to trust or depend on others, and nervous about 

relational intimacy (Hazan & Shaver, 1987).  With these characteristics in mind, one 

explanation for the positive association between avoidance and relational uncertainty is 

primarily centered on expectations.  The uncertainty associated with anxious individuals 

may be interpreted as uncertainty focused on the availability of a romantic partner.  In 

contrast, the uncertainty associated with avoidant individuals could be explained as being 

focused on the expectations of their romantic partner.  Whereas anxious individuals may 

be uncertain about getting enough intimacy or losing their partner, the uncertainty of 

avoidant individuals may stem from uncertainty about how close they should get to their 

partners, as well as uncertainty regarding their partners’ intimacy expectations. 

ATTACHMENT ACROSS RELATIONSHIP TYPES 
This current work also demonstrates how attachment patterns vary between 

cyclical and non-cyclical dating relationships in two ways. First, relationship type was 

analyzed as a moderating variable between attachment and relational uncertainty in   

RQ3a-b.  Second, consideration was given to how attachment differed by relationship type 

in RQ4a-b. As a whole, the current findings revealed that there were no differences in 

attachment across relationship type nor did relationship type serve as a moderator 

between attachment and relational uncertainty.  Although Kirkpatrick and Hazan (1994) 

produced some preliminary research with a similar focus, there was very little research to 
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support the existence of any association.  One possible explanation for the current 

findings is that the internal working models of attachment may influence our experiences 

in close relationships, but they may not necessarily serve as a predictor or determinant of 

which relationships we choose to enter (e.g., whether the relationship develops a cyclical 

nature).  The findings from RQ3a-b are not particularly surprising when considered in 

conjunction with RQ4a-b.   Together, the findings from the current sample provide the 

explanation that there is simply no association between relationship type and attachment, 

as an independent or moderating variable.  As previously stated, there is very little 

literature to substantiate the reasons behind the current findings other than the smaller 

sample of cyclical relationships; yet, perhaps these will lead to further exploration and 

explication of these variables in future research. 

CONCLUSION 
In considering the current findings as a whole, there are three primary insights that 

have been achieved in the efforts of the current study to explore the interrelationships 

among individual characteristics, relationship experiences, and the communication within 

our close relationships.  First, the function and influence of communicative behaviors do 

not appear to be dependent on the type of relationship in which partners are participating.  

Perhaps this provides support for the argument that communication truly transcends all 

human interaction, regardless of the relationship type (e.g., friendly, romantic, 

professional) and its influence cannot necessarily be discarded simply due to the nature of 

the relationship that is being examined.  Second, relational disclosure emerged as a 

potentially influential method of communication when specific consideration is given to 
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its association with relational uncertainty.  These current findings regarding relational 

disclosure may provide a greater insight into how efforts to engage in relational 

disclosure could serve as a useful catalyst for discourse between romantic partners 

concerning their relationship.  When considered in conjunction with its impact on 

relational development and maintenance (Baxter & Montgomery, 2000), it is difficult to 

ignore the potential benefits that may be linked to greater relational disclosure across 

relationships in general.  Third, the current exploration of the role of attachment provided 

insight into how interpersonal interactions throughout life actively mold individuals’ 

relationship experiences as adults, specifically when considering our experiences of 

relational uncertainty.  
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Chapter 6: Limitations and Future Directions 

The previously described analysis provided insight into the interrelationships 

between disclosure, uncertainty, and attachment with consideration to both cyclical and 

non-cyclical dating relationships.  However, despite the insights gained, the methods that 

were utilized resulted in several limitations.  The operationalization of self-disclosure and 

relational disclosure certainly had utility, but also limited assessment accuracy in relation 

to the goals of this study.  Although measuring and analyzing self-disclosure as one’s 

own disclosure was a novel approach, this method of assessment limited the ability of 

this study to explore the relationship between self-disclosure and uncertainty, as well as 

self-disclosure and attachment within dating relationships.  Further, although the 

modification of the Relational Disclosure Scale (RDS) to target disclosure to a “current 

partner” about your “current relationship” in place of disclosure to a “current partner” 

about a “former relationship” proved to be highly reliable, the primary focus of this scale 

was the willingness to engage in relational disclosure rather than actual levels of 

relational disclosure.  Thus, for future research, care should be taken in determining a 

more accurate methodology and measures to target reports of disclosure within dating 

relationships. 

Additionally, the initial construction of the relational uncertainty scale in the 

participant survey repeated anchor values so that both anchors were labeled as 

“Completely or almost completely certain.”  Although the error was corrected after 

approximately 92 participants had participated, no significant effect was found in the 
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data.  Regardless, it is a measurement error that is worth noting as a possible limitation.  

Also, the participant sample used in the current study was certainly useful in its own 

regard, but a larger sample that was broader in terms of relationship characteristics (e.g., 

relationship length, a non-college student sample) may have yielded more fruitful and 

heuristic results.  Additionally, in regards to gender, there was a substantially larger 

portion of female participants (n = 89; 80.2%) than male participants (n = 22; 19.3%). 

In future research that seeks to specifically explore relational uncertainty and 

disclosure, it certainly seems that it would be worthwhile to gather additional dyadic data.  

The dyadic data obtained for the current study was insightful, but greater depth may be 

achieved in additional analyses, specifically concerning uncertainty and disclosure.  For 

future advancements of the current study, consideration could be given to Actor-Partner 

Interdependence Models (APIM; Kashy & Kenny, 2000) to further analyze how one’s 

own disclosure may be related to a partner’s uncertainty and vice versa. 

An additional consideration for future research, perhaps in a similar context, is to 

take greater care in measuring the complexity of cyclical relationships.  Although the 

current study only considered cyclical relationships in terms of relational status, greater 

insight may be achieved in exploring the interrelationships and variables identified in this 

study while considering the deeper complexities of cyclical relationships. 

 Although existing research had provided a fundamental understanding of the 

presence and influences of relational uncertainty, disclosure, and attachment within 

romantic relationships, this analysis provides insight into the interrelationships of these 

variables within both cyclical and non-cyclical dating relationships.  The themes that 
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emerged here emphasize the underlying, yet significant, associations of attachment in 

adult romantic relationships, but specifically in relation to disclosure and relational 

uncertainty. Additionally, the analyses revealed how individuals’ characteristics such as 

relational uncertainty, which is created and formed through relational interactions, are 

associated with communication, specifically in terms of disclosure.  These findings, in 

conjunction with the existing research, have further molded our understanding of these 

variables that exist across relationships and within relational interactions. 
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Table 1: Intercorrelations among variables 

 
Sex 

Relationship 
Type 

Anxiety Avoidance 
Self- 

Disclosure 
Relational 
Disclosure 

Relational 
Uncertainty 

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .061 .052 -.197* .069 .298** -.260** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .525 .585 .038 .471 .002 .006 
Sex 

N 111 111 111 111 111 111 111 
Pearson 
Correlation 

.061 1 -.114 -.111 .033 -.088 .012 

Sig. (2-tailed) .525  .227 .243 .727 .355 .898 
Relationship 

Type 
N 111 114 113 113 113 112 112 
Pearson 
Correlation 

.052 -.114 1 .336** .088 -.077 .225* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .585 .227  .000 .358 .421 .017 
Anxiety 

N 111 113 113 113 112 112 112 
Pearson 
Correlation 

-.197* -.111 .336** 1 -.266** -.387** .314** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .038 .243 .000  .005 .000 .001 
Avoidance 

N 111 113 113 113 112 112 112 
Pearson 
Correlation 

.069 .033 .088 -.266** 1 .182 -.076 

Sig. (2-tailed) .471 .727 .358 .005  .056 .423 
Self- 

Disclosure 
N 111 113 112 112 113 111 112 
Pearson 
Correlation 

.298** -.088 -.077 -.387** .182 1 -.581** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .355 .421 .000 .056  .000 
Relational 
Disclosure 

N 111 112 112 112 111 112 111 
Pearson 
Correlation 

-.260** .012 .225* .314** -.076 -.581** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .898 .017 .001 .423 .000  
Relational 

Uncertainty 

N 111 112 112 112 112 111 112 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix A: IRB Approval Documentation 
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Appendix B: Participant Consent Form 

 



 65 

 
 



 66 

Appendix C: Measures 

Relational Disclosure Scale (Snell, Hampton, & McManus, 1992) 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Almost everyone has been in a close, intimate relationship with 
another person at some point in their life; or else they plan to become involved with 
someone in the future.  People who are involved in a close, intimate relationship have a 
large variety of things they can discuss with each other.  This scale is concerned with the 
extent to which people are willing to discuss several topics with a new or current partner. 
 
For each of the disclosure topics listed below, indicate how willing you would be to 
discuss these topics with your current romantic partner, using the following scale: 
 
1 = Not willing to discuss 
5 = Completely willing to discuss 
 

1. The love and affection I had for my current partner. 
2. The significance of sex to my current relationship. 
3. The emotional closeness in my current relationship. 
4. How sexually compatible my current partner and I are. 
5. My degree of commitment to my current relationship.  
6. My feelings of intimacy for my current partner. 
7. What sex in my current relationship meant to me. 
8. The emotional sharing that existed between my current partner and myself. 
9. How well the sexual preferences my current partner and myself matched. 
10. How much trust I had in my current relationship. 
11. The tender feelings of love I had for my current partner. 
12. How I felt about the sexual aspects of my current relationship. 
13. The emotional investment that occurred in my current relationship. 
14. The degree of sexual harmony my current partner and I had. 
15. The sense of loyalty I had to my current relationship. 
16. The frustrations I felt in my current relationship. 
17. Things I would have liked to have changed in my current relationship. 
18. The ways my current relationship contributed to my self-confidence. 
19. How my current relationship undermined my confidence. 
20. The fun I derived from my current relationship. 
21. The disappointments I felt about my current relationship. 
22. What I would have altered about my current relationship if I could have. 
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23. How my current relationship built my confidence in myself. 
24. Ways in which my current relationship detracted from my self-confidence. 
25. The playful aspects of my current relationship. 
26. The displeasure I felt about my current relationship. 
27. The modifications that were needed in my current relationship. 
28. The self-esteem I derived from my current relationship. 
29. How my self-esteem suffered in my current relationship. 
30. The joy I experienced in my current relationship. 
31. What I liked about my current partner. 
32. My current partner's contributions to our current relationship. 
33. What my current partner liked about our current relationship. 
34. What my current partner disliked about me. 
35. How sensual my current partner was as a lover. 
36. The positive features of my current partner. 
37. The amount of time my current partner devoted to our current relationship. 
38. What my current partner enjoyed about our current relationship. 
39. What my current partner would have liked to change about me. 
40. The tender, sexual aspects of my current partner. 
41. The desirable aspects of my current partner. 
42. My current partner's degree of involvement in our current relationship. 
43. The aspects of our current relationship that appealed to my current partner. 
44. Those aspects of myself which my current partner objected to. 
45. How passionate and physical my current partner was. 
46. The assignment of domestic responsibilities in our current relationship. 
47. How we handled financial decisions in my current relationship. 
48. How often my current partner and I discussed our relationship. 
49. The attitude my current partner and I had toward children. 
50. How sex-roles characterized my current relationship. 
51. Who was assigned to do the household tasks in my current relationship. 
52. How we deal with money management issues in my current relationship. 
53. How often relationship-conversations took place between my current partner and 

myself. 
54. What my current partner and I thought about having children. 
55. How egalitarian (sex-role fair) my current relationship was. 
56.  The procedures my current partner and I used to assign household 

responsibilities. 
57. How my current partner and I decided to spend money in our current relationship. 
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58. How often my current partner and I discussed relationship issues. 
59. The preferences my current partner and I had about children. 
60. How traditional (sex-roles) my current relationship was. 
61. How stressful my current relationship was. 
62. How my current partner and I solved relationship problems. 
63. How work (school) affected my current relationship. 
64. How often my current partner and I expressed anger to each other. 
65. Our respective vulnerabilities in my current relationship. 
66. The demands and pressures in my current relationship. 
67. How my current partner and I handled relationship conflict. 
68. The impact of work (school) on my current relationship. 
69. The ways my current partner and I expressed resentment toward each other. 
70. The sense of personal exposure my current partner and I felt in our current 

relationship. 
71. The psychological discomfort in my current relationship. 
72. How my current partner and I solved disagreements in our current relationship. 
73. How work (school) influenced the intimate interactions between my current 

partner and myself. 
74. How my current partner and I expressed irritation/impatience to one another. 
75. The risk of hurt and loss involved with my current relationship. 

Revised Self-Disclosure Scale (Wheeless, 1978) 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Indicate the degree to which the following statements reflect how you 
communicate with this person by marking whether you (7) strongly agree, (6) agree, (5) 
moderately agree, (4) are undecided, (3) moderately disagree, (2), disagree, or (1) 
strongly disagree. Record the number of your response in the space provided. Work 
quickly and just record your first impressions. 
 
“Amount” Subscale 
 

1. I do not often talk about myself. 
2. My statements of my feelings are usually brief. 
3. I usually talk about myself for fairly long periods at a time. 
4. My conversation lasts the least time when I am discussing myself. 
5. I often talk about myself. 
6. I often discuss my feelings about myself. 
7. Only infrequently do I express my personal beliefs and opinions. 
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Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: The following statements concern how you feel in romantic 
relationships.  We are interested in how you generally experience relationships, not just 
what is happening in a current relationship. Respond to each statement by indicating how 
much you agree or disagree with it.   
 
1 = Disagree Strongly 
7 = Agree Strongly 
 

1. I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down. 
2. I worry about being abandoned. 
3. I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners. 
4. I worry a lot about my relationships. 
5. Just when my partner starts getting close to me I find myself pulling away. 
6. I worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them. 
7. I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close. 
8. I worry a fair amount about losing my partner. 
9. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners. 
10. I often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for 

him or her. 
11. I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back. 
12. I often want to merge completely with romantic partners, and this sometimes 

scares them away. 
13. I am nervous when partners get too close to me. 
14. I worry about being alone. 
15. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner. 
16. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 
17. I try to avoid getting close to my partner. 
18. I need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my partner. 
19. I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner. 
20. Sometimes I feel that I force my partners to show more feeling, more 

commitment. 
21. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners. 
22. I do not often worry about being abandoned. 
23. I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners. 
24. If I can’t get my partner to show interest in me, I get upset or angry. 
25. I tell my partner just about everything. 
26. I find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I would like. 
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27. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 
28. When I’m not involved in a relationship, I feel somewhat anxious and insecure. 
29. I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners. 
30. I get frustrated when my partner is not around as much as I would like. 
31. I don’t mind asking romantic partners for comfort, advice, or help. 
32. I get frustrated if romantic partners are not available when I need them. 
33. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. 
34. When romantic partners disapprove of me, I feel really bad about myself. 
35. I turn to my partner for many things, including comfort and reassurance. 
36. I resent it when my partner spends time away from me. 

Relational Uncertainty Scale (Knobloch, Miller, Bond, & Mannone, 2007) 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please rate how certain you are about the degree of involvement that 
you and your partner have in your relationship at this time. Please note, we are not asking 
you to rate how much involvement there is in your relationship, but rather how certain 
you are about whatever degree of involvement you perceive. 
 
1 = Completely or almost completely uncertain 
6 = Completely of almost completely certain 
 

1. How I feel about this relationship? 
2. Your view of this relationship?  
3. How important this relationship is to me? 
4. My goals for the future of this relationship?  
5. How my partner feels about this relationship? 
6. My partner’s view of this relationship? 
7. How important this relationship is to my partner? 
8. My partner’s goals for the future of this relationship?  
9. How I can or can’t behave around my partner?  
10. The status of this relationship?  
11. The definition of this relationship? 
12. The future of this relationship? 
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