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It has long been believed that passionate love wanes over time, whereas 

companionate love grows stronger with time.  Using a sample of individuals in dating 

relationships who reported on their feelings of love for their partners up to 20 times over 

the course of several months, I tested whether passionate love and companionate love 

develop across the early months of romantic involvement in a manner consistent with 

theory.  Additionally, I investigated whether certain developmental trajectories of both 

varieties of love are more predictive of relationship dissolution than others.  To do this, I 

first examined the average trajectories of passionate and companionate love for those 

who stayed together with their partners and those who experienced a breakup, paying 

special attention to extraneous factors that were expected to influence the manner in 

which both varieties of love changed over time.  The amount of time individuals knew 

their partners prior to becoming romantically involved, their feelings of the opposing 

variety of love, the extent to which individuals wanted to break up with their partners, 

their perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up, and gender all informed the ways in 

which love changed over time.  Because it was expected that passionate love and 
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companionate love would show substantial heterogeneity in their temporal trajectories, I 

then identified the prototypical patterns of development for passionate and companionate 

love.  The results for passionate love revealed eight distinct linear trajectories, and six 

unique linear trajectories were identified for companionate love.  For passionate love, 

individuals who experienced stable or declining levels of love were more likely to 

experience a breakup, but the connection between companionate love and relationship 

dissolution was less straightforward.  Perhaps most importantly, passionate and 

companionate love interacted to predict the likelihood of dissolution, such that, to the 

extent that individuals who reported higher levels of passionate love also reported 

stronger feelings of companionate love, the lower their odds of dissolution.  The current 

findings both complement and extend prior theoretical and empirical work on the 

developmental trajectories of passionate and companionate love and their connections to 

relationship dissolution. 



vi 

 

Table of Contents 

List of Tables ...........................................................................................................x 

List of Figures ....................................................................................................... xii 

Chapter 1  Introduction ............................................................................................1 

The Different Varieties of Love: Passionate and Companionate Love ..........2 

Passionate Love .....................................................................................4 

Companionate Love ...............................................................................7 

The Developmental Trajectory of Love ........................................................10 

The Course of Passionate Love Over Time .........................................11 

Changes in Companionate Love Over Time ........................................16 

Other Factors that May Influence the Development of Passionate and 

Companionate Love Among Those in Successful  

Relationships ...............................................................................20 

What About Those Who Experience a Breakup? ................................23 

The Trajectory of Passionate Love Among Those Who  

Experience a Breakup ........................................................23 

The Trajectory of Companionate Love Among Those Who  

Experience a Breakup ........................................................24 

Other Factors that May Impact the Development of Passionate  

and Companionate Love Among Those Who Experience  

a Breakup ...........................................................................26 

Heterogeneity in the Trajectories of Passionate and Companionate  

Love ............................................................................................30 

The Connection Between Love and Relationship Stability: Further 

Considerations......................................................................................32 

Do Certain Trajectories of Passionate Love and Companionate Love 

Predict Relationship Dissolution? ...............................................32 

Do Passionate Love and Companionate Love Interact to Predict 

Relationship Dissolution? ...........................................................38 

Overview of the Current Study .....................................................................39 



vii 

 

Chapter 2  Method .................................................................................................41 

Participants and Procedure ............................................................................41 

Measures .......................................................................................................44 

Major Variables of Interest ..................................................................44 

Passionate Love ..........................................................................44 

Companionate Love ....................................................................49 

Relationship Length ....................................................................50 

Covariates ............................................................................................52 

Amount of Time Known Prior to Becoming Romantically  

Involved .............................................................................52 

Long-Distance Status ..................................................................53 

Desire to Break Up......................................................................53 

Demographic Characteristics ......................................................54 

Chapter 3  Results ..................................................................................................55 

Modeling the Trajectories of Passionate and Companionate Love ..............55 

How Did Feelings of Passionate and Companionate Love Change  

Over Time Among Those Who Remained Together Over the  

Course of the Study? ...................................................................57 

Analytic Strategy ........................................................................57 

Substantive Findings for Passionate Love Among Those  

Whose Relationships Remained Intact ..............................61 

Substantive Findings for Companionate Love Among Those  

Whose Relationships Remained Intact ..............................65 

How Did Feelings of Passionate and Companionate Love Change  

Over Time Among Those Who Experienced a Breakup? ..........68 

Analytic Strategy ........................................................................69 

Substantive Findings for Passionate Love Among Those  

Who Experienced a Breakup .............................................72 

Substantive Findings for Companionate Love Among Those  

Who Experienced a Breakup .............................................76 

Capturing Heterogeneity in the Trajectories of Passionate and  

Companionate Love .............................................................................82 



viii 

 

Are Certain Trajectories of Passionate and Companionate Love Tied  

to Dissolution? ............................................................................87 

The Likelihood of Dissolution for the Different Trajectories  

of Passionate Love .............................................................90 

The Likelihood of Dissolution for the Different Trajectories  

of Companionate Love .......................................................92 

Predicting the Hazard of Dissolution ............................................................95 

Overall Pattern of the Timing of Relationship Dissolution .................96 

Do Feelings of Love Predict the Likelihood of Dissolution? ..............98 

Chapter 4  Discussion ..........................................................................................105 

Considering the Relative Levels of Passionate and Companionate  

Love ...................................................................................................105 

The (Qualified) Development of Passionate and Companionate Love Over  

Time ...................................................................................................111 

Changes in Love Over Time Among Those Who Remained  

Together ....................................................................................112 

The Amount of Time Individuals Knew Their Partners Prior to 

Dating Informed the Development of Passionate Love but  

not Companionate Love ...................................................113 

The Surprising Lack of Influence of Gender and Long-Distance 

Status on the Trajectory of Passionate Love ....................114 

The Moderating Role of Passionate Love on the Development  

of Companionate Love .....................................................116 

Changes in Love Over Time Among Those Who Experienced a  

Breakup .....................................................................................118 

The Importance of Considering the Extent to Which the Breakup 

was Desired ......................................................................119 

The Amount of Time Individuals Knew Their Partners Prior to 

Becoming Romantically Involved Informed the Development 

of Companionate Love but not Passionate Love .............121 

Gender Differences in the Trajectory of Companionate  

Love .................................................................................124 

Brief Summary for the Average Trajectories of Passionate and 

Companionate Love ..................................................................125 



ix 

 

The Multiple Trajectories of Passionate and Companionate Love .............126 

Heterogeneity in the Temporal Course of Passionate Love...............126 

The Various Trajectories of Companionate Love ..............................128 

Brief Summary for the Numerous Trajectories of Passionate and 

Companionate Love ..................................................................131 

Love as a Protective Factor Against Dissolution ........................................132 

Passionate Love and the Likelihood of Breakup ...............................132 

The Connection Between Companionate Love and Relationship 

Dissolution ................................................................................133 

Considering Passionate Love and Companionate Love in  

Tandem .....................................................................................134 

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions ............................................136 

Final Thoughts ............................................................................................142 

Appendix A  Measures Used in the Current Study ..............................................146 

Appendix B  Examining the Fit of the Growth Curve Models ............................155 

References ............................................................................................................161 



x 

 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for the Major Study Variables ..................... 45-46 

Table 2: Bivariate Correlations Among the Major Study Variables ............. 47-48 

Table 3: Results of the Growth Curve Models Assessing Changes in Passionate 

Love Over Time Among Individuals Whose Relationships  

Remained Intact ................................................................................62 

Table 4: Results of the Growth Curve Models Assessing Changes in  

Companionate Love Over Time Among Individuals Whose 

Relationships Remained Intact .........................................................66 

Table 5: Results of the Growth Curve Models Assessing Changes in Passionate 

Love Over Time for Individuals Who Experienced a Breakup ........74 

Table 6: Results of the Growth Curve Models Assessing Changes in  

Companionate Love Over Time for Individuals Who Experienced  

a Breakup ..........................................................................................78 

Table 7: Tests of Model Fit for the Latent Class Growth Analyses for  

Passionate Love ................................................................................85 

Table 8: Tests of Model Fit for the Latent Class Growth Analyses for  

Companionate Love ..........................................................................86 

Table 9: Differences Between the Intercepts and Slopes for the Trajectories of 

Passionate and Companionate Love .................................................89 

Table 10: Results of the Logistic Regressions for the Trajectories of Passionate  

Love ..................................................................................................91 

Table 11: Results of the Logistic Regressions for the Trajectories of  

Companionate Love ..........................................................................93 

Table 12: Life Table Describing the Timing of Relationship Dissolution ...........97 

Table 13: Results of Fitting the Discrete-Time Hazard Model to the Time of 

Relationship Dissolution .................................................................100 

Table 14: Comparison of the Odds of Dissolution for Prototypical Values of 

Passionate and Companionate Love ...............................................104 



xi 

 

Table 15: Summary of Findings ................................................................. 106-108 

 

  



xii 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 1: The trajectory of passionate love across the early months of dating for 

those who did not experience a breakup ...........................................63 

Figure 2: The association between time involved with one's partner and passionate 

love, as moderated by the amount of time individuals knew their 

partners before dating, among those who did not experience a  

breakup..............................................................................................64 

Figure 3: The trajectory of companionate love across the early months of dating  

for those who did not experience a breakup .....................................67 

Figure 4: The association between time involved with one's partner and 

companionate love, as moderated by respondents' levels of  

passionate love, among those who did not experience a breakup ....68 

Figure 5: The trajectory of passionate love across the early months of dating  

for those who experienced a breakup ...............................................73 

Figure 6: The association between time involved with one's partner and passionate 

love, as moderated by the extent to which respondents wanted to break 

up with their partners, among those who experienced a breakup .....75 

Figure 7: The trajectory of companionate love across the early months of dating  

for those who experienced a breakup ...............................................77 

Figure 8: The association between time involved with one's partner and 

companionate love, as moderated by the amount of time individuals 

knew their partners before dating, among those who experienced a 

breakup..............................................................................................79 

Figure 9: The association between time involved with one's partner and 

companionate love, as moderated by the extent to which respondents 

wanted to break up, among those who experienced the dissolution of 

their relationships ..............................................................................80 

Figure 10: The association between time involved with one's partner and 

companionate love, as moderated by the extent to which respondents 

perceived their partners as wanting to break up, among those who 

experienced the dissolution of their relationships.............................81 



xiii 

 

Figure 11: The association between time involved with one's partner and 

companionate love, as moderated by gender, among those who 

experienced a breakup ......................................................................82 

Figure 12: Expected (dashed lines) and observed (solid lines) trajectories of 

passionate love ..................................................................................87 

Figure 13: Expected (dashed lines) and observed (solid lines) trajectories of 

companionate love ............................................................................88 

Figure 14: Estimated hazard of dissolution ..........................................................98 

Figure 15: Estimated survival probability.............................................................99 

Figure 16: Depiction of the fitted hazard of dissolution as a function of passionate 

love and companionate love ...........................................................102 

Figure 17: Depiction of the survival probability as a function of passionate love and 

companionate love ..........................................................................103 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 1 

Chapter 1:  Introduction 

Love has been of central concern to philosophers, poets, artists, and theologians 

for centuries (Hatfield & Rapson, in press; Sternberg & Barnes, 1988).  This general 

fascination with romantic love is perhaps to be expected; love is often cited as the cause 

of life‘s greatest joys (e.g., Liebowitz, 1983; Hatfield & Walster, 1978; Sternberg & 

Barnes, 1988) and most profound pains (e.g., Baumeister, Wotman, & Stillwell, 1993; 

Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Hatfield & Walster, 1978).  Despite the major role that love 

plays in people‘s lives (e.g., Montagu, 1970), love has only become the subject of 

scholarly attention within the past hundred years, with most theoretical and empirical 

advances taking place within the last several decades.  However, because many early love 

scholars were preoccupied with developing their own taxonomies of love rather than 

cultivating a shared vocabulary, many of the basic dynamics of romantic love—such as 

its temporal course and its connection to relationship stability—have been largely 

neglected.  As a consequence, and as Rubin (1988) pointed out in the preface to the first 

collection of theoretical writings on the nature of romantic love, ―the science of love is 

still in its infancy‖ (p. viii).   

The goal of the current study is to shed light on some of the fundamental, but 

heretofore overlooked, aspects of two different varieties of romantic love: passionate and 

companionate love.  Specifically, I will examine how both types of love change over 

time, distinguishing between individuals who stay together with their partners over the 

first few months of involvement and those who experience the dissolution of their 

relationships; identify the prototypical temporal trajectories for both passionate and 

companionate love; investigate whether certain trajectories are more strongly tied to the 

likelihood of dissolution than others; and finally, test whether passionate love and 



 2 

companionate love interact to predict the probability of dissolution.  I begin by providing 

a detailed overview of both passionate and companionate love, first describing how the 

passionate/companionate distinction came about, and then discussing the unique 

characteristics, theorized functions, and biological correlates for each variety of love in 

turn.  Afterward, I outline the ways in which passionate and companionate love have 

been presumed to develop over time—paying special attention to other factors that may 

influence their progression—and comment on how the trajectories of both types of love 

are likely to vary as a function of whether a developing relationship remains intact.  I 

then offer further insight into why the temporal course of love is likely to show 

heterogeneity.  Finally, I elaborate on the connections between the different varieties of 

love and relationship stability, highlighting why certain trajectories of passionate and 

companionate love may be more predictive of dissolution than others and commenting on 

the importance of considering both types of love in tandem when assessing the likelihood 

of breakup. 

THE DIFFERENT VARIETIES OF LOVE: PASSIONATE AND COMPANIONATE LOVE 

When romantic love first received empirical attention, it was treated as a variety 

of interpersonal attraction (Berscheid & Walster, 1974).  The fundamental assumption of 

interpersonal attraction posits that we are attracted to those whom we find rewarding 

(Waller & Hill, 1938/1951), and romantic partners were presumed to provide the most 

pronounced emotional rewards.  However, scholars soon began to challenge the notion of 

love as merely an extreme form of attraction, expressing doubts that ―more and more 

liking led to anything but a whole lot of liking‖ (Berscheid, 2010, p. 3).  The modest 

correlation between Rubin‘s (1970) Love Scale and Liking Scale provided preliminary 
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support for this argument (Berscheid, 2010); were romantic love and liking overlapping 

constructs, these two scales would have been more strongly associated.   

Rather than continuing to view romantic love as a unidimensional phenomenon 

located along the same conceptual continuum as liking, researchers suggested that 

perhaps there are different types of romantic love, each with its own unique antecedents 

and developmental trajectories (e.g., Berscheid & Walster, 1974).  Two varieties of love 

in particular—which were assigned the labels of companionate love and passionate 

love—began to receive the bulk of empirical attention, but for two very different reasons.  

Companionate, or friendship-based, love embodied attraction theorists‘ early 

conceptualizations of romantic love—essentially, strong liking for an intimate partner 

(Berscheid, 2010; Berscheid & Walster, 1978)—and so the tradition of attraction research 

prompted the continued investigation of this variety of love.  On the other hand, 

passionate love, characterized by arousal, intensity, and emotional uncertainty, had been 

largely neglected by social psychologists, despite the fact that passionate love was widely 

considered to be a prerequisite for marriage in Western societies (Berscheid & Walster, 

1978).  Thus, early love scholars felt compelled to study passionate love in order to better 

understand the driving force behind the modern-day American family unit.  To highlight 

the distinction between these different types of love, Berscheid and Walster (1978) broke 

their discussion of love into two chapters in their revised edition of Interpersonal 

Attraction, with one chapter dedicated to passionate love and the other focused on 

companionate love. 

Berscheid and Walster (1978) were not the first to make a theoretical distinction 

between passionate and companionate love, however; as early as the 1920s, Burgess 

(1926) made a distinction between ―romantic love‖ (akin to passionate love) and 

―conjugal love‖ (comparable to companionate love).  Since the publication of Burgess‘ 
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(1926) seminal paper, the notion that one variety of romantic love consists of sexual 

attraction and arousal and a second variety is comprised of a sense of closeness and 

intimacy has been repeatedly echoed by psychologists, sociologists, and clinicians alike 

[see, e.g., Simon‘s (1975) distinction between addictive love versus mature love; Lee‘s 

(1973, 1977), and later Hendrick and Hendrick‘s (1986), discussion of eros/mania versus 

storge; and Kelley‘s (1983/2002) comparison of passionate love versus pragmatic love].  

Although other taxonomies of love have since been proposed—most notably Sternberg‘s 

(2006) Duplex Theory of Love—the passionate/companionate model of love has received 

the most theoretical attention (e.g., Berscheid & Walster, 1978; Hatfield, 1988; Noller, 

1996) and empirical support (e.g., Fehr & Russell, 1991; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1989).  

In the sections that follow, I discuss the defining characteristics of passionate love and 

companionate love. 

Passionate Love 

Passionate love (also known as ―infatuation,‖ ―romantic love,‖ ―limerance,‖ or 

―obsessive love‖) is commonly defined as ―a state of intense absorption in another…a 

state of intense physiological arousal‖ (Berscheid & Walster, 1978, p. 176).  Similarly, 

Hatfield and Rapson (1993) described passionate love as ―a state of intense longing for 

union with another‖ (p. 5).  Both of these conceptualizations highlight the sense of 

dependency and desire typical of passionate love.  Indeed, individuals who are 

passionately in love often spend more than half of their waking hours thinking about their 

romantic partners (Langeslag, van der Veen, & Fekkes, 2012) and report preferring to 

spend time in the company of their partners compared to the company of others (often 

manifesting in proximity-seeking behaviors; Heffernan, Fraley, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 

2012).  
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Such feelings of longing may be spurred, in part, by intense sexual desire and 

heightened physiological arousal, both of which are also considered defining features of 

passionate love.  In fact, theorists initially posited that physiological arousal was a 

necessary precursor for experiencing passionate love.  Drawing upon Schachter‘s (1964) 

two-component theory of emotion, Walster and Berscheid (1971) suggested that feelings 

of passionate love result whenever an individual (1) is physiologically aroused, and (2) 

labels his or her emotional state as ―passionate love,‖ based on relevant situational cues.  

Such feelings of arousal may result from either positive or negative stimuli, including 

(but not limited to) fear (Dutton & Aron, 1974; Meston & Frohlich, 2003), humor (White, 

Fishbein, Rutstein, 1981), anger, and aggression (Barclay & Haber, 1965; for a review, 

see Foster, Witcher, Campbell, & Green, 1998).  Thus, it appears that passionate love can 

be inspired and potentially strengthened by pleasure or pain (Hatfield & Rapson, 2000).  

Consistent with the notion that the antecedents of passionate love can be either 

positively or negatively valenced, the experience of being passionately in love is not 

universally positive, but is often characterized by a mix of conflicting emotions 

(Berscheid & Walster, 1974).  As Izard (1991) put it, ―the intense involvement between 

two people who love each other makes possible the arousal of strong emotions of several 

varieties‖ (p. 394).  Indeed, individuals often report that the experience of being in love is 

characterized by both positive and negative emotional states resulting from thinking 

about or being with one‘s partner (Lamm & Wiesmann, 1997).  Similarly, Acevedo and 

Aron (2004) found that, when instructed to indicate all of the emotions felt when 

passionately in love, individuals reported experiencing a greater number of emotions than 

when they felt other ―basic‖ emotions, such as anger, sadness, happiness, or fear.  

Further, they reported feeling more emotions of the opposite valence when rating their 

experiences of being in love compared to their ratings of other emotional experiences 
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(Acevedo & Aron, 2004, as described in Aron, Fisher, & Strong, 2006).  Feelings of 

anger, emptiness, or despair may be particularly pronounced for those whose feelings of 

love are not reciprocated by their partners (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1993; Fisher, Brown, 

Aron, Strong, & Mashek, 2010; Hatfield & Walster, 1978), but the confusion and 

uncertainty typical of developing romantic relationships may cause individuals in 

mutually loving relationships to feel agony or anxiety as well (e.g., Liebowitz, 1983; see 

Keneski, Schoenfeld, & Loving, in press). 

Because passionate love tends to be accompanied by sexual desire, feelings of 

euphoria, and heightened energy, theorists have long suspected that the sympathetic 

nervous system and a range of neurochemicals may be implicated in the experience of 

passionate love (Kaplan, 1979; Liebowitz, 1983; see Keneski et al., in press).  However, 

scholars have only recently begun to examine the physiological underpinnings of 

passionate love.  Consistent with the notion that individuals who are passionately in love 

crave their partner in much the same way that drug addicts crave their drug of choice 

(Liebowitz, 1983), individuals who are passionately in love show activation in the ventral 

tegmental area of the brain as well as regions of the caudate, which are dopamine-rich 

parts of the brain associated with goal pursuit, motivation, and reward (Bartels & Zeki, 

2004; Aron et al., 2005; Fisher, Aron, & Brown, 2005).  Individuals who are passionately 

in love also tend to experience elevated levels of cortisol (Loving, Crockett, & Paxson, 

2009; Marazziti & Canale, 2004) and the neurotrophin nerve growth factor (Emanuele, 

2011; Emanuele et al., 2006).  Keneski and colleagues (in press) suggested that these 

hormonal and chemical responses may be a way of ―help[ing] individuals cement their 

new social bonds or, alternatively, cope with the novel experiences that accompany the 

development of new relationships‖ (p. 3). Considered in tandem, these findings suggest 

that the physiological responses that are characteristic of passionate love may not only 
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encourage proximity-seeking behaviors but also condition individuals to connect their 

romantic partners with feelings of reward (Carter, 1998; Diamond, 2004; see Keneski et 

al., in press).  

From a biobehavioral perspective, the biological substrates of passionate love 

suggest that it is a fundamental human drive designed to encourage individuals to direct 

their energy and resources toward satisfying an innate need to reproduce (Fisher et al., 

2005; c.f., Pfaff, 1999); indeed, the gazing behavior, separation anxiety, proximity bids, 

and gentle caresses typical of romantic love presumably evolved as a means of 

cultivating pair-bonds (Leckman, Hrdy, Keverne, & Carter, 2006) and, in turn, enhancing 

reproductive fitness (Buss, 1988, 2006; Lampert, 1997).  As eloquently described by 

Fisher (2006), ―Attraction (and its developed human form, romantic love) evolved to 

motivate individuals to select among potential mates, prefer a particular individual, and 

focus courtship attention on this favored mating partner, thereby conserving courtship 

energy‖ (p. 90, italics in original).  Consistent with the notion that passionate love has 

deep evolutionary roots, a growing body of work suggests that passionate love is a cross-

cultural and universal phenomenon (Hatfield & Rapson, 2002; Jankowiak & Fischer, 

1992, 1998; Sprecher, Aron, & Hatfield, 1994), with evidence of its existence spanning 

human history (Hatfield & Rapson, 1996; Lieberman & Hatfield, 2006).  Because the 

evolutionary perspective may provide a useful framework for understanding the 

developmental trajectory of passionate love, I will draw upon some of these basic ideas in 

later sections.  

Companionate Love 

Compared to passionate love, companionate love (also known as ―friendship-

based love,‖ ―marital love,‖ ―fondness,‖ and ―pragmatic love‖) has received substantially 
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less empirical attention (Aron et al., 2006).  Traditionally defined as ―the affection we 

feel for those with whom our lives are deeply entwined‖ (Berscheid & Walster, 1978, p. 

9), companionate love is characterized by feelings of closeness, intimacy, attachment, 

and tender affection (Hatfield, 1988; Rubin, 1970).  Although companionate love is less 

emotionally intense and exciting than passionate love, companionate love is considered to 

be more prototypical of laymen‘s perceptions of love in general (Fehr, 1988, 1994).  For 

instance, Fehr and Russell (1991) found that, when asked to name all the different types 

of love they could think of, individuals listed ―friendship love‖ the most often, and 

companionate varieties of love were rated as the best examples of love in general. 

Companionate love also differs from passionate love in the sense that individuals‘ 

feelings of companionate love are believed to increase relative to the number of rewards 

offered by their relationships and decrease in response to pain or displeasure.  Whereas 

passionate love often involves a mix of both positive and negative emotions—to the point 

that many individuals wonder if it is possible to love and hate someone at the same time 

(Berscheid & Walster, 1974)—companionate love presumably abides by basic 

reinforcement principles (e.g., Berscheid, 2010; cf., Byrne, 1971).  As Hatfield (1988) put 

it, ―How much companionate love we feel for others…should be a direct function of how 

secure, pleasant, and reinforcing we find their company to be.  Insecurity, unpleasantness, 

and punishment should only detract from this form of love‖ (p. 207).  In line with this 

perspective, companionate love tends to be more strongly associated with feelings of 

relationship satisfaction compared to passionate love (e.g., Grote & Frieze, 1994); 

presumably, anything but a smattering of relationship-based frustrations and 

disappointments would undermine companionate love, thereby reducing relationship 

satisfaction (cf. Hatfield, 1988). 



 9 

Engaging in a series of positive interactions with an available, responsive partner 

cultivates a sense of emotional involvement and security in the relationship, resulting in 

feelings of connectedness and attachment (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006).  Such attachment 

bonds presumably evolved in order to motivate individuals to remain with a specific 

partner long enough to ensure that any progeny resulting from the partnership survive 

through infancy (Fisher, 1998).  Much like parent-child attachment, the attachment 

emotion-motivation system associated with romantic love drives partners to seek and 

maintain proximity to one another, experience distress when separated, and engage in a 

variety of affiliative behaviors designed to reduce anxiety and promote comfort in the 

relationships (Fisher, 1998, 2000; Fisher, Aron, Mashek, Li, & Brown, 2002).  

The physiological correlates of companionate love have received far less attention 

than those of passionate love (see, e.g., Cacioppo, Bianchi-Demicheli, Hatfield, & 

Rapson, 2012), but mammalian studies provide suggestive evidence that the 

neuropeptides vasopressin and oxytocin are involved in the formation of male-female 

attachment bonds (for reviews, see Carter, 1992; Heinrichs & Domes, 2008; Insel & 

Young, 2001). Although the majority of studies have utilized animal models, such 

patterns are believed to extend to humans as well, as both oxytocin and vasopressin 

receptors are centered in dopamine-rich areas of the human brain (see Bartels & Zeki, 

2004; Loup, Tribollet, Dubois-Dauphin, & Dreifuss, 1991), and these receptors tend to be 

less localized in the reward centers of the brain in species that do not form such 

attachment bonds (Kendrick, 2005).  Notably, both vasopressin and oxytocin are believed 

to play key roles in human sexual behavior (Carter, 1998; Hiller, 2004; but see Krüger et 

al., 2003), with men and women releasing oxytocin during sexual arousal and orgasm 

(Carmichael et al., 1987; Carmichael, Warburton, Dixen, & Davidson, 1994; Carter, 

1992) and men showing increases in vasopressin when sexually stimulated (Murphy, 
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Seckel, Burton, Checkley, & Lightman, 1987; vasopressin levels during female sexual 

activity have yet to be assessed; Hiller, 2004).   

Despite their shared involvement in the human sexual response system, these 

neuropeptides do not play completely overlapping roles in the pair-bonding process.  

Specifically, oxytocin appears to function as a basic means of suppressing defensive 

behaviors and promoting approach behaviors, thereby facilitating the formation of 

attachment bonds (Carter, 1998; Insel & Young, 2001), whereas intranasal and genetic 

studies of vasopressin suggest that this neuropeptide is tied to agonistic and affiliative 

communication processes (Thompson, George, Walton, Orr, & Benson, 2006; 

Thompson, Gupta, Miller, Mills, & Orr, 2004), altruistic behaviors (Knafo et al., 2008) 

and pair-bonding (Walum et al., 2008) in humans (for reviews, see Heinrichs & Domes, 

2008, and Heinrichs, von Dawans, & Domes, 2009).  Although the physiological 

correlates of companionate love are not well understood, these findings provide 

suggestive evidence that the drive to form pair bonds and monogamous attachments is 

biologically independent from the complementary drive to fall passionately in love 

(Fisher, 2000, 2006).  

THE DEVELOPMENTAL TRAJECTORY OF LOVE 

Passionate love and companionate love are also presumed to differ in terms of 

their development over time.  Initially, theorists believed that relationships begin in the 

throes of passionate love, which eventually wanes over time and transforms into 

companionate love (e.g., Hatfield & Walster, 1978; Reik, 1944/1972; Safilios-Rothschild, 

1977; Sternberg, 1988).  Nowadays, the dominant perspective is that individuals do not 

experience either passionate love or companionate love, but that both varieties of love 

can be experienced simultaneously to varying degrees (Berscheid, 2010; Hendrick & 



 11 

Hendrick, 1993; Meyers & Berscheid, 1997).  Although the notion that feelings of 

passionate love and companionate love are not mutually exclusive is a relatively recent 

development, the hypothesized developmental trajectories of passionate and 

companionate love have remained largely unchanged (which may be due, in part, to the 

fact that this subject has received scant empirical attention).  Below, I outline the ways in 

which passionate love and companionate love are presumed to change over time within 

the context of stable relationships, drawing upon a variety of theoretical perspectives and 

the existing empirical research.  

The Course of Passionate Love Over Time 

Passionate love is believed to be less stable and of shorter duration than 

companionate love (e.g., Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Hatfield & Walster, 1978).  

Consistent with the notion that people ―fall‖ in love, passionate love is widely viewed as 

an intense emotional state that individuals have little control over (Kelley, 1983/2002).  

Indeed, individuals in the thrall of passion tend to ―rush headlong into relationships with 

little or no thought for social convention or for how well ‗suited‘ [they] are for [their] 

partners‖ (Hatfield & Walster, 1978, p. 128). 

Feelings of passionate love are presumed to arrive unexpectedly and increase 

rapidly in intensity.  As Berscheid (1983/2002) simply put it, ―Given that romantic love is 

usually conceived of (and experienced as) an intense emotion, it makes sense in terms of 

everything that is known about emotion that its onset should be relatively swift and 

sudden‖ (p. 157, italics in original).  New relationships (and new romantic partners) offer 

a plethora of opportunities for novel experiences and personal growth, and intimates tend 

to quickly incorporate features of their relationships (and each other) into their self-

concepts (Aron, Paris, & Aron, 1995).   The sense of novelty that is characteristic of 
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early-stage romantic relationships is not only arousing and exciting, but also, more often 

than not, subjectively positive, which drives individuals to seek out the company of their 

romantic partners and further expand the self (A. Aron & Aron, 1986; E. Aron & Aron, 

1996). These rapid changes produce the feelings of euphoria that are characteristic of 

passionate love (Berscheid, 2010). 

 In a similar vein, the increases in intimacy that accompany the formation of a new 

relationship are believed to foster feelings of passion.  Baumeister and Bratslavsky 

(1999) posited that feelings of passion vary as a function of changes in intimacy, such 

that pronounced or rapid increases in intimacy generate a spike in passion, and stable 

levels of intimacy lead to declines in passion.  Because romantic partners know relatively 

little about one another when their relationships first begin, intimacy is likely to increase 

substantially during the early stages of relationship development, thereby producing high 

levels of passion (Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999; but see Rubin & Campbell, 2012). 

Over time, feelings of passion are presumed to fade—even among individuals in 

successful relationships—partly due to reality replacing the positive illusions and 

fantasies that individuals construct about their partners (Berscheid & Walster, 1974; 

Hatfield & Walster, 1978; Kelley, 1983/2002).  Feelings of passionate love are based, in 

part, on the anticipation of future rewards or need fulfillment by one‘s partner, but 

oftentimes, actual interactions yield fewer benefits than one might have imagined 

(Berscheid & Walster, 1974).  Drawing upon self-regulation theory, Troy (2005) argued 

that passion may wane if one‘s relationship goals are not met as quickly as expected or 

desired.  Given that ―the core of passionate love lies in the capacity to construct in one‘s 

imagination an elaborated vision of a future state of perfect happiness‖ (Brehm, 1988, p. 

253), the inability to achieve such ―perfect happiness‖ may result in a decline in passion. 
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Passionate love is also believed to decline over time as a result of habituation 

(Berscheid, 2010; Huesmann, 1980; Kelley, 1983/2002; Sternberg, 1988). Specifically, as 

partners get to know one another better, their interactions become increasingly 

predictable and less exciting, and the rate of self-expansion declines markedly (e.g., Aron 

& Aron, 1996).  Provided that high levels of passion are due, at least in part, to increases 

in intimacy (Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999; Rubin & Campbell, 2012; Troy, 2005), it 

may be difficult for partners to maintain their passionate feelings over time, as 

introducing excitement or novelty to their relationships becomes more effortful as 

partners have a greater number of interactions (Troy, 2005).  Alternatively, once a desired 

level of intimacy is reached, partners may stop investing the same amount of time and 

energy into their relationships (a pattern referred to as ―coasting‖), leading to a reduction 

in intimacy and a corresponding decrease in passionate feelings (Troy, 2005).  Regardless 

of the underlying process, theorists seem to agree that repeated exposure to a romantic 

partner is generally tied to a reduced sense of novelty and, in turn, lessened physiological 

arousal (e.g., Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999; Kelley, 1983/2002; Schwebel, Moss, & 

Fine, 1999; Sternberg, 1986).  This pattern of habituation also manifests in partners‘ 

sexual relationships: Early-stage romantic relationships tend to be characterized by high 

levels of sexual activity and strong feelings of sexual desire (which, as described earlier, 

are a defining feature of passionate love), but cross-sectional and longitudinal work show 

a pronounced decline over time in both how often couples have sex and the extent to 

which partners find one another sexually desirable (e.g., Brewis & Meyer, 2005; Call, 

Sprecher, & Schwartz, 1995; Klusmann, 2002; McNulty & Fisher, 2008; Muise, Impett, 

Kogan, & Desmarais, 2013; Murray & Milhausen, 2012).  

The majority of cross-sectional research on the temporal trajectory of passionate 

love comports with theoretical assumptions—specifically, that individuals in newly 
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formed romantic relationships report high levels of passion, whereas their counterparts in 

longer-term relationships feel less passionately about their partners (e.g., Acker & Davis, 

1992; Ahmetoglu, Swami, & Chamorro-Premuzie, 2010; Blood, 1967; Ratelle, 

Carbonneau, Vallerand, & Mageau, 2013, Study 1; Sprecher & Regan, 1998; Traupmann 

& Hatfield, 1981). Such findings are also consistent with individuals‘ perceptions about 

how their feelings of love have changed over time.  For instance, Grote and Frieze (1998) 

asked over 500 spouses to reflect on their feelings of love for their partner at two points 

in their relationships—specifically, participants were asked to recall how they felt about 

their partner the start of their relationship as well as indicate the extent to which they 

loved their spouse at the time of assessment.  They found that individuals perceived their 

current feelings of erotic love (akin to passionate love) to be lower than at the start of 

their relationships. 

The majority of longitudinal studies on the subject have also documented declines 

in passionate love over time.  Using the data that Ernest Burgess and Paul Wallin 

collected on over 1000 married couples, Pineo (1961) demonstrated that feelings of love 

(and the frequency of sexual intercourse) significantly decreased over the first 20 years of 

marriage.  Dampened feelings of passionate love have also been observed over less 

substantial periods of time: Tucker and Aron (1993) asked couples to indicate their 

feelings of passionate love two months before and eight months after one of three major 

relationship transitions (the transition to marriage, the transition to parenthood, and the 

transition to the empty nest stage).  Couples in each of the three groups experienced a 

small (but statistically significant) decline in passionate love across the ten-month period.  

Most recently, Hatfield and colleagues (2008, Study 1) recruited 33 newlywed couples 

for a two-wave panel study aimed at assessing changes in love over time.  They found 

that both husbands and wives reported lower levels of passionate love during the second 
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year of marriage compared to when they were newlyweds.  In short, these studies lend 

credence to the French writer Paul Géraldy‘s (1939) observation that, ―The history of a 

love affair is the drama of its fight against time‖ (p. 7). 

Although it appears that time has a particularly corrosive effect on love for 

individuals in established relationships, it is less clear whether individuals in early-stage 

romantic relationships experience the same declines in passionate love during the first 

few months of dating. Indeed, results from Garcia‘s (1998) cross-sectional study 

suggested that feelings of erotic passion increase for the first six months of a romantic 

relationship before leveling off and then declining, and feelings of romantic passion 

increase for the first four years of a relationship before decreasing in intensity.  However, 

Marazziti and colleagues (1999) found, in their study examining the link between the 

neurotransmitter serotonin and romantic love, that individuals who had been dating their 

partners for less than six months and reported thinking about their partners for at least 

four hours a day no longer experienced such obsessive ideation about their partners when 

reevaluated 12 to 18 months later.  What‘s more, a handful of studies (e.g., Emanuele et 

al., 2006; Marazziti et al., 1999; Marazziti & Canale, 2004) have demonstrated that the 

heightened physiological arousal characteristic of passionate love tends to wane over the 

first two years of involvement, providing additional support for the notion that even 

individuals in developing romantic relationships experience declines in passionate love 

over time. 

Although the studies described above provide suggestive evidence that time 

erodes feelings of passionate love—even for those in relationships that remain intact—it 

remains unclear whether passionate love declines in a linear manner over time or whether 

the trajectory is more complex.  Because individuals‘ feelings of love (or physiological 

arousal, as the case may be) were assessed at only two points in time in these studies—
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and months, if not years, passed between assessments—it is entirely possible (if not 

probable) that these snapshots of individuals‘ relationships paint a less-than-nuanced 

portrait of the ways in which passionate love changes over time.  

The present research builds on the studies described above and is the first to 

utilize a multi-wave longitudinal framework to assess how feelings of passionate love 

change in early-stage romantic relationships. By asking daters‘ about their feelings of 

passionate love at two-week intervals over the course of several months, I will be able to 

conduct a more fine-grained analysis of the temporal trajectory of passionate love in 

developing romantic relationships.  Specifically, I expect that: 

Hypothesis 1:  For those who remain involved with their partners over the course 

of the study, passionate love will show a convex curvilinear trajectory over the 

early months of romantic involvement, with feelings of passion showing an initial 

increase, stabilizing, and then declining thereafter. 

Changes in Companionate Love Over Time 

 In contrast to passionate love, companionate love is believed to develop more 

slowly and deliberately over time (e.g., Berscheid, 2010; Kelley, 1983/2002), in part 

because feelings of companionate love increase in direct proportion to the amount of 

rewards one‘s partner provides (e.g., Hatfield, 1988), and the accumulation of such 

rewards requires time (cf. Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999).  Thus, whereas repeated 

exposure to a romantic partner may erode feelings of passionate love, companionate love 

presumably arises out of a history of responsive and equitable interactions, through 

which partners learn about one another, establish their compatibility, and come to respect 

and trust each other (Kelley, 1983/2002).  As Hatfield and Walster (1978) colorfully 
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described, ―Passionate love is a fragile flower; it wilts in time.  Companionate love is a 

sturdy evergreen; it thrives with contact‖ (p. 125). 

A handful of empirical studies provide suggestive evidence that, among 

individuals in successful relationships, companionate love grows steadily over time—at 

least to a point.  In a cross-sectional examination of the temporal development of various 

components of love, García (1998) found that both intimacy and commitment (which, 

according to Sternberg, 1986, are the key components of companionate love) steadily 

increased over the first four years of involvement before reaching a plateau.  Consistent 

with the notion that love becomes increasing companionate in nature over time, Driscoll 

and colleagues (1972) found that love was more strongly tied to friendship or ―conjugal‖ 

relationship factors for married couples than for unmarried couples—specifically, 

compared to unmarried couples, married couples‘ feelings of love showed a stronger 

positive association with their feelings of trust and stronger negative associations with 

criticalness and negative behaviors.  Notably, partners‘ feelings of love became more 

tightly associated with these factors over the course of a ten-month period.  In a similar 

vein, Acevedo and Aron (2009) found that, whereas companionate love was only 

moderately tied to relationship satisfaction in relationships of less than four years 

duration, the association was stronger among individuals in long-term relationships, 

suggesting that a sense of comfortable attachment may come to play a more central role 

in relationship success as relationships progress.  Taken together, these studies lend 

credence to Reik‘s (1944) observation that:  

…people often reach the depth of love in which even the clearly seen failings and 

shortcomings of the other are tenderly observed and loved….A new kind of 

companionship, different from romance but no less valuable, may result in a sense 

of ease and harmony….There is a mutual identification and common experiences, 

joy and grief that bind two people more intimately together than romance ever did 

(pp. 92–93).  
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 Importantly, the investigations described above did not directly examine how 

individuals‘ feelings of companionate love change over time, and other evidence 

(including a rare study that assessed partners‘ feelings of companionate love on more 

than one occasion) suggests that companionate love—much like passionate love—may 

fade with time. Specifically, Hatfield and colleagues (2008, Study 1) found that 

newlywed couples experienced a significant decline in their feelings of companionate 

love across a one-year period.  A handful of cross-sectional studies lend further support 

to the notion that companionate love and relationship duration are inversely related to one 

another (e.g., Cimbalo, Faling, & Mousaw, 1976; Hatfield et al., 2008, Study 2; Hatfield, 

Traupmann, & Sprecher, 1984). 

 However, another study that utilized a longitudinal framework to investigate the 

temporal trajectory of companionate love revealed that feelings of companionate love 

show little—if any—fluctuation across time.  Sprecher (1999) asked individuals at 

various relationship stages to report their feelings of love for their partners at five points 

in time across a seven-year period, and, although individuals perceived their love as 

becoming increasingly intense over time, partners‘ contemporaneous reports of love 

indicated that their feelings remained relatively stable across the study period.1  Similarly, 

others have found no significant differences between individual‘s current levels of 

friendship-based love and the perceived strength of their feelings at the start of their 

romantic relationships (Grote & Frieze, 1998), and still others have found companionate 

love to be unrelated to relationship length (e.g., Ellis & Malamuth, 2000; Sprecher & 

Regan, 1998). 

                                                 
1 Sprecher (1999) rightfully pointed out that the lack of change in contemporaneous reports of love may 

have been due to a ceiling effect reached early in the study; if this were the case, it is possible that partners 

experienced an increase in love that was unable to be captured due to methodological constraints. 
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 What can be drawn from these contradictory findings?  It is quite possible that the 

trajectory of companionate love changes over time, and the different patterns observed in 

the studies described above are, at least in part, a function of sampling.  For instance, the 

investigations suggesting that companionate love either increases over time or shows 

little fluctuation over time typically involved a combination of both married and 

unmarried participants, whereas all of the studies that revealed an inverse association 

between companionate love and time were comprised exclusively of married couples.  

More than likely, companionate love shows a convex curvilinear association with time 

(with feelings of companionate love increasing initially but eventually leveling off and 

then declining).  Consistent with this idea, Sprecher and Regan (1998) found that couples 

in ―medial‖ relationship stages (e.g., those in committed dating relationships) tend to 

report higher levels of companionate love compared to their counterparts in earlier stages 

of courtship (e.g., casual dating couples) or those in highly committed relationships (e.g., 

married couples).  Such a pattern would help explain why cross-sectional studies that 

involve a combination of dating and married couples (or a wide range of relationship 

lengths) occasionally find that feelings of companionate love are ―unrelated‖ to 

relationship duration (e.g., Ellis & Malamuth, 2000; Sprecher & Regan, 1998).   

 Considering the current study is comprised of individuals in early-stage dating 

relationships (and thus are likely in the process of cultivating intimacy with their current 

partners), I expect that: 

Hypothesis 2: Among those who stay together with their partners throughout the 

course of the study, companionate love will steadily increase across the first 

several months of romantic involvement. 
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Other Factors that May Influence the Development of Passionate and 

Companionate Love Among Those in Successful Relationships 

Of course, the manner in which passionate and companionate love develop over 

time may be influenced by a variety of other factors.  For instance, the amount of time 

individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved may impact how 

quickly feelings of passion and intimacy arise.  Those who knew their partners for a 

longer period of time prior to entering into a relationship may have had the opportunity to 

get to know their partners on a more personal level (e.g., Barelds & Barelds-Dijkstra, 

2007), allowing for the cultivation of friendship-based intimacy.  Such individuals are 

likely to enter into their relationships already feeling a strong sense of companionate love 

for their partners.  Such feelings of emotional closeness, however, may not be 

accompanied by feelings of passion (see Guerrero & Mongeau, 2008), at least initially, as 

individuals in platonic relationships generally try to avoid intermingling friendship and 

romance (Rubin, 1985).  Thus, individuals who share a longer non-romantic history with 

their partners typically require additional time for their feelings of passionate love to 

develop (see Barelds & Barelds-Dijkstra, 2007).  Those who become romantically 

involved soon after meeting their partners, on the other hand, may experience intense 

feelings of passion at the start of their relationships but may not yet feel a strong sense of 

intimacy or attachment to their partner.  However, because the first few months of dating 

offer many opportunities for partners to find out new information about one another and 

share novel experiences, those who knew each other for less time prior to becoming 

romantically involved are likely to show rapid increases in their feelings of companionate 

love across their early months of involvement.  Based on the notion that the amount of 

time individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved will interact 

with the length of individuals‘ relationships to predict both passionate and companionate 
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love, I offer the following two-part hypothesis for those who remain together with their 

partners across the early months of dating: 

Hypothesis 3a: To the extent that individuals knew their partners for longer prior 

to becoming romantically involved, their feelings of passion will initially show a 

steady increase but will eventually stabilize over the course of the study, whereas 

those who knew their partners for less time prior to dating will initially report 

high and stable levels of passionate love that will begin to slowly fade over time. 

Hypothesis 3b:  Those who share a longer non-romantic history with their 

partners will report high and stable levels of companionate love over the course of 

the study, whereas those who knew their partners for less time prior to becoming 

romantically involved will initially show a sharp increase in their feelings of 

companionate love that stabilizes over time. 

Gender may also influence the ways in which love—particularly passionate 

love—develops over time.  Compared to women, men tend to fall in love more quickly 

(Huston, Surra, Fitzgerald, & Cate, 1981), say ―I love you‖ sooner (Brantley, Knox, & 

Zusman, 2002), and recall feeling more strongly attracted to their partners upon first 

meeting them (e.g., Burgess & Wallin, 1953).  Evolutionary theorists posit that falling in 

love sooner may offer adaptive benefits to men; because women generally prefer having 

sex within the context of a committed intimate relationship as a way of protecting their 

limited reproductive resources, the ability of men to fall in love more quickly may 

enhance their chances of gaining sexual access (see Brantley et al., 2002).  In short, both 

empirical and theoretical work paint a compelling picture that feelings of passionate love 

may arise more quickly for men than women.  Importantly, although women tend to 

approach their relationships in a more pragmatic manner than men (Peplau, 1983/2002) 

and typically report higher levels of companionate love (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993; 
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Sprecher & Sedikides, 1993), such differences do not necessarily translate into gender-

specific trajectories of companionate love, as the processes through which intimacy 

develops in romantic relationships are largely the same for men and women.  

Accordingly, I expect that the temporal course of passionate love (but not companionate 

love) will vary as a function of gender. 

Hypothesis 4:  Relative to their female counterparts, men who remain partnered 

throughout the course of the study will show a more pronounced increase in their 

feelings of passionate love during the early months of romantic involvement. 

Finally, whether relationships are long-distance or proximate may impact the 

trajectory of passionate love over time, but not necessarily that of companionate love.  As 

previously discussed, passion typically wanes over time as partners habituate to one 

another and fall into a routine (e.g, Kelley, 1983/2002), but individuals in long-distance 

relationships are less likely to experience such hedonic adaptation as they are less 

exposed to their partners.  What‘s more, when partners in long-distance relationships 

have the opportunity to see one another, they generally try to capitalize on their time 

together by engaging in a variety of exciting and novel activities (Sahlstein, 2004), which 

further heightens feelings of passion.  Building upon this notion, Bao and Lyubomirsky 

(2013) suggested that the time individuals in long-distance relationships spend apart from 

one another actually enhances their enjoyment of the time they spend together.  As such, 

those in successful long-distance relationships may not experience the same declines in 

passionate love as encountered by those in proximate relationships.  Although geographic 

proximity (or the lack thereof) is likely to impact partners‘ feelings of passion, their 

levels of companionate love are unlikely to be affected.  Because technology affords 

long-distance couples the ability to talk to each other (and even see each other) in real-

time, it is unlikely that the growth of intimacy and emotional closeness will be impeded 
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by geographical separation.  Thus, I hypothesize that the development of passionate love 

(but not companionate love) over time will differ depending on whether the relationship 

is long-distance or proximate. 

Hypothesis 5: Whereas individuals in geographically close relationships will 

show eventual declines in their feelings of passionate love, those in successful 

long-distance relationships will maintain strong feelings of passionate love over 

the course of the study.  

What About Those Who Experience a Breakup? 

Although not all individuals are destined to experience a substantial decline in 

their feelings of passionate or companionate love for their partners, a great many do.  

Often, the erosion of love leads to an unfortunate consequence: the dissolution of the 

relationship.  Indeed, marital therapists are quick to recognize that a ―lack of loving 

feelings‖ takes a major toll on relationships and that the lack of love is one of the most 

difficult problems to address during therapy (Whisman, Dixon, & Johnson, 1997).  Given 

such reports, it is perhaps not surprising that the loss of love is one of the most commonly 

cited reasons for divorce (Banks, Altendorf, Greene, & Cody, 1987; Kitson, 1992).  The 

deterioration of love has also been identified as one of the strongest predictors of 

nonmarital dissolution as well (Le, Dove, Agnew, Korn, & Mutso, 2010).  For instance, 

Hill and colleagues (1976) found that daters who reported lower levels of love were more 

likely to break up with their partners over the course of a two-year period.  

The Trajectory of Passionate Love Among Those Who Experience a Breakup 

Over 70 years ago, Waller and Hill (1938/1951) cautioned that relationships, 

particularly marriages, based on romantic love may not have a solid foundation:   
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…romantic love has been a disturbing, upsetting source of change in the marital 

relation, incompatible with the settled, ordered living ultimately required of a 

family.  Wherever romantic love is valued highly, marriages are generally 

unstable (p. 362).  

It was not the thrill of passion that led Waller and Hill (1938/1951) to view love-based 

relationships as unsustainable, but rather the unsustainability of passion itself.  Although 

researchers have yet to examine whether individuals who experience a breakup actually 

show pronounced declines in their feelings of passionate love prior to the dissolution of 

their relationships, the link between the dissipation of passion and dissolution is generally 

taken as axiomatic.  As Hatfield and Walster (1978) simply put it, ―What happens to 

lovers when the passion begins to fade?  Usually, they part‖ (p. 123). 

 Based on this limited body of theoretical work, I propose the following 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 6:  Among those who experience a breakup, passionate love will show 

a steady decline over the course of their relationships. 

The Trajectory of Companionate Love Among Those Who Experience a Breakup 

Whereas feelings of erotic passion may help to sustain relationships, 

companionate love is widely considered to be the lifeblood of lasting relationships, to the 

point that if companionate love begins to wane—or, worse, fails to develop—

relationships are believed to be in serious jeopardy.  As discussed previously, the early 

stages of romantic involvement tend to be characterized by a great deal of idealization 

(e.g., Waller & Hill, 1938/1951) and intimacy development (e.g., Baumeister & 

Bratslavsky, 1999).  Eventually, reality may interfere with the positive illusions that 

partners initially have about one another as they begin to spend more time together, 

disclose information about themselves, and engage in less impression management (see 

Cunningham, Shamblen, Barbee, & Ault, 2005).  In other words, the rose-colored glasses 
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through which individuals initially view their partners are eventually replaced by 

prescription lenses, allowing partners to see one another in the full light of day and obtain 

a more accurate view of each other‘s assets and imperfections.  In successful 

relationships, individuals are able to recognize their partners‘ specific attributes, 

including their flaws, while continuing to enhance them on a global level (Neff & 

Karney, 2002, 2005); in less successful relationships, individuals may not be able to look 

past their partners‘ faults and thus struggle to maintain a positive view of their partners 

(e.g., Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996).  As Neff and Karney (2005) put it:  

[S]ome spouses may not be able to love their partners unless they view each of 

their partners‘ traits as positive.  In this case, the spouse may be unwilling to 

recognize a partner‘s faults, and once the partner‘s less than perfect traits come 

into awareness, the spouse‘s love for the partner may dissipate (p. 495).  

 Thus, the process of getting to know a new romantic partner may easily lend itself 

to disappointment.  By engaging in the standard information-seeking strategies that typify 

early-stage romantic relationships, partners may stumble across previously undiscovered 

areas of incompatibility, which may hinder the growth of intimacy and, as a result, 

impede the development of companionate love.  The decision to pursue or not pursue a 

relationship is largely based on whether individuals expect to benefit from their continued 

interaction (e.g., Sunnafrank, 1986; Sunnafrank & Ramirez, 2004); those who anticipate 

fewer positive outcomes with their partners—either because their prior interactions 

proved to be unrewarding or because they expect to be negatively evaluated in future 

interactions—are generally less inclined to intensify or even remain in their relationships.  

In such situations, individuals may choose to limit the scope of their disclosures, behave 

in a distant or non-responsive manner, or reduce the amount of time they spend with their 

partners (Miell & Duck, 1986, as cited in Derlega, Winstead, & Greene, 2008), strategies 
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which serve to restrict closeness and undermine the progression of companionate love.  

Accordingly, I propose the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 7:  Over the course of their relationships, those who experience a 

breakup will initially show a slight increase in companionate love, followed by a 

pronounced decline in such feelings. 

Other Factors that May Impact the Development of Passionate and Companionate 

Love Among Those Who Experience a Breakup 

Much like those in successful relationships, it is likely that the amount of 

passionate and companionate love felt at any given point in time by those who experience 

the dissolution of their relationships will be influenced by several other factors besides 

the length of their romantic involvement.  Although there is little theoretical or empirical 

basis to expect that the developmental trajectories of passionate or companionate love 

will vary according to long-distance status or gender among those who experience the 

dissolution of their relationships within the first few months of dating, the amount of time 

that individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved is likely to 

impact the course of love over time.  Additionally, changes in the intensity of love are 

likely to vary depending on the extent to which individuals want to break up with their 

partners as well as their perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up. 

 As previously discussed, those who share a longer non-romantic history with their 

partners are likely to enter into their relationships with stronger feelings of companionate 

love but somewhat weaker feelings of passionate love relative to those who knew their 

partners for less time prior to becoming romantically involved.  Part of the reason that 

feelings of passionate love may develop more slowly for the former group of individuals 

is because the transition from a platonic relationship to a romantic relationship requires 

partners to cognitively redefine their relationship.  Whereas those who are able to 
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successfully manage this transition may find that their feelings of ―passion-based 

intimacy‖ increase over time (see Guerrero & Mongeau, 2008), others may find that their 

relationships remain relatively passionless.   

For those who experience the dissolution of their relationships, the best insight 

into the manner in which companionate love is likely to change over time as a function of 

the amount of time that individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically 

involved comes from research examining the likelihood that partners will remain friends 

upon breaking up.  Just as those who share a longer non-romantic history with their 

partners typically try to ease into romantic involvement in an attempt to protect their pre-

existing friendships (e.g., Mongeau & Teubner, 2002, as cited in Guerrero & Mongeau, 

2008), they may also feel more ambivalent when terminating their romantic relationships 

(Lee, 1984; Metts, Cupach, & Bejlovec, 1989).  As a result, these individuals frequently 

use disengagement strategies that allow for the continuation of the relationship in some 

capacity (Lee, 1984).  Indeed, Metts and colleagues (1989) found that individuals who 

were friends with their partners prior to entering into a romantic relationship were more 

likely to remain friends with their partners upon breaking up.  Although these findings do 

not directly speak to the manner in which these individuals‘ feelings of companionate 

love changed over time prior to the dissolution of their relationships, they provide 

suggestive evidence that individuals who share a longer non-romantic history with their 

partners may continue to feel some degree of companionate love for their partners upon 

breaking up, enabling their ability to remain friends. 

Based on the research described above, I offer the following two-part hypothesis 

pertaining to those who experience the dissolution of their relationships within the first 

few months of dating.  Specifically, I expect that the amount of time individuals knew 
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their partners prior to entering into a romantic relationship will interact with the length of 

their romantic involvement to predict both passionate and companionate love, such that: 

Hypothesis 8a:  Those who knew their partners for less time prior to becoming 

romantically involved will initially report intense feelings of passionate love that 

fade over the course of their relationships, whereas those who share a longer non-

romantic history with their partners will report consistently low feelings of 

passion across time. 

Hypothesis 8b:  To the extent that individuals knew their partners for longer prior 

to becoming romantically involved, they will show a slight decrease in their 

feelings of companionate love over the course of their relationships; those who 

knew their partners for less time, on the other hand, will experience a more 

pronounced decline in companionate love across time. 

  The developmental trajectory of love for those who experience the dissolution of 

their relationships may also vary as a function of their desire to break up with their 

partners or the extent to which they perceive their partners as wanting to break up.  

Because elements of both passionate and companionate love are considered to be 

essential for successful relationships in Western societies (e.g., Hatfield, 1988; Noller, 

1996; see also Fletcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles, 1999), individuals who report lower 

levels of either of these types of love (or who experience marked declines in either of 

these varieties of love over time) may be less inclined to remain in their relationships.  

This inclination may be especially pronounced within the context of developing romantic 

relationships, when individuals are seriously contemplating the long-term potential of 

their partnerships.  Consistent with the notion that changes in their feelings of love may 

be related to the degree to which individuals want to break up with their partners, surveys 

indicate that most men and women agree (or at least do not disagree) that individuals who 
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no longer love their partners should leave their relationships (e.g., Levine, Sato, 

Hashimoto, & Verma, 1995; Simpson, Campbell, & Bersheid, 1986), suggesting that 

most individuals would feel compelled to leave their own relationships were their 

feelings of love to evaporate. 

 In a similar vein, the course of passionate and companionate love across time is 

likely to depend on the extent to which one‘s partner is perceived as wanting to break up.  

Indeed, Marshall (2012) found that individuals who reported that their partners initiated 

the breakup (which is, admittedly, an imperfect indicator of the extent to which their 

partners wanted to break up) reported significantly less sexual desire for their partners 

and somewhat less emotional longing for their partners following the dissolution of their 

relationships.  Although these findings do not directly speak to how individuals‘ feelings 

of passionate and companionate love change over the course of their relationships as a 

function of the degree to which they perceive their partners as wanting to break up, they 

provide suggestive evidence that believing that one‘s partner is eager to break up may 

negatively impact individuals‘ feelings of passionate and companionate love.  Building 

off of these findings, I suggest that the temporal course of passionate and companionate 

love over time among those who experience the dissolution of their relationships will be 

qualified by individuals‘ desire to break up with their partner, as well as their perceptions 

of their partners‘ desire to break up.  Specifically, I expect that, relative to those who 

report being less inclined to break up with their partners and those who perceive their 

partners as less eager to break up: 

Hypothesis 9a:  Individuals who report a greater desire to break up with their 

partners and those who perceive their partners as more eager to break up will 

show a more pronounced decline in their feelings of passionate love over time. 
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Hypothesis 9b:  Individuals who report a greater willingness to break up with 

their partners and those who perceive their partners as more eager to break up will 

show a sharper decline in their feelings of companionate love over time. 

Heterogeneity in the Trajectories of Passionate and Companionate Love 

As directly implied by the unique hypotheses put forth for those whose 

relationships survive the first several months of romantic involvement versus those who 

experience the dissolution of their relationships, not all daters will exhibit the same 

changes in their feelings of passionate and companionate love over time.  Although a 

concerted effort to identify the ―average‖ trajectories for both varieties of love is long 

overdue—and additional nuance will be gained by treating those whose relationships 

survive the early months of dating separately from those who experience a breakup—the 

results of such analyses will not shed light on the wide variety of developmental 

trajectories that actually exist.  Whereas some may find themselves passionately in love 

with their partners at the start of their relationships, only to have their feelings quickly 

dissipate, others may experience a slow and steady increase in their feelings of passionate 

love over time.  Some may never fall passionately in love with their partners, and still 

others may remain deeply and passionately in love with their partners for the duration of 

their time together.  The temporal course of companionate love is also expected to show 

the same degree of variability. 

Recently, these ―alternative‖ trajectories have attracted a growing amount of both 

theoretical and empirical attention.  In their seminal paper, Baumeister and Bratslavsky 

(1999) pointed out that, because passion can be considered an emotional experience (and 

does not require time to accumulate, like intimacy), individuals can conceivably peak in 

their feelings of passion for someone shortly after becoming acquainted.  Indeed, it is not 
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uncommon for individuals who have been dating for four months or less to score in the 

upper one-third of the scale range on the Passionate Love Scale (cf., Loving et al., 2009). 

Other researchers, questioning the notion that time inevitably erodes feelings of 

passion, have found that a sizable number of individuals manage to sustain high levels of 

passionate love for their partners for years or even decades (e.g., Acevedo & Aron, 2009; 

Acevedo, Aron, Fisher, & Brown, 2012; O‘Leary, Acevedo, Aron, Huddy, & Mashek, 

2012).  In fact, approximately 30 to 40% of individuals married for more than ten years 

report that they are ―very intensely in love‖ with their spouses (O‘Leary et al., 2012); 

relatedly, over 10% of spouses in long-term relationships reported the highest possible 

scores on the non-obsessive items from the Passionate Love Scale, indicating that a 

notable proportion of individuals continue to experience erotic feelings of passion for 

their partner after substantial periods of time (Acevedo & Aron, 2009).  Although these 

studies employed a cross-sectional methodology—making it impossible to determine 

whether these individuals remained passionately in love from their relationships‘ 

inception, experienced a steady increase in passion, or happened to participate during a 

―high point‖ in their relationships2—such findings nevertheless suggest that passion is 

not doomed to dissipate. 

Theorists have suggested that there are individual differences in the speed at 

which intimacy develops as well, with some people approaching the ceiling of intimacy 

relatively early on in their relationships (Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999).  Because 

intimacy is considered a key component of companionate love—and because intimacy 

                                                 
2 Several researchers have found that passionate love fluctuates in intensity as a function of relationship 

stage, lending support to the notion that individuals‘ feelings of passion may wax and wane over time.  For 

instance, Sprecher and Regan (1998) found that men and women experience peaks in their global feelings 

of passionate love at various relationship stages; for instance, engaged men reported higher levels of 

passion compared to men in casual dating relationships, and women who were exclusively dating or 

engaged felt more passionately about their partners than their married counterparts.  
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may develop at different rates—it stands to reason that, even among those in successful 

relationships, not all individuals will experience the same steady growth in their feelings 

of companionate love across the early stages of romantic involvement.  Extroverts, in 

particular, tend to cultivate intimacy more quickly in their relationships, as they self-

disclose more often (e.g., Levesque, Steciuk, & Ledley, 2002), use a greater percentage 

of plural pronouns instead of self-referential pronouns (demonstrating a greater amount 

of attention paid to ―others‖ as opposed to the ―self;‖ Cuperman & Ickes, 2009), and 

generate a greater amount of mutual attraction (Jena, 1984) and positive affect (Eaton & 

Funder, 2003) compared to introverts (see Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999, for a 

review), thereby laying the foundations for companionate love more quickly than those 

who feel less comfortable getting to know other people. 

Because it is unlikely that all individuals experience the same changes in their 

feelings of passionate and companionate love over time, the second major goal of this 

study is to identify the various prototypical trajectories for both varieties of love. 

Research Question 1:  What are the most common developmental trajectories for  

(a) passionate love and (b) companionate love among individuals in early-stage 

dating relationships? 

THE CONNECTION BETWEEN LOVE AND RELATIONSHIP STABILITY: FURTHER 

CONSIDERATIONS 

Do Certain Trajectories of Passionate Love and Companionate Love Predict 

Relationship Dissolution? 

Perhaps because the heterogeneity inherent to the development of passionate and 

companionate love has only begun to receive empirical attention, the notion that certain 

trajectories of love may be differentially tied to the likelihood of dissolution—

particularly within the context of developing romantic relationships—has been largely 
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overlooked.  Although the ―loss of love‖ often foreshadows relationship dissolution (e.g., 

Connolly & McIsaac, 2009; Huston, Caughlin, Houts, Smith, & George, 2001), it 

remains unclear whether any erosion of passionate or companionate love within the 

context of developing romantic relationships puts individuals at risk of breakup, or if only 

those who experience a rapid decline in either variety of love are in jeopardy of 

experiencing the dissolution of their relationships.   

Considering that not all breakups are mutual (e.g., Doering, 2010; Hill et al., 

1976; Sprecher, 1994), it is also possible that individuals who do not want to break up 

with their partners yet still experience the dissolution of their relationships may show 

certain changes in their feelings of love over time that, at first glance, may not appear to 

be especially predictive of dissolution.  For instance, intense feelings of passionate love 

may be appreciated and reciprocated in some relationships, but in others, such extreme 

emotions may be viewed as inappropriate and may actually encourage one‘s partner to 

retreat from the relationship.  In line with this perspective, Ratelle and colleagues (2013) 

found that individuals who reported higher levels of harmonious passion (i.e., a non-

disruptive sense of wanting to pursue a specific romantic relationship) were more likely 

to stay together with their partners over the course of a three-month period, but those who 

reported greater obsessive passion (i.e., unsettling and intrusive feelings of needing to be 

with one‘s partner) were somewhat more likely to experience the dissolution of their 

relationships.  The authors suggested that harmonious passion grants individuals the 

autonomy to behave in ways that are conducive to establishing a lasting and stable 

relationship, whereas the uncontrollable nature of obsessive passion undermines 

relationships, potentially leading to dissolution.  In a similar vein, research on the neural 

indicators of passionate love has shown that activation in areas of the brain associated 

with relationship satisfaction is tied to an increased likelihood of relationship continuity, 
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as is deactivation in regions of the brain that have previously been linked to reward, 

decision-making, and appetitive drives (Xu et al., 2012).  Considered in tandem, this 

pattern of results suggests that the ―manic‖ and ―erotic‖ aspects of passionate love have 

differential effects on relationship stability.  Lending further support to this notion, 

Hendrick and colleagues (1988) found that dating couples who reported higher love 

styles scores for Eros (that is, romantic, passionate love) were more likely to still be 

together two months later compared to those who endorsed this love style to a lesser 

extent; interestingly, couples‘ initial levels of Mania (i.e., obsessive, dependent love) 

were unrelated to relationship termination.   

Although tenuous, there appears to be at least some truth to the idea that certain 

elements of passion help to sustain relationships and protect against dissolution.  

However, the association between passionate love, treated as a unified construct 

incorporating both its erotic and manic components, and the probability of relationship 

dissolution remains unclear.  What‘s more, the studies described above offer limited 

insight into the ways in which the trajectory of passionate love and relationship 

dissolution are connected, as they used individuals‘ baseline levels of love (or, in the case 

of Xu et al., 2012, patterns of neural activation) to predict relationship status at a later 

date.  By assessing daters‘ feelings of passion at regular intervals across the early months 

of romantic involvement, I will be able to assess how the temporal shape of passionate 

love is tied to the likelihood of dissolution.  Specifically, I will investigate the following 

research question:  

Research Question 2:  Are certain developmental trajectories of passionate love 

more predictive of relationship dissolution than others? 

 Although it is possible that a certain subset of individuals who experience the 

early onset of intense feelings of passionate love may have a greater chance of breakup, 
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in general, lofty levels of passion are likely to protect individuals from dissolution.  

Companionate love is likely to function in much the same manner.   Indeed, the notion 

that feelings of companionate love buffer individuals from later relationship dissolution 

has received a substantial amount of empirical support (Attridge, Berscheid, & Simpson, 

1995; Felmlee, Sprecher, & Bassin, 1990; Kingsbury & Minda, 1988; Lund, 1985; 

Stafford & Reske, 1990; but see Krain, 1977, and Sprecher, 1999).  However, most 

studies examining the connection between companionate love and relationship stability 

have only involved two waves of data collection and used individuals‘ initial levels of 

love to predict the status of their relationships at a later date.  Even Felmlee and 

colleagues (1990), who employed survival analysis techniques to assess the relation 

between feelings of companionate love and the rate of dissolution, did not collect enough 

waves of data to treat love as a time-varying predictor; rather, they used daters‘ initial 

levels of companionate love to predict the rate of breakup.  Thus, although theorists 

generally assume that relationships in which the partners experience declines in 

companionate love are vulnerable to dissolution (c.f., Fisher, 2000, 2006; García, 1998), 

the connection between the temporal trajectory of companionate love and relationship 

dissolution has rarely been examined. 

 To date, only two studies have linked changes in companionate love to 

relationship stability, and their results tell an inconsistent story.  In their study of couples 

in early-stage dating relationships, Berg and McQuinn (1986) assessed partners‘ feelings 

of companionate love during an initial interview and again four months later.  They found 

that time and relationship status interacted to predict partners‘ feelings of love, such that 

couples who broke up experienced a decline in their feelings of love across a four-month 

period, and couples who stayed together reported an increase in love across the same 

period.  Although partners‘ reports of love at both assessments were predictive of 
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couples‘ final relationship status, these findings speak little to how feelings of 

companionate love are tied to the probability of dissolution across time, nor do they shed 

light on how feelings of companionate love are tied to dissolution among casual daters 

(as both members of all couples agreed from the outset to participate in a follow-up 

assessment four months later). 

 More recently, Huston and colleagues (2001) examined whether couples that 

experience different marital outcomes can be distinguished by their feelings of love 

across their early years of marriage.  To do this, the sample was first broken into five 

groups: couples who were happily married after fourteen years of marriage, their 

unhappy counterparts, those who quickly divorced (within two years of marriage), 

couples who divorced early (between two and seven years of marriage), and those who 

divorced later (between seven and thirteen years of marriage).  In their first series of 

analyses, they found that couples that quickly divorced reported lower levels of love as 

newlyweds compared to the other four groups.  Through a series of growth curve 

analyses, the researchers found that those who were happily married and those who 

divorced later were comparably in love as newlyweds, and both groups were significantly 

more in love with their spouses compared to those who were unhappily married and those 

who divorced early.  Perhaps more telling, although all couples reported declines in their 

feelings of love over time, those who divorced early experienced a much steeper decline 

in love across the early years of marriage.  Despite the fact that these findings speak little 

to the connection between changes in companionate love and relationship termination 

among dating couples, they provide compelling evidence that rapid declines in 

companionate love foreshadow eventual dissolution.   

 As with passionate love, it is possible that, within certain contexts, individuals 

who experience somewhat higher levels of companionate love may also be at risk of 
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dissolution.  According to the relational turbulence model (Solomon & Knobloch, 2001, 

2004), individuals at moderate levels of intimacy may experience greater uncertainty 

about their relationships compared to their counterparts who report relatively low levels 

of intimacy or higher levels of intimacy, and thus their relationships may be more 

vulnerable to dissolution.  Whereas individuals in the very early stages of relationship 

development can rely on cultural norms to guide their behavior and generate intimacy 

with their partners (e.g., Clark, Shaver, & Abrahams, 1999; Honeycutt, Cantrill, Kelly, & 

Lankin, 1998), those in more established relationships who have yet to make a life-long 

commitment to their partners may find themselves in a relatively scriptless state.  As a 

result, these individuals may have difficulty interacting with their partners and may 

struggle to draw inferences about their relationships (cf. Knobloch & Solomon, 2005).  

Individuals in these intermediate stages of relationship development are more likely to 

avoid certain topics of conversation (Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004), experience 

heightened emotional jealousy (Knobloch, Solomon, & Cruz, 2001), and, perhaps 

consequently, tend to perceive more turbulence in their relationships (Knobloch, 2007).  

As partners become progressively more interdependent, however, they should feel more 

confident about their mutual commitment and their doubts about their relationships 

should subside (e.g., Solomon & Knobloch, 2001). 

Given these mixed findings, the penultimate objective of the current study is to 

shed much-needed light on the connection between feelings of companionate love and the 

probability of dissolution by examining which trajectories of companionate love are more 

or less predictive of relationship stability.  To do this, I will address the following 

research question: 

Research Question 3:  Are certain developmental trajectories of companionate 

love more strongly tied to the likelihood of relationship dissolution than others? 
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Do Passionate Love and Companionate Love Interact to Predict Relationship 

Dissolution? 

A separate yet related issue pertains to whether individuals‘ feelings of passionate 

and companionate love interact to predict the likelihood of dissolution.  Although it is 

now generally accepted that individuals can experience feelings of passionate and 

companionate love simultaneously (e.g., Berscheid, 2010), the overwhelming majority of 

studies continue to examine either passionate love or companionate love.  Indeed, only 

one study to date has considered the effect of passionate love on relationship stability 

alongside that of companionate love.  In their study of ideals and perceptions in early-

stage dating relationships, Fletcher and colleagues (2000) examined the extent to which 

various indicators of relationship quality—most notably, passion and ―love‖ (akin to 

companionate love)—predict relationship continuance across a one-year period.  To do 

this, they assessed daters‘ feelings of passion and love at monthly intervals for a period of 

three months (upon entering the study, all individuals had been dating their partners for 

four weeks or less), and they contacted the participants nine months later to assess the 

status of their romantic relationships.  They found that individuals who reported higher 

levels of love during either of the first two assessments were less likely to experience the 

dissolution of their relationships; similarly, those who reported greater passion during the 

second assessment were less likely to break up within the next month.  Interestingly, 

neither love nor passion, as reported during the first three assessments, predicted 

relationship status at the nine-month follow-up.  The authors point out that, ―in the more 

tumultuous and uncertain world of early dating relationships, assessments of relationship 

quality predict dissolution over relatively short periods of time‖ (p. 939).  Although this 

study helped to fill several major gaps in our understanding of the connection between 

love and relationship stability by (1) simultaneously considering passionate and 
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companionate love,  (2) assessing the quality of participants‘ relationships at multiple 

points in time, and (3) focusing on early-stage romantic relationships, it remains unclear 

whether passionate and companionate love interact to predict the probability of 

dissolution among individuals in developing romantic relationships.  Thus, the final 

objective of the current study will be to examine whether passionate love and 

companionate love uniquely predict the likelihood of dissolution, or whether the 

combination of these two types of love supersedes their independent effects.  

Specifically, I anticipate that: 

Hypothesis 10: Passionate and companionate love will interact to predict the 

probability of dissolution, such that, to the extent that individuals who report 

lower levels of passionate love also report lower levels of companionate love, the 

greater the probability of breakup.  Conversely, to the extent that individuals who 

report higher levels of passionate also report higher levels of companionate love, 

the lower the risk of dissolution.  Those who report strong feelings of only one 

variety of love—be it passionate or companionate—will fall somewhere in the 

middle with respect to their likelihood of dissolution.  

OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT STUDY 

 The present study aims to address the aforestated shortcomings in the literature by 

formally examining the development of passionate and companionate love over time and 

connecting these different varieties of love to the probability of dissolution.  By asking a 

sample of individuals involved in developing romantic relationships about their feelings 

of passionate and companionate love on a biweekly basis over a period of several 

months, I will be able to conduct a fine-grained analysis of the ways in which these two 

varieties of love change in early-stage romantic relationships.  Using a combination of 
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growth curve analysis, latent growth mixture modeling, and discrete-time survival 

analysis, I will accomplish the following four objectives: (1) describe the ways in which 

passionate and companionate love change over time in early-stage dating relationships, 

distinguishing between those whose relationships remained intact over the course of the 

study and those whose relationships dissolved; (2) identify the prototypical 

developmental trajectories of passionate and companionate love; (3) determine if certain 

developmental trajectories of passionate and companionate love are more predictive of 

relationship dissolution than others; and (4) examine the extent to which passionate love 

and companionate love—considered separately and in combination—predict the 

probability of relationship dissolution. 
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Chapter 2:  Method 

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE 

The data for the current investigation were collected as part of the University of 

Texas Dating and Transition Experiences Study (UT-DATES), a larger study designed to 

examine the development of early-stage dating relationships.3  The project, conducted by 

Dr. Timothy Loving, in association with one of his graduate students (not the author), 

was funded by the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD).  

Participants reported on the status of their relationships, their feelings of passionate and 

companionate love, and the overall quality of their romantic relationships, among other 

things, up to 20 times over the course of approximately nine months.  Although not 

relevant to the current study, participants also attended a laboratory session at some point 

over the course of the study (participants were randomly assigned to either visit the 

laboratory soon after completing their baseline questionnaire or to attend after they had 

already been involved in the study for several weeks), during which they completed the 

Trier Social Stress Test (Kirschbaum, Pirke, & Hellhammer, 1993), a commonly used 

paradigm that has been shown to reliably induce psychosocial stress, and provided a 

series of saliva samples.   

Participants were recruited over a 12-month period through newspaper and online 

advertisements, as well as through fliers posted around the greater Austin metropolitan 

area.  Individuals were offered up to $75 in exchange for their participation.  Those who 

were interested in taking part in the study were directed to a secure website, where they 

completed an online screening questionnaire.  Individuals were required to be over the 

                                                 
3 To date, no studies have been published using the data from UT-DATES.  However, findings from this 

study have been presented at several national conferences, including the annual conferences for the 

American Psychosomatic Society and the Society for Experimental and Social Psychology.  Findings using 

the data from UT-DATES will also be presented at the upcoming conference for the Society for Personality 

and Social Psychology. 
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age of 18, in good mental and physical health, residents of Austin or the surrounding area 

for the duration of the study, and in a relationship of less than 190 days duration in order 

to participate; those who met these criteria were subsequently contacted by an 

undergraduate research assistant who provided more details about the study.  Of the 272 

individuals who were eligible and agreed to participate, 245 (28.6% male, 71.4% female) 

actually enrolled in the study. The majority of respondents were involved in heterosexual 

relationships (93.47%), with the exception of 16 individuals involved in same-sex 

relationships (5 male-male, 11 female-female).  Participants ranged in age from 18 to 25 

years (M = 20.48; SD = 1.83), and the vast majority of participants were currently 

enrolled in college or graduate school (93.88%).  About half of the respondents self-

identified as non-Hispanic Whites (49.8%), although a substantial minority of 

participants described themselves as Asian (26.9%) or Hispanic (25.7%; 3.3% African 

American; 2.0% American Indian; 1.2% other; 1.2% don‘t know).4 

After completing the prescreening questionnaire, eligible participants were 

provided with a link to the baseline questionnaire as well as instructions on how to 

complete the 18 biweekly follow-up assessments.  Approximately every two weeks, 

participants were emailed a link to a secure website hosting an electronic version of the 

biweekly questionnaire.  These emails were sent two weeks following the completion of 

participants‘ prior assessment and not on a strict biweekly schedule (an average of 17.80 

days passed between the completion of each biweekly assessment; Mdn = 15; SD = 7.50; 

Range = 10–82).  Those who failed to complete the survey within one week were sent a 

courtesy reminder email.  The average individual completed 12.38 out of a possible 18 

biweekly assessments (Mdn = 14; SD = 5.00, Range = 0–18).  At the conclusion of the 

                                                 
4 The percentages add up to more than 100%, as participants were first asked whether or not they self-

identify as Hispanic or Latino and then were asked about their racial heritage. 
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study, participants were sent a final questionnaire, producing a total of 20 possible 

assessments.  

The final sample consisted of 235 individuals (27.23% male, 72.77% female) who 

completed the baseline questionnaire and at least one biweekly assessment.5  Those who 

were dropped from the study did not differ significantly from those included in the final 

sample in terms of age, t(243) = -.49, p = .63, baseline levels of passionate love, t(243) = 

-1.40, p = .17, baseline levels of companionate love, t(243) = -1.92, p = .06, or 

involvement in a same-sex relationship (Fisher‘s exact test: p = .50).  However, those 

who were excluded from the final sample were somewhat more likely to be male 

(Fisher‘s exact test: p = .04) and to experience a breakup (Fisher’s exact test: p = .05) 

than would be expected, suggesting that these findings may not generalize to the broader 

population. 

As expected, not all individuals‘ romantic relationships survived the duration of 

the study (although not relevant to the current investigation, those who broke up with 

their partners were still eligible to participate).  Overall, 112 individuals (47.66%) were 

still together with their original partners at the conclusion of the study, leaving 98 

participants (41.70%) who reported experiencing a breakup at some point over the course 

of the study.6
,7  Prior to the dissolution of his or her relationship, the average participant 

dated their partner for 6.48 months (SD = 3.33, Range = 1.27–12.77) and completed 6.44 

assessments following the initial baseline survey (SD = 4.71, Range = 1–19).    

                                                 
5 Six individuals were dropped because they did not complete any assessments following their completion 

of the baseline questionnaire, one participant was dropped for fabricating data, and three participants were 

dropped for entering questionable data regarding the timing of their breakup. 
6 Of these 98 individuals, 20 eventually reunited with the same partners, 47 never reunited with their 

partners but became romantically involved with someone else, 20 remained single for the remainder of the 

study, and 11 dropped out of the study after breaking up with their partners. 
7 Because 25 participants did not complete the final questionnaire, it was impossible to determine whether 

or not these individuals remained with their original partners for the duration of the study. 
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MEASURES 

The data described below were collected at each of the 20 waves of data 

collection, with the exception of the variables that were treated exclusively as covariates 

(which were collected as part of either the prescreening questionnaire or the baseline 

assessment).  The means, standard deviations, and ranges for all major study variables 

can be found in Table 1, the correlations between these variables can be found in Table 2, 

and all measures used in the current study can be found in Appendix A. 

Major Variables of Interest 

Passionate Love 

Passionate love was assessed using three items drawn from Hatfield and 

Sprecher‘s (1986) Passionate Love Scale.  At each time point, participants were asked to 

rate the extent to which they agreed with the following statements: ―I eagerly look for 

signs indicating my partner‘s desire for me,‖ ―Sometimes I feel I can‘t control my 

thoughts; they are obsessively on my partner,‖ and ―I possess a powerful attraction for 

my partner.‖  Items were scored on a scale ranging 1 (Strongly disagree) to 9 (Strongly 

agree).  These items were aggregated within each phase to create a single scale, with 

Cronbach‘s alpha ranging from .53 to .73.8  Across all 20 assessments, men and women 

reported comparable levels of passionate love (ps ranged from .30 to .98).  Not 

surprisingly, compared to those who experienced a breakup, those whose relationships 

remained intact over the course of the study reported significantly higher levels of 

passionate love across the first 13 assessments (through Biweekly #12; ps < .05); after  

  

                                                 
8 The inter-item correlations were noticeably low during certain phases, because the selected items were 

intended to tap different facets of passionate love (and, as described in the following section, companionate 

love) and thus do not show much conceptual overlap.  As Gosling and colleagues (2003) put it, ―these 

scales provide an example of how validity can exceed reliability (as indexed by alpha)‖ (p. 516). 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for the Major Study Variables 
Variable N M SD Range 

Baseline Assessment 

   Passionate Love 235 6.26 1.41 3.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 235 8.01 1.06 3.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 235 3.28 1.73 .20–6.83 

Biweekly #1 

   Passionate Love 234 6.02 1.52 1.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 231 7.65 1.33 2.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 235 3.82 1.74 .63–7.30 

Biweekly #2 

   Passionate Love 219 6.09 1.59 1.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 217 7.67 1.45 1.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 219 4.41 1.76  

Biweekly #3 

   Passionate Love 200 6.24 1.60 1.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 199 7.83 1.38 1.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 201 5.07 1.77 1.57–8.70 

Biweekly #4 

   Passionate Love 185 6.34 1.60 1.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 184 7.94 1.27 1.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 185 5.66 1.85 2.00–9.33 

Biweekly #5 

   Passionate Love 173 6.41 1.69 1.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 172 7.83 1.31 3.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 174 6.24 1.90 2.47–9.87 

Biweekly #6 

   Passionate Love 158 6.57 1.58 1.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 159 8.02 1.17 2.67–9.00 

   Relationship Length 160 6.85 1.84 2.93–10.90 

Biweekly #7 

   Passionate Love 154 6.55 1.79 1.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 155 7.91 1.42 1.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 155 7.48 1.88 3.67–11.57 

Biweekly #8 

   Passionate Love 147 6.79 1.42 2.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 147 8.13 1.06 4.33–9.00 

   Relationship Length 147 8.05 1.91 4.40–12.67 

Biweekly #9 

   Passionate Love 142 6.69 1.50 1.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 140 8.02 1.28 3.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 142 8.61 1.89 4.90–13.50 

Biweekly #10 

   Passionate Love 131 6.75 1.70 1.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 132 8.15 1.09 2.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 132 9.11 1.89 5.40–13.43 
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Table 1, cont‘d. 

Variable N M SD Range 
Biweekly #11 

   Passionate Love 126 6.88 1.70 1.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 124 8.09 1.15 1.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 125 9.76 2.00 5.50–14.43 

Biweekly #12 

   Passionate Love 115 6.85 1.69 1.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 116 8.16 1.04 4.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 116 10.21 1.98 6.47–14.93 

Biweekly #13 

   Passionate Love 102 6.81 1.52 1.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 103 8.22 .91 4.67–9.00 

   Relationship Length 103 10.63 1.93 6.90–14.70 

Biweekly #14 

   Passionate Love 87 6.90 1.49 2.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 88 8.24 1.02 2.33–9.00 

   Relationship Length 88 10.96 1.88 7.37–15.23 

Biweekly #15 

   Passionate Love 70 6.95 1.43 3.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 70 8.18 1.03 4.33–9.00 

   Relationship Length 71 11.18 1.78 8.00–14.93 

Biweekly #16 

   Passionate Love 53 7.30 1.44 2.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 53 8.28 .94 4.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 53 11.46 1.68 8.50–14.37 

Biweekly #17 

   Passionate Love 34 7.00 1.54 3.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 34 8.09 1.03 4.33–9.00 

   Relationship Length 34 11.77 1.75 9.03–14.70 

Biweekly #18 

   Passionate Love 10 7.60 1.61 4.67–9.00 

   Companionate Love 10 7.97 1.72 3.33–9.00 

   Relationship Length 11 11.62 1.96 9.43–14.60 

Final Assessment 

   Passionate Love 111 6.24 1.59 1.00–9.00 

   Companionate Love 112 8.09 1.23 1.00–9.00 

   Relationship Length 114 12.75 1.78 9.43–16.50 

Note. Relationship length is measured in months.  For those whose relationships were intact in a 

given phase, relationship length represents the number of months between the start of 

participants‘ romantic relationships and the date of assessment; for those who reported 

experiencing a breakup in a given phase, the date of dissolution was used in lieu of the date of 

assessment.  
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Table 2. Bivariate Correlations Among the Major Study Variables 
Variable Passionate Love Companionate Love Relationship Length 

Baseline Assessment 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .06 —  

   Relationship Length .06 .05 — 

Biweekly #1 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .26*** —  

   Relationship Length .09 .07 — 

Biweekly #2 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .38*** —  

   Relationship Length .13
†
 .08 — 

Biweekly #3 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .39*** —  

   Relationship Length .03 .03 — 

Biweekly #4 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .41*** —  

   Relationship Length .03 .02 — 

Biweekly #5 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .39*** —  

   Relationship Length .11 -.003 — 

Biweekly #6 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .27*** —  

   Relationship Length .06 -.10 — 

Biweekly #7 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .52*** —  

   Relationship Length -.07 -.11 — 

Biweekly #8 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .30*** —  

   Relationship Length .08 -.13 — 

Biweekly #9 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .40*** —  

   Relationship Length .08 -.08 — 

Biweekly #10 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .38*** —  

   Relationship Length .14 .01 — 
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Table 2, cont‘d. 
Variable Passionate Love Companionate Love Relationship Length 

Biweekly #11 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .33*** —  

   Relationship Length .07 -.02 — 

Biweekly #12 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .39*** —  

   Relationship Length .16
†
 .04 — 

Biweekly #13 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .13 —  

   Relationship Length .09 -.01 — 

Biweekly #14 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .09 —  

   Relationship Length .05 -.01 — 

Biweekly #15 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .38** —  

   Relationship Length .17 .23
†
 — 

Biweekly #16 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .52*** —  

   Relationship Length -.01 .19 — 

Biweekly #17 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .29
†
 —  

   Relationship Length -.29 .22 — 

Biweekly #18 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .39 —  

   Relationship Length -.24 .28 — 

Final Assessment 

   Passionate Love —   

   Companionate Love .21* —  

   Relationship Length .06 -.05 — 
†
p < .10.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

Note. Relationship length is measured in months.  For those whose relationships were intact in a 

given phase, relationship length represents the number of months between the start of 

participants‘ romantic relationships and the date of assessment; for those who reported 

experiencing a breakup in a given phase, the date of dissolution was used in lieu of the date of 

assessment.  
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Biweekly #12, those who experienced a breakup and those who did not generally 

reported similar levels of passionate love (although those whose relationships dissolved 

never surpassed those whose relationships remained intact with respect to their feelings 

of passionate love). 

Companionate Love 

During each assessment, participants were asked to respond to three items that 

captured their feelings of companionate love, using the same 9-point scale described 

above.  This measure was comprised of one item drawn from Grote and Frieze‘s (1994) 

Friendship-Based Love Scale (―The companionship I share with my partner is an 

important part of my love for him/her‖) and two items that were selected from La 

Guardia and colleagues‘ (2000) Basic Need Satisfaction in Relationships Scale and 

slightly modified for our purposes (―I feel a lot of closeness and intimacy in our 

relationship‖ and ―I feel loved and cared about by my partner‖). 9  Together, these items 

captured the sense of closeness and togetherness that is characteristic of companionate 

love.  As with the passionate love items, the items assessing companionate love were 

aggregated to create a single scale (s ranged from .61 to .83).  Although men and 

women did not significantly differ in their feelings of companionate love across the 20 

assessments (ps ranged from .20 to .98), those whose relationships remained intact across 

the course of the study reported at least marginally stronger feelings of companionate 

love in 18 of the 20 assessments, compared to those who experienced a breakup (their 

levels of companionate love were still higher in the remaining two assessments compared  

  

                                                 
9 The original phrasing of these items was, ―When I am with my ________, I feel a lot of closeness and 

intimacy‖ and ―When I am with my ___________, I feel loved and cared about,‖ respectively. 
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to those whose relationships dissolved, even though the ratings between the two groups 

did not significantly differ; Biweekly #10: p = .12; Biweekly #16: p = .43).  

Relationship Length 

The current study involves three major analytic techniques: growth curve 

modeling, latent class growth modeling, and discrete-time hazard techniques (each of 

these approaches is discussed at length in the following chapter).  Because each of these 

strategies is designed to address a different question of interest (and, as such, requires the 

data to be structured and treated somewhat differently), relationship length, or the amount 

of time that individuals had been romantically involved with their partners up to the date 

of the assessment, could not be treated consistently across all three sets of analyses.  

Specifically, whereas relationship length was able to be treated as a time-varying, 

continuous variable in the growth curve models and latent class growth models, the phase 

of the study was treated as the major indicator of time in the hazard analyses, and 

additional variables were created and included as covariates to capture the amount of 

time participants had actually been involved with their partners.  The various ways in 

which relationship length (or time) was measured are described in detail below.   

Three questions were used to determine the amount of time individuals had been 

involved with their partners.  During the prescreening questionnaire, participants were 

asked to indicate the month, day, and year that they began dating their partners (all 

participants provided a full date for the start of their relationships).  During each of the 19 

assessments following the completion of the baseline questionnaire, participants were 

asked whether or not they had broken up with their partners, and if so, to indicate the 

exact date of their breakup (all individuals included in the final sample provided the full 

date they broke up with their partners).  Using this information, two types of variables 
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were created.  The first item was a continuous variable representing the length of the 

relationship, coded in months (for use in the growth curve analyses and latent growth 

mixture models, and the value of which changed from assessment to assessment).  For 

those who reported that their relationships were still intact at any given assessment, the 

length of their relationship reflects the amount of time they had been involved with their 

partners up until the date of the assessment; for those who reported in a given assessment 

that their relationships had ended, the relationship length for that time-point reflects the 

length of their relationships until the date that their relationships dissolved.  At any given 

assessment, men and women did not differ in the lengths of their relationships (ps ranged 

from .19 to .97).  Those who stayed together with their partners throughout the course of 

the study and those who experienced a breakup at some point also reported comparable 

lengths of involvement at each assessment (ps ranged from .11 to .97). 

The second set of items consisted of 20 dichotomous variables (one for each 

assessment), representing whether or not the individual reported experiencing a breakup 

during a given phase of the study (for use in the discrete-time hazard model; 0 = 

partnered, 1 = broken up).  In addition to these 20 categorical variables, the discrete-time 

hazard model included two additional variables which indirectly captured the amount of 

time individuals had been involved with their partners.  Because the amount of time that 

passed between each assessment varied both between and within individuals, a time-

varying variable was created that captured the number of days that elapsed between each 

assessment (as recommended by Allison, 1995).  To do this, the date of the prior 

assessment was subtracted from the date of the assessment under consideration.  In 

addition to accounting for between- and within-person variation in the timing of 

assessments, this variable also overlaps with the amount of time individuals had been 

involved with their partner.  To capture the amount of time that individuals had been 
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involved with their partners but not involved in the study, another variable was created, in 

which the date that individuals began dating their partners was subtracted from the date 

they completed the baseline assessment.10   

Covariates 

In addition to participants‘ feelings of passionate love, companionate love, and 

the amount of time they were involved with their partners, I also accounted for the 

amount of time participants knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved, 

long-distance status, the extent to which participants wanted to break up with their 

partners, participants‘ perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up, as well as 

participants‘ gender and age.  Each of these variables is described in more detail below.   

Amount of Time Known Prior to Becoming Romantically Involved 

Two questions were used to determine the amount of time participants knew their 

partners prior to entering into a romantic relationship with them.  During the prescreening 

questionnaire, participants were asked to report (a) the date that their dating relationships 

with their partners began, and (b) the date that participants first met their partners.  To 

calculate the length of participants‘ non-romantic history with their partners, the date 

individuals began dating their partners was subtracted from the date that individuals first 

met their partners; this value was then transformed to be expressed in months  (M = 20.12 

months; SD = 28.48 months; range = .70–244.73 months).  Men and women reported 

knowing their partners for comparable amounts of time prior to becoming romantically 

involved with them, p = .78, as did those who stayed together with their partners 

                                                 
10 Although the inclusion of both of these variables provides an imperfect indicator of the amount of time 

participants had been romantically involved with their partners, it is important to note that, when both of 

these variables are removed from the model in favor of using the continuous indicator of relationship 

length, the discrete-time analysis produced an identical pattern of results. 
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throughout the course of the study relative to those who experienced the dissolution of 

their relationships, p = .77. 

Long-Distance Status 

During the baseline questionnaire, participants were asked to indicate whether or 

not their current romantic relationships were long-distance.  A substantial minority of 

participants reported that they were involved in long-distance relationships (n = 73; 

31.06% of the total sample).  Because participants were not asked to indicate during any 

other assessment whether their relationships had changed from long-distance to 

proximate (or vice versa), this variable was treated as time-invariant.  Although the 

distribution of individuals in long-distance relationships was comparable for those who 

experienced a breakup and those who remained together with their partners throughout 

the course of the study, p = .88, a smaller proportion of men reported being in a long-

distance relationship than would be expected by chance, 2
(1) = 4.70, p = .03. 

Desire to Break Up 

For those who experienced a breakup over the course of the study, participants 

were asked at the time that they reported the dissolution of their relationships to indicate 

the degree to which they wanted to break up with their partners, as well as the degree to 

which they believed their partners wanted to break up.  The extent to which participants 

wanted to break up with their partners was assessed using a single item, ―How much did 

you want the breakup to happen?,‖ using a scale ranging from 1 (Extremely) to 5 (Not at 

all).  For interpretation purposes, this item was then reverse-coded, so that higher values 

represented a greater desire to break up.  The average participant expressed a moderate 

desire to break up with their partner (M = 2.79; SD = 1.27; range = 1.00–5.00).  In order 

to capture participants‘ perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up, participants 
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responded to a similar single-item measure, ―How much did your partner want the 

breakup to happen?,‖ using the same scale described above.  Again, responses were 

reverse-coded to improve interpretability (M = 2.29; SD = 1.04; range = 1.00–4.00).  In 

general, participants‘ desire to break up significantly outweighed their perceptions of 

their partners‘ desire to break up, t(93) = 2.62, p = .01.   Men and women did not differ in 

their desire to break up with their partners or in their perceptions of their partners‘ desire 

to end their relationships, ps = .73 and .36, respectively.  

Demographic Characteristics 

The explanatory contribution of two demographic characteristics—gender and 

age—was also considered.  During the prescreening questionnaire, participants were 

asked to indicate their biological sex as well as their age.  As described above, the 

majority of participants were female (n = 171; 72.77%), and the final sample ranged in 

age from 18 to 25 (M = 20.49; SD = 1.84). 
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Chapter 3:  Results 

In order to address my hypotheses and research questions, I conducted three 

major sets of analyses.  In the first series of analyses, I used growth-curve modeling 

techniques to identify the ways in which passionate and companionate love change over 

time among individuals in early-stage romantic relationships.  Separate analyses were 

conducted for those whose relationships remained intact over the course of the study 

(Hypotheses 1–5) and for those who experienced the dissolution of their relationships 

(Hypotheses 6–9).   In the second set of analyses, latent class growth modeling was used 

to classify groups of individuals whose feelings of passionate and companionate love 

show distinctive patterns of development over time (Research Question 1); using a series 

of logistic regressions, I then tested whether these classifications were predictive of 

breakup (Research Questions 2–3).  Finally, in order to cultivate a better understanding of 

the connection between feelings of love and the likelihood of dissolution, discrete-time 

methods were used to examine whether passionate and companionate love interact to 

predict the conditional probability of breakup.  Below, I provide a more detailed 

description of each of these three approaches and present the results from each set of 

analyses. 

MODELING THE TRAJECTORIES OF PASSIONATE AND COMPANIONATE LOVE 

The first goal of the current study was to assess whether feelings of passionate 

and companionate love develop in early-stage romantic relationships in a manner 

consistent with theory.  As mentioned above, standard growth curve modeling techniques 

were employed to examine the trajectories of passionate and companionate love among 
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those who stayed together with their partners over the course of the study and for those 

whose relationships dissolved, producing a total of four models.  I first present the 

models for passionate love and companionate love for those who stayed together with 

their partners across the course of the study, and in the following section, I present the 

results for passionate and companionate love for those who experienced a breakup. 

For each set of analyses, I first tested the unconditional means model—that is, a 

model that includes no predictor variables and simply describes variation in the outcome 

variable (i.e., passionate love or companionate love)—to determine whether there is 

significant variation in the scatter of each person‘s feelings of love around his or her 

projected average level (within-person variance) and whether individuals‘ average 

feelings of love significantly differ from the grand mean (between-person variance).  

Results of the unconditional means model for each of the four analyses revealed 

significant variation at both the within-person and between-person level, thereby 

justifying the examination of the variation of love over time (Singer & Willett, 2003).  

The next set of models I tested were the unconditional growth models, or models that 

only included time as a predictor variable.  The results of these models indicated that 

there was significant variability in the scatter of each person‘s data around his or her 

linear change trajectory (within-person variation) and that individuals differed from one 

another in their rates of change (between-person variation).  In other words, the results of 

the unconditional growth models indicated that it would be worthwhile to examine not 

only how individuals‘ feelings of love change as a function of the amount of time they 

had been romantically involved with their partners, but also as a function of the other 

variables of interest, such as gender and long-distance status.  Finally, I tested a linear 

model and quadratic model that included the full range of covariates and, based on these 

results, selected the appropriate final model for each of the four sets of analyses (see 
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Appendix B for a full discussion of the indicators of fit for each of the final growth curve 

models presented in this section).  Although an in-depth review of the results is only 

provided for the final models, the results of the unconditional means models, the 

unconditional growth models, the linear models with the covariates of interest, and the 

quadratic models with the full range of covariates are displayed in the tables that follow. 

How Did Feelings of Passionate and Companionate Love Change over Time Among 

Those Who Remained Together Over the Course of the Study? 

Analytic Strategy 

For those who remained together with their partners over the course of the study 

(or who dropped out of the study prior to experiencing a breakup11), passionate and 

companionate love were modeled as a function of time (coded as the number of months 

individuals were romantically involved with their partners12), the second-order 

polynomial of time (i.e., Time
2
), age, long-distance status, gender, the amount of time 

individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved (coded in 

months), and respondents‘ feelings of the other variety of love (i.e., the analyses for 

passionate love controlled for individuals‘ feelings of companionate love, and the 

analyses for companionate love controlled for individuals‘ feelings of passionate love).  

Additionally, these latter three terms were each interacted with time (in order to assess 

whether the instantaneous rate of change in individuals‘ feelings of passionate love and 

companionate love differ according to these terms) and the second-order polynomial of 

                                                 
11 Follow-up analyses revealed that those who dropped out of the study prior to experiencing a breakup did 

not show a significantly different pattern of results compared to those who stayed together with their 

partners throughout the course of the study (passionate love: ps ranged from .26 to .98; companionate love: 

ps ranged from .26 to .99); thus, these individuals were included in the same models.   
12 Time was coded in months, as the quadratic models would not converge when time was coded in days or 

weeks. 
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time (in order to assess whether the curvature of individuals‘ trajectories varies according 

to these terms).13   

Because the use of quadratic effects is still relatively uncommon in social 

psychological research, it is important to point out that the inclusion of a quadratic effect 

of time changes the interpretation of the main effect of time, as it no longer reflects a 

constant slope but rather the rate of change at a particular point in time.  Specifically, 

within the context of a quadratic model, the main effect of time represents the 

instantaneous rate of change, or the rate of change when time is equal to zero (Singer & 

Willett, 2003).  In the current study, this value represents the slope of the line tangent to 

the curve of the quadratic effect at the time that individuals first began dating their 

partners.  A positive value indicates that the trajectory is initially increasing, whereas a 

negative value implies an initial decrease (Singer & Willett, 2003).  The quadratic term 

shows whether individuals‘ feelings of passionate or companionate love change in a 

curvilinear manner across time, and the value of the coefficient reflects how quickly the 

instantaneous rate of change is changing over time.  A positive coefficient for the 

quadratic term indicates that there is an increased (or ―accelerated‖) change in the way 

that love changes over time; as a result, the curve will be concave up, or opening upward 

after reaching a minimum point.  A negative coefficient, on the other hand, points to a 

decreased (or ―decelerating‖) change in the manner that love changes over time.  This 

negative term will be reflected in a curve that is concave down (i.e., convex), or opening 

downward after reaching its apex.  Notably, the peak or trough implied by the quadratic 

effect may not be captured within the timeframe of the study (for a more in-depth 

discussion of quadratic effects, see O‘Connell, Logan, Pentimonti, & McCoach, 2013). 

                                                 
13 Additional analyses were conducted to determine if cubic polynomials provided a better fit for the data 

compared to the quadratic functions.  None of the growth curve models converged when the variance 

components associated with the cubic function were included in the model.  
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Analyses were conducted using SAS Proc Mixed.  To best account for within-

person correlations between each time point and between-person variation in the 

trajectories of passionate and companionate love over time, models were fit using an 

unstructured residual covariance matrix.  For instance, the analyses for passionate love 

were modeled according to the following equation: 

Yij = π0i + π1iTij + π2iT
2

ij + π3iCLij + π4i(Tij  CLij) + π5i(T
2

ij  CLij) + ij 

where Yij indicates the level of passionate love for individual i at time j; π0i represents the 

intercept; π1i refers to the instantaneous rate of change; π2i represents the curvature, or the 

changing rate of change; π3i refers to respondents‘ feelings of companionate love; π4i 

represents the interaction between the number of months individuals were romantically 

involved with their partners and companionate love; π5i refers the interaction between the 

quadratic individual change trajectory and companionate love, and ij is the error term. 

 The Level 2 equations are: 

π0i = 00 + 01TKi + 02Gi + 03Ai + 04LDi + 0i 

π1i = 10 + 11TKi + 12Gi + 1i
14 

π2i = 20 + 21TKi + 22Gi + 2i 

π3i = 30 

π4i = 40 

π5i = 50 

In the first equation, 00 represents individuals‘ feelings of passionate love at the start of 

individuals‘ romantic relationships when all other predictor variables are equal to zero, 

01 refers to the number of months individuals knew their partners prior to becoming 

romantically involved, 02 indicates respondents‘ gender, 03 represents respondents‘ age 

                                                 
14 The instantaneous rate of change and curvature were not interacted with long-distance status and age, as 

additional analyses revealed that these terms were not even marginally significant in any of the quadratic 

models. 



 60 

upon enrolling in the study, 04 indicates whether individuals were involved in a long-

distance relationship, and 0i reflects respondents‘ variability in love when all other 

predictor variables are equal to zero.  In the second equation, 10 refers to the 

instantaneous rate of change when other all predictor variables are equal to zero; 11 and 

12 represent the estimated differential in the instantaneous rate of change as a function of 

the number of months individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically 

involved and gender, respectively; and 1i represents individuals‘ conditional variability 

in their instantaneous rate of change.  In the third equation, 20 indicates the curvature of 

the individual change trajectory when all other predictors are set equal to zero; 21 and 22 

refer to the estimated differential in curvature as a function of the amount of time (coded 

in months) that individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved 

and gender, respectively; and 2i represents individuals‘ conditional variability in the 

curvature of their change trajectory.  In the fourth equation, 30 represents the fixed effect 

for respondents‘ feelings of companionate love, and in the fifth and sixth equations, 40 

and 50 are the fixed effects for the interaction between companionate love and (a) the 

number of months involved and (b) the quadratic effect of time.  

 The equations used to model the trajectory of companionate love among those 

who remained together with their partners across the course of the study were, for the 

most part, identical to those depicted above for passionate love and should be interpreted 

in much the same way.  However, because this model predicted respondents‘ feelings of 

companionate love, respondents‘ contemporaneous feelings of passionate love—rather 

than companionate love—were included as a covariate and subsequently interacted with 

the number of months individuals were romantically involved with their partners and the 

quadratic individual change trajectory.  In both of these models, respondents‘ age, 

feelings of the other variety of love, and the number of months they knew their partners 
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prior to becoming involved were centered on the grand mean for use in the interaction 

terms (as recommended by Campbell & Kashy, 2002).   

Substantive Findings for Passionate Love Among Those Whose Relationships 

Remained Intact 

For those who did not experience a breakup over the course of the study, a man of 

average age in a proximate relationship who knew his partner for an average amount of 

time prior to becoming romantically involved and who reported average levels of 

companionate love was projected to rate his initial feelings of passionate love for his 

partner at 5.16 on a 9-point scale, t(129) = 11.27, p < .001 (see Table 3).  Not 

surprisingly, individuals varied significantly in their initial levels of passionate love (
2

0 

= 4.33, p < .001), meaning that some individuals began their relationships feeling more 

passionately in love with their partners than others.  After controlling for gender, age, 

long-distance status, feelings of companionate love, and the amount of time individuals 

knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved, the instantaneous rate of 

change in individuals‘ feelings of passionate love at the start of their relationships was 

significantly different than zero among those who stayed together with their partners 

throughout the study, t(131) = 3.42, p < .001, as was the curvature of their change 

trajectories, t(126) = -3.14, p = .002 (see Figure 1).  As with their intercepts, these 

individuals also showed significant variability in both their instantaneous rate of change 

(
2

1 = .20, p < .001) and the curvature of their individual change trajectories (
2

2 = .001, 

p < .001), indicating that the manner in which passionate love changed over time for 

those whose relationships remained intact differed across participants.  These results 

support my first hypothesis, which suggested that, among individuals who stayed 

together with their partners across the course of the study, passionate love would 

intensify across the early months of dating before stabilizing and then declining.   



 62 

Table 3. Results of the Growth Curve Models Assessing Changes in Passionate Love 

Over Time for Individuals Whose Relationships Remained Intact 
  Parameter Model A Model B Model C Final Model 

Fixed Effects 

Initial status Intercept 00 6.69*** (.11) 6.35*** (.13) 6.32*** (.26) 5.16*** (.46) 

(π0i) Months known 

before relationship 
01   -.003 (.01) -.03** (.01) 

 Gender 02   -.18 (.30) -.06 (.53) 

 Age 03   -.07 (.06) -.07 (.06) 

 Long-distance 04   .57* (.24) .62** (.24) 

 Companionate love 30   -.04 (.17) -.19 (.30) 

Rate of change Intercept 10  .002***  (.00) .05
†
 (.03) .37*** (.11) 

(π1i) Months known 

before relationship 
11   .001 (.001) .01** (.002) 

 Gender 12   -.01 (.03) -.05 (.12) 

 Companionate love  40   .04* (.02) .06 (.07) 

Curvature Intercept 20    -.02** (.01) 

(π2i) Months known 

before relationship 
21    -.000** (.000) 

 Gender 22    .002 (.01) 

 Companionate love  50    -.000 (.004) 

Variance Components 

Level 1 Within-person 
2
 .76*** (.03) .61***  (.02) .62*** (.02) .54*** (.02) 

Level 2 In initial status 
2

0 1.50*** (.19) 1.84*** (.27) 1.75*** (.26) 4.33*** (.96) 

Linear term: Variance 
2

1  .000*** (.000) .02*** (.003) .20*** (.05) 

 Covariance with 

initial status 
01  -.003*** (.001) -.08*** (.02) -.74*** (.20) 

Quadratic term Variance 
2

2    .001*** (.000) 

 Covariance with 

initial status 
02    .03*** (.01) 

 Covariance with 

linear term 
12    -.01***  (.003) 

*p < .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001. 

Note.  Final model: n = 135. Model A is the unconditional means model.  Model B is the unconditional 

growth model.  Model C is the linear model that includes the range of covariates (with the exception of the 

quadratic effects).  Model D is the final quadratic model.  Dropping the non-significant terms from the final 

model preserves the pattern of results but does not produce a clearly better-fitting model.  Specifically, the 

deviance statistic suggests that the full model is a slightly better fit for the data compared to the reduced 

model, 
2
(7) = 12.50, p = .09, and the AIC indicates that the difference between the two models is weak; 

the BIC suggests that the reduced model is a substantially better fit for the data, however.  Although 

including the full range of covariates does not produce an obviously better-fitting model, all covariates 

were retained for the purposes of hypothesis testing. 
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Figure 1. The trajectory of passionate love across the early months of dating for those 

who did not experience a breakup 

 

Counter to expectations, neither gender nor long-distance status interacted with 

the amount of time individuals in successful relationships were involved with their 

partners to predict their feelings of passionate love.  With respect to gender, men and 

women who remained together with their partners experienced comparable changes in 

passionate love over time.  The significant main effect of long-distance status, on the 

other hand, indicates that the trajectory of passionate love for those in successful long-

distance relationships was comparable to that of their counterparts in geographically 

close relationships, but that individuals in long-distance relationships reported 

significantly higher levels of passionate love compared to those in proximate 

relationships, t(1546) = 2.53, p = .01. 

The hypothesized interaction between the amount of time individuals knew their 

partner before becoming romantically involved and the length of their relationships 

emerged, but the pattern of results was somewhat different than expected (see Figure 2).  

Earlier on in their relationships, individuals who knew their partners for more time prior 

to becoming romantically involved expressed lower, but not significantly lower (p = .68), 
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Figure 2. The association between time involved with one‘s partner and passionate love, 

as moderated by the amount of time individuals knew their partners before dating, among 

those who did not experience a breakup 

 

levels of passionate love for their partners as those who knew their partners for less time.  

For those who knew their partners for less time prior to becoming romantically involved, 

their instantaneous rate of change in their feelings of passionate love at the start of their 

relationship and the curvature in their change trajectory were not significantly different 

from zero, t(131) = 1.70, p = .09, and t(126) = -1.64, p = .11, respectively.  In other 

words, their feelings of passion remained relatively stable over time.  For those who 

knew their partners for a longer period of time before becoming romantically involved, 

however, their instantaneous rate of change in their feelings of passionate love at the start 

of their relationships was significantly different from zero, t(132) = 4.45, p < .001, as was 

the curvature of their trajectory, t(126) = -4.02, p < .001.  Thus, these individuals showed 

an increase in their feelings of passionate love over time that eventually stabilized at 

levels that were higher, but not significantly higher (p = .25), than those who knew their 

partners for less time prior to becoming romantically involved. 
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Substantive Findings for Companionate Love Among Those Whose Relationships 

Remained Intact 

For a man in a proximate relationship and for whom all other predictors were at 

their projected average levels, his initial feelings of companionate love were expected to 

be rated at 7.81 on a 9-point scale, t(129) = 36.76, p < .001 (see Table 4), and individuals 

showed slight variation in their initial levels of companionate love (
2

0 = .40, p = .06).  

After accounting for gender, long-distance status, age, feelings of passionate love, and the 

amount of time individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved, 

neither the instantaneous rate of change in individuals‘ feelings of companionate love at 

the start of their relationships nor the curvature of their change trajectory significantly 

differed from zero (ps = .60 and .94, respectively).  Although individuals who stayed 

together with their partners did not show any variability in their instantaneous rates of 

change for their feelings of companionate love (
2

1 = .02, p = .12), they did show 

significantly variability in the curvature of their change trajectory (
2

2 = .000, p = .05).  

On average, however, individuals‘ feelings of companionate love remained generally 

stable over time (see Figure 3).  Thus, individuals did not show the expected steady 

increase in companionate love across the early months of dating. 

Counter to expectations, the amount of time that individuals knew their partner 

prior to becoming romantically involved was unrelated to their feelings of companionate 

love and did not impact the manner in which companionate love changed over time.    

Unexpectedly, age showed a significant inverse relation with companionate love, t(1544) 

= -2.12, p = .03, such that older individuals reported less strong feelings of companionate 

love.  Passionate love showed a marginal inverse relation with companionate love, 

t(1544) = -1.67, p = .10, such that those who were more passionately in love with their 

partners reported somewhat lower levels of companionate love.  What‘s more, this latter  
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Table 4. Results of the Growth Curve Models Assessing Changes in Companionate Love 

Over Time for Individuals Whose Relationships Remained Intact 
  Parameter Model A Model B Model C Final Model 

Fixed Effects 

Initial status Intercept 00 8.14*** (.07) 8.01*** (.08) 7.84*** (.17) 7.81*** (.21) 

(π0i) Months known before 

relationship 
01   .003 (.004) .01 (.01) 

 Gender 02   .18 (.20) .18 (.25) 

 Age 03   -.07* (.04) -.07* (.04) 

 Long-distance 04   .13 (.15) .10 (.15) 

 Passionate love 30   .04 (.07) -.14
†
 (.09) 

Rate of change Intercept 10  .001* (.000) .02 (.02) .03 (.06) 

(π1i) Months known before 

relationship 
11   -.000 (.000) -.002 (.001) 

 Gender 12   -.01 (.02) -.003 (.06) 

 Passionate love 40   .01 (.01) .07** (.02) 

Curvature Intercept 20    -.000 (.004) 

(π2i) Months known before 

relationship 
21    .000 (.000) 

 Gender 22    -.001 (.004) 

 Passionate love 50    -.004* (.002) 

Variance Components 

Level 1 Within-person 
2
 .48 (.02)*** .44 (.02)*** .44*** (.02) .43*** (.02) 

Level 2 In initial status 
2
0 .58 (.08)*** .70 (.12)*** .66*** (.12) .40

†
 (.26) 

Linear term: Variance 
2
1  .000 (.000)*** .01*** (.001) .02 (.02) 

 Covariance with initial 

status 
01  -.001 (.000)** -.03** (.01) -.01 (.26) 

Quadratic term: Variance 
2
2    .000* (.000) 

 Covariance with initial 

status 
02    .001 (.003) 

 Covariance with linear 

term 
12    -.001 (.001) 

†
p < .10.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

Note. Final model: n = 135.  Model A is the unconditional means model.  Model B is the unconditional 

growth model.  Model C is the linear model that includes the range of covariates (with the exception of the 

quadratic effects).  Model D is the final quadratic model.  Dropping the non-significant terms from the final 

model produces the same pattern of results (except that the main effect of passionate love is reduced to 

non-significance, p = .22). Because the reduced model has a different number of cases from the final 

model, it is inappropriate to compare the goodness-of-fit indices between the two models (although it 

appears that the reduced model is not better-fitting, Deviance: 
2
(7) = 59.60, p < .001; both the AIC and 

BIC also indicate that the full model is a significantly better fit for the data). 
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Figure 3. The trajectory of companionate love across the early months of dating for those 

who did not experience a breakup 

 

effect was qualified by significant interactions with Time and Time
2
, indicating that the 

instantaneous rate of change and the curvature of the individual change trajectory varied 

depending on individuals‘ feelings of passionate love (see Figure 4).  Additional analyses 

indicated that, for those who reported lower levels of passionate love for their partners, 

neither their instantaneous rate of change in their feelings of companionate love at the 

start of their relationships nor the curvature of their trajectory were significantly different 

from zero (ps = .40 and .30, respectively).  For those who reported feeling more 

passionately about their partners, on the other hand, their instantaneous rate of change in 

their feelings of companionate love at the start of their relationships was marginally 

different from zero, t(131) = 1.80, p = .07, but the curvature in their individual change 

trajectory did not significantly differ from zero (p = .22).  Despite the presence of these 

significant interactions, those who reported lower levels of passionate love showed 

relatively stable levels of companionate love over time, and those who reported higher 

levels of passionate love showed only a slight increase in companionate love across the  
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Figure 4. The association between time involved with one‘s partner and companionate 

love, as moderated respondents‘ levels of passionate love, among those who did not 

experience a breakup 

 

early months of dating.  Thus, those who reported higher levels of passionate love for 

their partners also reported marginally higher levels of companionate love earlier on in 

their relationships, t(1544) = 1.75, p = .08, and this difference became more pronounced 

over time, t(1545) = 2.35, p = .02. 

How Did Feelings of Passionate and Companionate Love Change over Time Among 

Those Who Experienced a Breakup? 

Because individuals who experienced a breakup during the study were expected 

to experience qualitatively different changes in their feelings of passionate and 

companionate love over time compared to those who did not experience a breakup (and 

because the analyses for those who experienced the dissolution of their relationships 

included additional predictors that were only asked of those who experienced a breakup), 

these groups of individuals were examined separately.  However, it is worth mentioning 
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from the outset that these analyses should be interpreted with caution.   Because 

individuals no longer contributed to the statistical models once they experienced the 

dissolution of their relationships, some may view the pattern of missingness as ―missing 

not at random‖ (thereby calling into question the external validity of the findings; 

Kaambwa, Bryan, & Billingham, 2012).  When data are missing not at random, there is a 

systematic difference between those who responded and those who did not respond that is 

not accounted for by the variables included in the model (Kaambwa et al., 2012).  

However, considering that all individuals in the model eventually experienced a breakup, 

there technically is no systematic difference between those who responded and those who 

did not except with respect to the timing of the breakup.  Thus, the pattern of missingness 

may better be described as ―missing out of scope,‖ which results when missing data is 

caused by individuals leaving the ―universe of interest‖ (Schafer & Graham, 2002).  For 

instance, a study of marital quality would not include unmarried individuals, because 

those who do not have a spouse are not included in the universe of interest—i.e., married 

individuals—and thus are unable to provide data on the quality of their nonexistent 

marriages.  Similarly, given the objectives of the current study, it would be inappropriate 

to have individuals who already experienced the dissolution of their relationships provide 

information about their feelings of love for their ―nonexistent‖ partners.  Thus, the 

hypothetical missing data that results from individuals experiencing a breakup can be 

regarded (and treated) as missing at random, as data that are missing out of scope are 

handled as though they are missing at random (cf. Schafer & Graham, 2002). 

Analytic Strategy 

The analyses for those who experienced a breakup were unique in that they 

accounted for the extent to which the breakup was desired by the respondents, as well as 
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the respondents‘ perceptions of the degree to which their partners desired the breakup.  

However, whereas a quadratic model provided the best fit for capturing changes in 

passionate and companionate love over time for those who remained together, a linear 

function was most appropriate for modeling the trajectory of passionate love over time 

for those who experienced the dissolution of their relationships.  The equation used to 

model the trajectory of passionate love over time for those who experienced a breakup is 

as follows: 

Level 1: Yij = π0i + π1iTij + π2iCLij + π3i(Tij  CLij) + ij 

Level 2: π0i = 00 + 01TKi + 02Gi + 03Ai + 04LDi + 05RDi + 06PDi + 0i 

π1i = 10 + 11TKi + 12Gi + 13RDi + 14PDi + 1i 

π2i = 20 

π3i = 30 

where Yij represents the level of passionate love for individual i at time j, π0i is the 

intercept, π1i refers to the rate of change, π2i represents individuals‘ feelings of 

companionate love, π3i is the interaction between the number of months individuals were 

romantically involved with their partners and their feelings of companionate love, and ij 

is the error term.  For the Level 2 equations, 00 captures individuals‘ feelings of 

passionate love on the first day of romantic involvement when all other predictor 

variables are equal to zero, 01 represents the amount of time (in months) that individuals 

knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved, 02 refers to the 

respondents‘ gender, 03 represents respondents‘ age at the time they entered the study, 

04 indicates whether respondents were involved in a long-distance relationship, 05 

represents the extent to which the respondent wanted to break up with his or her partner, 

06 captures respondents‘ perceptions of the degree to which their partners wanted to 

break up, and 0i reflects respondents‘ variability in love when all other predictor 
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variables are equal to zero.  In the second equation, 10 represents the rate of change when 

other all predictor variables are equal to zero; 11, 12, 13, and 14 refer to the estimated 

differential in the rate of change as a function of the amount of time individuals knew 

their partners prior to becoming romantically involved, gender, the degree to which 

respondents wanted to break up with their partners, and respondents‘ perceptions of their 

partners‘ desire to break up,15 respectively; and 1i represents individuals‘ conditional 

variability in their rate of change.  In the third equation, 20 is the fixed effect for 

individuals‘ feelings of companionate love, and in the fifth equation, 30 represents the 

fixed effect for the interaction between companionate love and the amount of time 

individuals were romantically involved with their partners. 

Results of the growth curve analyses indicated that a quadratic function provided 

the best fit for capturing the way in which companionate love changes over time for those 

who experienced a breakup at some point during the study.  The specific equation used to 

model the trajectory of companionate love for these individuals was as follows: 

Level 1: Yij = π0i + π1iTij + π2iT
2

ij + π3iPLij + π4i(Tij  PLij) + π5i(T
2

ij  PLij) + ij 

Level 2: π0i = 00 + 01TKi + 02Gi + 03Ai + 04LDi + 05RDi + 06PDi + 0i 

π1i = 10 + 11TKi + 12Gi + 13RDi + 14PDi + 1i 

π2i = 20 + 21TKi + 22Gi + 23RDi + 24PDi + 2i 

π3i = 30 

π4i = 40 

π5i = 50 

                                                 
15 Additional analyses revealed that the effect of respondents‘ desire to break up with their partners on their 

feelings of love was not qualified by their perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up (p = .36), and the 

rate of change was not qualified by the interaction between respondents‘ desire to break up and 

respondents‘ perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up (p = .55). Thus, these terms were not included 

in the final model. 
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The equations depicted above are, for the most part, identical to those used to 

model the trajectories of passionate and companionate love among those who did not 

experience a breakup and should be interpreted in much the same way.  However, the 

equations shown above include six additional terms: specifically, 05 reflects the extent to 

which respondents wanted to break up with their partners; 06 indicates the degree to 

which respondents perceived their partners as wanting to break up; 13 and 14 represent 

the differential in the rate of change as a function of respondents‘ desire to break up with 

their partners and respondents‘ perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up, 

respectively; and 23 and 24 refer to the estimated differential in curvature as a function 

of respondents‘ desire to break up with their partners and their perceptions of their 

partners‘ desire to break up.16  

As with the models for those whose relationships remained intact, respondents‘ 

age, feelings of the other variety of love, and the number of months they knew their 

partners prior to becoming involved were centered on the grand mean for use in the 

interaction terms, as were respondents‘ desire to break up and their perceptions of their 

partners‘ desire to break up.  These models also used an unstructured residual covariance 

matrix to estimate the random effects. 

Substantive Findings for Passionate Love Among Those Who Experienced a Breakup 

For a man in a geographically close relationship that eventually dissolved and for 

whom all other predictor variables were at their projected average levels, his feelings of  

                                                 
16 Additional analyses revealed that the effect of respondents‘ desire to break up with their partners on their 

feelings of love was not qualified by their perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up (p = .27), and the 

rate of change was not qualified by the interaction between respondents‘ desire to break up and 

respondents‘ perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up (p = .23).  Further, the three-way interaction 

between respondents‘ desire to break up with their partners, their perceptions of their partners‘ desire to 

break up, and Time
2
 also was not significant (p = .39).  Thus, these terms were not included in the final 

models.  
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Figure 5. The trajectory of passionate love across the early months of dating for those 

who experienced a breakup 

 

passionate love at the start of his relationship were expected to be rated at 6.32 on a 9-

point scale, t(85) = 16.46, p < .001 (see Table 5); as with the results for passionate love 

for individuals whose relationships remained intact, individuals who eventually 

experienced a breakup showed significant variation in their initial levels of passionate 

love (
2

0 = 2.12, p < .001).  Consistent with expectations, those who broke up with their 

partners over the course of the study experienced a marked decline in their feelings of 

passionate love over time, t(85) = -3.32, p = .001 (see Figure 5), although they showed 

substantial variability in their rate of change (
2

1 = .03, p = .01). 

For those who experienced a breakup at some point during the study, a marginally 

significant positive association emerged between age and passionate love, t(475) = 1.69, 

p = .09.  The amount of time individuals knew their partners prior to becoming 

romantically involved also marginally predicted their feelings of passionate love, such 

that those who knew their partners for a longer period of time reported slightly lower  
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Table 5.  Results of the Growth Curve Models Assessing Changes in Passionate Love 

Over Time for Individuals Who Experienced a Breakup 

  Parameter Model A Model B Final Model Model D 

Fixed Effects 

Initial status Intercept 00 5.62*** (.13) 6.13*** (.20) 6.32*** (.38) 5.68*** (.45) 

(π0i) Months known 

before relationship 
01   -.01

†
 (.01) -.003 (.01) 

 Gender 02   -.23 (.45) .65 (.53) 

 Age 03   .14
†
 (.08) .15

†
 (.08) 

 Long-distance 04   .02 (.31) -.11 (.29) 

 Desire to break up 05   -.06 (.18) -.16 (.21) 

 
Partner‘s desire to 

break up 
06   -.15 (.23) -.18 (.27) 

 Companionate love 30   .14 (.18) -.04 (.24) 

Rate of change  Intercept 10  -.004*** (.001) -.20*** (.06) .02 (.19) 

(π1i) Months known 

before relationship 
11   -.001 (.001) -.01 (.004) 

 Gender 12   .08 (.07) -.24 (.21) 

 Desire to break up 13   -.05
†
 (.03) -.04 (.09) 

 
Partner‘s desire to 

break up 
14   .05 (.04) .06 (.11) 

 Companionate love  40   .05 (.04) .12 (.11) 

Curvature Intercept 20    -.02 (.02) 

(π2i) Months known 

before relationship 
21    .001 (.000) 

 Gender 22    .02 (.02) 

 Desire to break up 23    -.001 (.01) 

 
Partner‘s desire to 

break up 
24    .001 (.01) 

 Companionate love  50    -.01 (.01) 

Variance Components 

Level 1 Within-person 
2
 1.40*** (.08) 1.22*** (.08) 1.13*** (.07) 1.05*** (.07) 

Level 2 In initial status 
2

0 1.37*** (.23) 2.19*** (.58) 2.12*** (.59) .32 (.62) 

Linear term: Variance 
2

1  .000** (.000) .03** (.01) .07 (.13) 

 Covariance with 

initial status 
01 

 -.01
†
 (.003) -.17* (.08) .23 (.26) 

Quadratic term: Variance 
2

2    .001 (.001) 

 Covariance with 

initial status 
02 

   -.04
†
 (.02) 

 Covariance with 

linear term 
12 

   -.01 (.01) 

†p < .10.  *p < .05. **p ≤ .01.  ***p ≤ .001. 

Note. Final model: n = 93.  Model A is the unconditional means model.  Model B is the unconditional growth model.  

Model C is the final (linear) model.  Model D is the quadratic model that includes the full range of covariates.  

Dropping the non-significant terms from the final model brings all marginal effects to significance (main effect of 

months known prior to becoming romantically involved: p = .001; main effect of age: p = .02; Rate of change  Desire 

to break up: p = .001) but produces the same basic pattern of results.  Because the reduced model has a different 

number of cases from the final model, it is inappropriate to compare the goodness-of-fit indices between the two 

models (although it appears that the reduced model is not better-fitting, Deviance: 2(7) = 83.70, p < .001; both the AIC 

and BIC also indicate that the full model is a significantly better fit for the data). 
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Figure 6. The association between time involved with one‘s partner and passionate love, 

as moderated by the extent to which respondents wanted to break up with their partners, 

among those who experienced a breakup  

 

levels of passionate love on average, t(475) = -1.66, p = .10.  However, the hypothesized 

interaction with individuals‘ length of romantic involvement did not emerge. 

The notion that those who reported a greater desire to break up with their partners 

and those who perceived their partners as more eager to break up would show a more 

pronounced decline in their feelings of passionate love over time was only partially 

confirmed.  Specifically, individuals‘ changes in passionate love over time varied 

somewhat depending on the extent to which they wanted to break up with their partners, 

t(475) = -1.87, p = .06 (see Figure 6).  In line with expectations, those who reported a 

greater desire to break up with their partners experienced a significant decline in their 

feelings of passionate love over time, t(88) = -3.80, p < .001, whereas those who were 

less eager to break up with their partners experienced only a marginal decline in their 

feelings of passionate love over time, t(87) = -1.85, p = .07.  As a result, the non-

significant difference in feelings of passionate love that was observed earlier on in 

individuals‘ relationships (p = .13) became more pronounced over time, such that those 
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who were more interested in breaking up with their partners eventually reported 

significantly lower levels of passionate love compared to those who were less interested 

in breaking up with their partners, t(476) = -3.31, p = .001.  Unexpectedly, however, 

individuals‘ perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up were unrelated to their 

feelings of passionate love. 

Substantive Findings for Companionate Love Among Those Who Experienced a 

Breakup 

A man in a proximate relationship that eventually dissolved and for whom all 

other predictor variables were at their projected average levels was expected to rate his 

feelings of companionate love at the start of his relationship at 8.04 on a 9-point scale, 

t(85) = 16.79, p < .001 (see Table 6), and individuals did not vary in their initial levels of 

companionate love (
2

0 = 1.33, p = .15).  After accounting for the range of predictor 

variables included in the model, the instantaneous rate of change in individuals‘ feelings 

of companionate love at the start of their relationships did not significantly differ from 

zero (p = .73), but the curvature of their change trajectories significantly differed from 

zero, t(76) = -2.39, p = .02 (see Figure 7).  Those who experienced a breakup did not 

show any variability in their instantaneous rate of change or the curvature of their change 

trajectory (
2

1 = .20, p = .12, and 
2

2 = .001, p = .12, respectively).   

These results provide partial support for the hypothesized trajectory of 

companionate love for individuals who experienced the dissolution of their relationships.  

Although it was expected that individuals who experienced a breakup would show a 

slight increase in their feelings of companionate love prior to experiencing a pronounced 

decline in such feelings, it appears that these individuals initially show relatively stable 

levels of companionate love prior its decline. 
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Figure 7. The trajectory of companionate love across the early months of dating for those 

who experienced a breakup 

 

It was also suggested that the trajectory of individuals‘ feelings of companionate 

love would vary as a function of the amount of time they knew their partners prior to 

becoming romantically involved, the degree to which they wanted to break up with their 

partners, and their perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up.  Although significant 

interactions with Time
2
 emerged for all three of these terms, the pattern of results was 

somewhat different than expected. 

For instance, to the extent that individuals knew their partners for less time prior 

to becoming romantically involved, they were expected to show a more pronounced 

decrease in their feelings of companionate love over the course of their relationships 

compared to those who knew their partners for a longer period of time.  If anything, the 

opposite pattern appeared to be more accurate (see Figure 8).  For those who knew their 

partners for less time prior to becoming romantically involved, neither their instantaneous 

rate of change in their feelings of companionate love nor the curvature of their individual 

trajectory were significantly different from zero (ps = .89 and .56, respectively).  Thus, 

individuals who knew their partners for less time prior to entering into a relationship with   
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Table 6.  Results of the Growth Curve Models Assessing Changes in Companionate Love 

Over Time for Individuals Who Experienced a Breakup 

  Parameter Model A Model B Model C Final Model 

Fixed Effects 

Initial status Intercept 00 7.14*** (.13) 8.07*** (.21) 8.85*** (.35) 8.04*** (.48) 

(π0i) Months known before 

relationship 
01   .02** (.01) .004 (.01) 

 Gender 02   -1.01** (.41) -.22 (.59) 

 Age 03   -.07 (.09) -.09 (.09) 

 Long-distance 04   -.23 (.31) -.24 (.31) 

 Desire to break up 05   -.01 (.17) -.36 (.25) 

 Partner‘s desire to break up 06   .05 (.20) -.45 (.28) 

 Passionate love 30   .35* (.17) .05 (.23) 

Rate of  Intercept 10  -.01*** (.001) -.30*** (.05) .06 (.18) 

Change 

(π1i) 

Months known before 

relationship 
11   -.004*** (.001) .003 (.003) 

 Gender 12   .15** (.06) -.22 (.22) 

 Desire to break up 13   -.03 (.03) .13 (.09) 

 Partner‘s desire to break up 14   -.10*** (.03) .12 (.11) 

 Passionate love  40   .01 (.03) .12 (.09) 

Curvature Intercept 20    -.03* (.01) 

(π2i) Months known before 

relationship 
21    -.001* (.000) 

 Gender 22    .03* (.02) 

 Desire to break up 23    -.02* (.01) 

 Partner‘s desire to break up 24    -.02* (.01) 

 Passionate love  50    -.01 (.01) 

Variance Components 

Level 1 Within-person 
2
 1.45*** (.08) 1.16*** (.07) 1.16*** (.08) 1.06*** (.07) 

Level 2 In initial status 
2
0 1.31*** (.24) 2.50*** (.65) 1.72*** (.54) 1.33 (1.29) 

Linear term: Variance 
2
1  .000* (.000) .01 (.01) .20 (.17) 

 Covariance w/ initial status 01  -.01 (.003) -.07 (.07) -.24 (.46) 

Quadratic 

term: 
Variance 

2
2    .001 (.001) 

 Covariance w/ initial status 02    .02 (.03) 

 Covariance w/ linear term 12    -.01 (.01) 

*p < .05.  p ≤ .01.  ***p < .001. 

Note. Final model: n = 93. Model A is the unconditional means model.  Model B is the unconditional growth 

model.  Model C is the linear model that includes the range of covariates (with the exception of the quadratic 

effects).  Model D is the final quadratic model.  Dropping the non-significant interaction terms changed the 

significance level of several terms (specifically, the main effect of passionate love became significant, p = .002, 

and the curvature of the individual trajectory, Time
2
  Gender, and Time

2
  Desire to break up were reduced to 

marginal significance, ps = .07, .08, and .10, respectively) but produced the same basic pattern of results. 

Because the reduced model has a different number of cases from the final model, it is inappropriate to compare 

the goodness-of-fit indices between the two models (although it appears that the reduced model is not better-

fitting, Deviance: 
2
(4) = 23.20, p < .001; both the AIC and BIC also indicate that the full model is a 

significantly better fit for the data).  Additional analyses were conducted to determine whether the terms that 

significantly interacted with Time
2
 were qualified by each other.  When these higher order interaction terms (e.g., 

Time
2
  Time Known  Partner‘s Desire to Break up; Time

2
  Gender  Desire for Breakup) and all of their 

associated two-way interactions were included in the model, the model failed to converge.  
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Figure 8. The association between time involved with one‘s partner and companionate 

love, as moderated by the amount of time individuals knew their partners before dating, 

among those who experienced a breakup 

 

them maintained relatively stable levels of companionate love across the course of the 

study.  Although the instantaneous rate of change for those who knew their partners for a 

longer period of time prior to becoming romantically involved was also not markedly 

different from zero (p = .50), these individuals showed significant curvature in their 

individual trajectory, t(76) = -3.05, p = .003, indicating that the initial stability in their 

feelings of companionate love soon gave way to a pronounced decline in such feelings.  

Thus, the initial non-significant difference in individuals‘ feelings of companionate love 

observed between those who knew their partners for less time compared to those who 

knew their partners for longer (p = .12) became marginally significant over time, t(391) = 

-1.67, p = .10. 

However, the curvature of individuals‘ change trajectory in their feelings of 

companionate love varied in the theorized manner depending on the degree to which they 

wanted to break up with their partners and the extent to which they felt their partners  
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Figure 9. The association between time involved with one‘s partner and companionate 

love, as moderated by the extent to which respondents wanted to break up, among those 

who experienced the dissolution of their relationships 

 

wanted to break up.  For those who reported being less interested in breaking up with 

their partners—and those who felt their partners were less interested in breaking up—

neither the instantaneous rate of change nor the curvature of the trajectory of 

companionate love were markedly different from zero (respondents‘ desire to break up: 

ps = .60 and .40; partners‘ perceived desire to break up: ps = .77 and .43).  Thus, these 

individuals showed relatively little change in their feelings of companionate love across 

time (see Figures 9 and 10).  Although the instantaneous rate of change did not emerge as 

significant for those who reported a greater interest in breaking up with their partners or 

for those who felt their partners were strongly interested in breaking up (ps = .31 and 

.41), the curvature of the individual change trajectory for these individuals was 

significantly different from zero, t(77) = -2.99, p = .004, and t(75) = -3.08, p = .003, 

respectively.  As expected, those who reported a greater desire to break up with their 

partners, as well as those who perceived that their partners were interested in breaking up, 
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Figure 10. The association between time involved with one‘s partner and companionate 

love, as moderated by the extent to which respondents perceived their partners wanting to 

break up, among those who experienced the dissolution of their relationships 

 

showed a pronounced decline in companionate love across the course of their 

relationships.  Over time, the initial marginal difference in companionate love found 

between those who perceived their partners as eager to break up and those who did not, 

t(390) = -1.91, p = .06, became significant, t(391) = -3.41, p < .001; the difference in 

companionate love observed between those who wanted to break up with their partners 

and those who were less eager to do so remained non-significant over time (ps = .34 and 

.17). 

Unexpectedly, the curvature of individuals‘ change trajectory also varied as a 

function of gender (see Figure 11).  For women who experienced a breakup, neither their 

instantaneous rate of change in their feelings of companionate love nor the curvature of 

their trajectory significantly differed from zero (ps = .20 and .91, respectively), indicating 

that these women experienced constant levels of companionate love across the course of 

their relationships.  For men, on the other hand, the instantaneous rate of change in their 

feelings of companionate love at the start of their relationships did not differ significantly 
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Figure 11. The association between time involved with one‘s partner and companionate 

love, as moderated by gender, among those who experienced a breakup 

 

from zero (p = .73), but the curvature of their individual trajectory did, t(76) = -2.39, p = 

.02.  Thus, men who experienced a breakup showed relatively stable levels of 

companionate love at the start of their relationships, but quickly showed a sharp decline 

in their feelings of companionate love.  As a result, the marginal difference in 

companionate love observed between men and women earlier on in their relationships, 

t(390) = -1.81, p = .07, became non-significant with time, p = .74.   

CAPTURING HETEROGENEITY IN THE TRAJECTORIES OF PASSIONATE AND 

COMPANIONATE LOVE 

The next objective of the current study was to classify groups of individuals 

whose feelings of passionate and companionate love showed distinctive patterns of 

development over time and test whether these classifications were predictive of 

relationship dissolution.  To capture the heterogeneous trajectories for both passionate 

and companionate love, latent class growth modeling (LCGM) techniques were 

employed.  Whereas standard growth curve modeling techniques estimate a single 
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trajectory for all individuals in the sample, LCGM allows for the identification of 

multiple trajectories, each with a unique intercept and slope (Andruff, Carraro, 

Thompson, Gaudreau, & Louvet, 2009).  In standard growth curve modeling procedures, 

individual differences are captured by the inclusion of random effects; LCGM, on the 

other hand, captures heterogeneity through the identification of multiple trajectories, 

allowing for the intercept and slope to be fixed as equal across all individuals included 

within a given class (Jung & Wickrama, 2008). 

Because only a single variable of interest can be examined at a time, passionate 

love and companionate love were considered separately.  For both varieties of love, 

analyses were conducted using SAS Proc Traj (see Andruff et al., 2009; Jones, Nagin, & 

Roeder, 2001), according to the following equation:  

 

where each trajectory for both passionate and companionate love is captured by a latent 

variable , in which (y) represents the predicted scores for each variety of love for 

trajectory (i) at time (t); for each trajectory i,  is the intercept and  is the slope; Xit 

represents the number of months of romantic involvement; and  is the error term. Proc 

Traj imputes values for any missing data (regardless of whether individuals stayed 

together or broke up), and thus only the first 10 waves of data were included in the 

analysis, as the following waves had substantially more than 40% missing data for the 

love variables (which, as defined by Raymond & Roberts, 1987, is considered to be a 

high amount of missing data).  The equation above only includes a linear term, as 

comparisons of possible models (described in greater detail below) revealed that the 
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inclusion of either quadratic or cubic terms did not significantly improve model fit and 

that all trajectories were best represented by a linear slope (see Tables 7 and 8).17 

Identifying the appropriate number of trajectories requires a series of analyses; for 

each analysis, the number of classes to be tested—as well as the shape of each trajectory 

(e.g., linear, quadratic, or cubic)—is specified, and the best model is selected by 

comparing the fit statistics (specifically, the Bayesian Information Criterion, or BIC) for 

each model (Jones et al., 2001), with smaller BIC values offering evidence of a better fit 

(Jung & Wickrama, 2008).  Specifically, a more complex model (i.e., one that includes a 

greater number of classes or a higher-order function) is compared to a reduced model 

(i.e., one with fewer classes or a less complex functional form).  To compare the fit, the 

log Bayes factor is estimated by doubling the difference in BIC values.  According to 

Jones and colleagues (2001), values between 0 and 2 are considered to be a weak 

indicator that the more complex model is a superior fit to the reduced model, values 

ranging from 2 to 6 are interpreted as a moderate indicator, values between 6 and 10 are 

considered to be a strong indicator, and values greater than 10 are viewed as a very strong 

indicator.  The log Bayes factor of the best-fitting model should significantly differ from 

that of a simpler possible model (Andruff et al., 2009).  Comparisons of possible models 

revealed that the manner in which passionate love changes over time was best captured 

by eight distinct linear trajectories (see Figure 12), and six discrete linear trajectories 

were identified for companionate love (see Figure 13).   

  

                                                 
17 To conserve space, Tables 7 and 8 only show the fit statistics for models in which all the tested 

trajectories were defined as either linear, quadratic, or cubic functions.  However, other models were also 

tested in which different trajectories were specified to have different functional forms (e.g., some 

trajectories were set to be linear, whereas others were defined as either quadratic or cubic).  The decision to 

retain or remove higher-order terms was made by examining both the fit statistics and the significance level 

of each parameter [as recommended by Helgeson and colleagues (2004), non-significant terms—with the 

exception of linear terms—were removed]. 
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Table 7. Tests of Model Fit for the Latent Class Growth Analyses for Passionate Love 

# of 

classes 

Shape of 

trajectory 

BIC Log Bayes factor: 

# of Trajectories 

Log Bayes factor: 

Functional Forms 

1 Cubic -3484.30 — -5.14 

1 Quadratic -3481.71 — -2.44 

1 Linear -3480.49 — — 

2 Cubic -3187.01 594.58 -6.20 

2 Quadratic -3183.91 595.60 -8.28 

2 Linear -3179.77 601.44 — 

3 Cubic -2980.86 412.30 -12.28 

3 Quadratic -2974.72 418.38 -11.52 

3 Linear -2968.96 421.62 — 

4 Cubic -2962.55 36.62 -72.88 

4 Quadratic -2926.11 97.22 32.54 

4 Linear -2942.38 53.16 — 

5 Cubic -2920.95 83.20 -15.70 

5 Quadratic -2913.10 26.02 -23.80 

5 Linear -2901.20 82.36 — 

6 Cubic -2908.86 24.18 -9.50 

6 Quadratic -2904.11 17.98 -25.06 

6 Linear -2891.58 19.24 — 

7 Cubic -2923.58 -29.44 -76.08 

7 Quadratic -2885.54 37.14 -21.86 

7 Linear -2874.61 33.94 — 

8 Cubic -2877.81 91.54 30.44 

8 Quadratic -2893.03 -14.98 -46.88 

8 Linear -2869.59 10.04 — 

9 Cubic -2873.75 8.12 .60 

9 Quadratic -2874.05 -8.92 5.10 

9 Linear -2876.60 -14.02 — 

Note.  The final model is presented in bolded text.  For any given row, the log Bayes 

factor for the number of trajectories was calculated by subtracting the BIC value for the 

next-smallest number of trajectories (for the equivalent functional form) and then 

multiplying the resulting value by two.  The log Bayes factor for functional forms was 

calculated by subtracting the BIC value for the lower-order functional form (for the 

equivalent number of classes) and then multiplying the resulting value by two. 
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Table 8. Tests of Model Fit for the Latent Class Growth Analyses for Companionate Love 

# of 

classes 

Shape of 

trajectory 

BIC Log Bayes factor: 

# of Trajectories 

Log Bayes factor: 

Functional Forms 

1 Cubic -3027.63 — -3.72 

1 Quadratic -3025.77 — -2.32 

1 Linear -3024.61 — — 

2 Cubic -2779.81 495.64 -10.46 

2 Quadratic -2774.58 502.38 -7.82 

2 Linear -2770.67 507.88 — 

3 Cubic -2711.57 136.48 39.96 

3 Quadratic -2731.55 86.06 -150.2 

3 Linear -2656.45 228.44 — 

4 Cubic -2654.13 114.88 -27.74 

4 Quadratic -2640.26 182.58 182.58 

4 Linear -2634.91 43.08 — 

5 Cubic -2623.27 61.72 -35.84 

5 Quadratic -2605.35 69.82 -11.90 

5 Linear -2599.40 71.02 — 

6 Cubic -2615.26 16.02 -30.04 

6 Quadratic -2600.24 10.22 -28.32 

6 Linear -2586.08 26.64 — 

7 Cubic -2623.99 -17.46 -64.60 

7 Quadratic -2591.69 17.10 2.34 

7 Linear -2592.86 -13.56 — 

Note.  The final model is presented in bolded text.  For any given row, the log Bayes 

factor for the number of trajectories was calculated by subtracting the BIC value for the 

next-smallest number of trajectories (for the equivalent functional form) and then 

multiplying the resulting value by two.  The log Bayes factor for functional forms was 

calculated by subtracting the BIC value for the lower-order functional form (for the 

equivalent number of classes) and then multiplying the resulting value by two. 

 

Equality contrasts revealed that, for both passionate and companionate love, not 

all of the trajectories significantly differed from one another with respect to both their 

intercepts and slopes; rather, the distinctions emerged when the intercepts and slopes 

were considered simultaneously (see Table 9).  Accordingly, the labels that were assigned 

to the different trajectories for passionate love and companionate love reflect both their 

initial levels of love as well as the manner in which love changed over time for each  
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Figure 12. Expected (dashed lines) and observed (solid lines) trajectories of passionate 

love 

 

group.  For passionate love, five groups of individuals experienced increases in their 

feelings of passionate love over time (and these groups varied in how intense their initial 

feelings of passionate love for their partners), two groups experienced declining levels of 

passion (both of which initially reported at least moderate levels of passionate love for 

their partners), and one group showed low, stable levels of passion over time.  For 

companionate love, only those who initially reported high levels of companionate love 

showed increases in their feelings of love over time, whereas those who initially reported 

moderate or low levels of companionate love either maintained constant levels of love for 

their partners or showed declines in their feelings of companionate love over time. 

Are Certain Trajectories of Passionate Love and Companionate Love Tied to 

Dissolution? 

To examine the connection between the developmental trajectories of love and 

dissolution, a series of logistic regressions were conducted using SPSS 18.0.  Because 
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Figure 13. Expected (dashed lines) and observed (solid lines) trajectories of 

companionate love 

 

preliminary analyses that included both the classification variables for both passionate 

love and companionate love (regardless of whether the interaction between these two 

terms was included or not) struggled to converge,18 passionate love and companionate 

love were examined separately, according to the following equation: 

Logit(p) = a + b(Traj) 

where p equals the probability of dissolution, a is the intercept, and b is the value of the 

predicted log-odds in experiencing a breakup that would be expected by a 1-unit increase 

in the predictor variable, Traj (that is, the trajectory of passionate or companionate love).  

Because gender, age, long-distance status, and the amount of time respondents knew their 

partners prior to becoming romantically involved did not emerge as even marginally 

significant predictors in either analysis, these terms were excluded from the final models. 

 

                                                 
18 When the statistical criteria used in specifying the logistic model were relaxed to allow convergence, 

there was not enough power to detect any significant interactions, due to the large number of classes 

identified for both passionate and companionate love [Wald 
2
(24) = 4.17; ps ranged from .16 to 1.00]. 
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Table 9. Differences Between the Intercepts and Slopes for the Trajectories of Passionate 

and Companionate Love 
 Traj 1 Traj 2 Traj 3 Traj 4 Traj 5 Traj 6 Traj 7 Traj 8 

Passionate Love 

Trajectory 1 (“Low, Stable Level of Passionate Love”), n = 19 

 — .01 .22 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

Trajectory 2 (“Lowest, Sharply Increasing Level of Passionate Love”), n = 12 

 <.001 — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

Trajectory 3 (“Low, Declining Level of Passionate Love”), n = 26 

 <.001 <.001 — .01 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

Trajectory 4 (“Mid-Range, Increasing Level of Passionate Love”), n = 88 

 .59 <.001 <.001 — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

Trajectory 5 (“Moderate, Increasing Level of Passionate Love”), n = 45 

 .31 <.001 <.001 .37 — <.001 .01 <.001 

Trajectory 6 (“Somewhat High, Declining Level of Passionate Love”), n = 13 

 <.001 <.001 .31 <.001 <.001 — .01 .61 

Trajectory 7 (“High, Increasing Level of Passionate Love”), n = 24 

 .02 <.001 <.001 .006 .08 <.001 — .003 

Trajectory 8 (“Highest, Increasing Level of Passionate Love”), n = 8 

 .02 .06 <.001 .02 .06 <.001 .28 — 

         

 Traj 1 Traj 2 Traj 3 Traj 4 Traj 5 Traj 6 Traj 7 Traj 8 

Companionate Love 

Trajectory 1 (“Low, Very Sharply Declining Level of Companionate Love”), n = 5 

 — .86 .17 .57 .64 .21 — — 

Trajectory 2 (“Moderate, Sharply Declining Level of Companionate Love”), n = 22 

 .007 — .004 .31 .40 .002 — — 

Trajectory 3 (“High, Increasing Level of Companionate Love”), n = 26 

 <.001 <.001 — .03 .004 .59 — — 

Trajectory 4 (“Moderate, Declining Level of Companionate Love”), n = 27 

 .001 <.001 <.001 — .76 .03 — — 

Trajectory 5 (“Moderate, Stable Level of Companionate Love”), n = 79 

 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 — <.001 — — 

Trajectory 6 (“High, Slightly Increasing Level of Companionate Love”), n = 76 

 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 .27 — — — 

Note.  Traj = Trajectory. p-values for the intercepts are displayed above the diagonal; p-values for 

the slopes are displayed below the diagonal.  The lack of differences between Trajectory 1 (―Low, 

Very Sharply Declining Level of Companionate Love‖) and all other classes with respect to their 

intercepts was likely due to the small number of individuals in Trajectory 1 (n = 5) and the 

corresponding lack of power to detect significant differences.  Similarly, the fact that the equality 

contrasts for the intercepts of Trajectory 6 (―Somewhat High, Declining Level of Passionate 

Love‖) and Trajectory 8 (―Highest, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) did not emerge as 

significantly different was also likely a function of power, given the small number of individuals 

in each class (ns = 13 and 8, respectively). 
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The Likelihood of Dissolution for the Different Trajectories of Passionate Love 

 Results of the logistic regressions revealed that the odds of relationship 

dissolution were significantly greater for individuals who experienced declining or 

consistently low levels of passionate love over time compared to those whose feelings of 

passionate love increased over time (see Table 10).  Specifically, for Trajectory 1 (―Low, 

Stable Level of Passionate Love‖), the odds of dissolution ranged from 3.79 to 17.33 (or 

379% to 1,733%) times greater than the odds of those who experienced increasing levels 

of passionate love over time.  For those in Trajectory 3 (―Low, Declining Level of 

Passionate Love‖), the odds of dissolution ranged from 3.69 to 16.89 times greater than 

the odds of individuals whose feelings of passionate love intensified over the course of 

the study.  The corresponding range for those in Trajectory 6 (―Somewhat High, 

Declining Level of Passionate Love‖) was 3.50 to 16.00. 

Not surprisingly, members of the remaining trajectories (all of which showed 

increases in passionate love over time) had significantly lower odds of dissolution 

compared to those who experienced consistently low or declining levels of passionate 

love over time.  Specifically, the odds of dissolution for members of Trajectory 2 

(―Lowest, Sharply Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) ranged from 12% to 13% of the 

odds of members of trajectories that showed declining or stable levels of passionate love 

over time; the corresponding odds of dissolution for Trajectory 4 (―Mid-Range, 

Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) ranged from 26% to 29%, 15% to 17% for 

Trajectory 5 (―Moderate, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖), and 6% to 7% for 

Trajectory 8 (―Highest, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖).  The odds of dissolution 

for individuals in Trajectory 7 (―High, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) were 6% 

the odds of those who experienced declining or consistently low levels of passionate love 

across time. 
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Table 10.  Results of the Logistic Regressions for the Trajectories of Passionate Love 
 B Wald 

2
 P Odds Ratio 

Passionate Love  28.534 <.001  

Trajectory 1 (“Low, Stable Level of Passionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant 1.18 (.57) 4.25 .04 3.25 

Traj 1 v. Traj 2 -2.16 (.89) 5.94 .02 .12 

Traj 1 v. Traj 3 -.03 (.74) .001 .97 .97 

Traj 1 v. Traj 4 -1.33 (.62) 4.69 .03 .26 

Traj 1 v. Traj 5 -1.87 (.66) 8.07 .004 .15 

Traj 1 v. Traj 6 -.08 (.88) .01 .93 .92 

Traj 1 v. Traj 7 -2.85 (.85) 11.26 <.001 .06 

Traj 1 v. Traj 8 -2.79 (1.24) 5.09 .02 .06 

Trajectory 2 (“Lowest, Sharply Increasing Level of Passionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant -.98 (.68) 2.10 .15 .38 

Traj 2 v. Traj 3 2.13 (.82) 6.72 .01 8.44 

Traj 2 v. Traj 4 .83 (.71) 1.34 .25 2.29 

Traj 2 v. Traj 5 .29 (.75) .15 .70 1.33 

Traj 2 v. Traj 6 2.08 (.95) 4.79 .03 8.00 

Traj 2 v. Traj 7 -.69 (.92) .56 .45 .50 

Traj 2 v. Traj 8 -.63 (1.29) .24 .63 .53 

Trajectory 3 (“Low, Declining Level of Passionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant 1.15 (.47) 6.06 .01 3.17 

Traj 3 v. Traj 4 -1.31 (.52) 6.31 .01 .27 

Traj 3 v. Traj 5 -1.85 (.57) 10.44 .001 .16 

Traj 3 v. Traj 6 -.05 (.82) .004 .95 .95 

Traj 3 v. Traj 7 -2.83 (.78) 12.99 <.001 .06 

Traj 3 v. Traj 8 -2.76 (1.19) 5.38 .02 .06 

Trajectory 4 (“Mid-Range, Increasing Level of Passionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant -.15 (.23) .46 .50 .86 

Traj 4 v. Traj 5 -.54 (.40) 1.83 .18 .58 

Traj 4 v. Traj 6 1.25 (.70) 3.16 .08 3.50 

Traj 4 v. Traj 7 -1.52 (.67) 5.16 .02 .22 

Traj 4 v. Traj 8 -1.46 (1.12) 1.69 .19 .23 

Trajectory 5 (“Moderate, Increasing Level of Passionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant -.69 (.33) 4.48 .03 .50 

Traj 5 v. Traj 6 1.79 (.74) 5.82 .02 6.00 

Traj 5 v. Traj 7 -.98 (.71) 1.91 .17 .38 

Traj 5 v. Traj 8 -.92 (1.14) .64 .42 .40 

Trajectory 6 (“Somewhat High, Declining Level of Passionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant 1.10 (.67) 2.72 .10 3.00 

Traj 6 v. Traj 7 -2.77 (.92) 9.15 .002 .06 

Traj 6 v. Traj 8 -2.71 (1.28) 4.46 .04 .07 

Trajectory 7 (“High, Increasing Level of Passionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant -1.67 (.63) 7.08 .008 .19 

Traj 7 v. Traj 8 .07 (1.26) .003 .96 1.07 

Trajectory 8 (“Highest, Increasing Level of Passionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant -1.61 (1.10) 2.16 .14 .20 

Note.  Traj = Trajectory.  Only unique comparisons are presented in the table above, but the remaining comparisons can 

be easily calculated.  For example, to calculate the odds ratios when Trajectory 8 is the reference group, the inverse of 

the desired odds ratio is taken (e.g., Trajectory 1: 1/.06).  The coefficient (which is presented in log-odds units) is 

calculated by multiplying the desired coefficient by -1 (e.g. Trajectory 1: -2.79  -1).    The standard error, Wald 

statistic, and corresponding p-value remain the same. 
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With the exception of Trajectories 4 (―Mid-Range, Increasing Level of Passionate 

Love‖) and 7 (―High, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖), the trajectories that showed 

increases in passionate love over time did not significantly differ from one another.  With 

respect to Trajectories 4 and 7, the odds of someone in Trajectory 4 (―Mid-Range, 

Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) breaking up with their partner was 4.57 times (or 

457%) greater than those of someone in Trajectory 7 (―High, Increasing Level of 

Passionate Love‖). 

The Likelihood of Dissolution for the Different Trajectories of Companionate Love 

Unlike the results for passionate love, the results of the logistic regressions for 

companionate love indicated that individuals who experienced declines in love were not 

universally more likely to experience the dissolution of their relationships, nor were those 

who experienced increases in companionate love generally less likely to break up with 

their partners (see Table 11).  Rather, only those who experienced sharp declines in 

companionate love were particularly vulnerable to dissolution, and only those who 

initially reported intense feelings of companionate love that grew progressively stronger 

over time were especially protected from dissolution.   

Interestingly, members of Trajectory 1 (―Low, Very Sharply Declining Level of 

Companionate Love‖) did not show significantly greater odds of experiencing a breakup 

compared to those who experienced other trajectories; this result is likely due to the small 

number of individuals in Trajectory 1 (n = 5) and the corresponding lack of power to 

detect significant differences.19  However, individuals in Trajectory 2 (―Moderate,  

                                                 
19 Despite the lack of significant differences between Trajectory 1 and the other trajectories with respect to 

the odds of members experiencing a breakup with their partners, the odds of dissolution were substantially 

higher for those in Trajectory 1 in comparison to all other trajectories; for instance, the odds of 

experiencing a breakup were 67.09 times greater for individuals in Trajectory 1 compared to those in 

Trajectory 2 (―Moderate, Sharply Declining Level of Companionate Love‖), 29,518.09 times greater than 

those in Trajectory 3 (―High, Increasing Level of Companionate Love‖), 1,054.22 times greater than those 
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Table 11.  Results of the Logistic Regressions for the Trajectories of Companionate Love 

 B Wald 2 P Odds Ratio 

Companionate Love  21.74 <.001  

Trajectory 1 (“Low, Very Sharply Declining Level of Companionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant 7.20 (16.39) .19 .66 1341.73 

Traj 1 v. Traj 2 -4.21 (16.43) .07 .80 .02 

Traj 1 v. Traj 3 -10.29 (16.43) .39 .53 .000 

Traj 1 v. Traj 4 -6.96 (16.40) .18 .67 .001 

Traj 1 v. Traj 5 -7.23 (16.40) .20 .66 .001 

Traj 1 v. Traj 6 -7.77 (16.40) .22 .64 .000 

Trajectory 2 (“Moderate, Sharply Declining Level of Companionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant 3.00 (1.03) 8.55 .003 20.000 

Traj 2 v. Traj 3 -6.09 (1.45) 17.68 <.001 .002 

Traj 2 v. Traj 4 -2.76 (1.10) 6.26 .01 .06 

Traj 2 v. Traj 5 -3.03 (1.05) 8.25 .004 .05 

Traj 2 v. Traj 6 -3.56 (1.06) 11.40 <.001 .03 

Trajectory 3 (“High, Increasing Level of Companionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant -3.09 (1.02) 9.14 .003 .05 

Traj 3 v. Traj 4 3.33 (1.10) 9.19 .002 28.000 

Traj 3 v. Traj 5 3.06 (1.05) 8.48 .004 21.35 

Traj 3 v. Traj 6 2.53 (1.05) 5.76 .02 12.500 

Trajectory 4 (“Moderate, Declining Level of Companionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant .24 (.40) .36 .55 1.27 

Traj 4 v. Traj 5 -.27 (.47) .33 .57 .76 

Traj 4 v. Traj 6 -.81 (.47) 2.89 .09 .45 

Trajectory 5 (“Moderate, Stable Level of Companionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant -.03 (.24) .02 .90 .97 

Traj 5 v. Traj 6 -.54 (.35) 2.34 .13 .59 

Trajectory 6 (“High, Slightly Increasing Level of Companionate Love”) is the Reference Group 

Constant -.57 (.25) 5.10 .02 .57 

Note.  Traj = Trajectory.  Only unique comparisons are presented in the table above, but the 

remaining comparisons can be easily calculated.  For example, to calculate the odds ratios 

when Trajectory 6 is the reference group, the inverse of the desired odds ratio is taken (e.g., 

Trajectory 2: 1/.03).  The coefficient (which is presented in log-odds units) is calculated by 

multiplying the desired coefficient by -1 (e.g. Trajectory 2: -3.56  -1).    The standard error, 

Wald statistic, and corresponding p-value remain the same. 

                                                                                                                                                 
in Trajectory 4 (―Moderate, Declining Level of Companionate Love‖), 1,382.39 times greater than those in 

Trajectory 5 (―Moderate, Stable Level of Companionate Love‖), and 2,361.45 times greater than those in 

Trajectory 6 (―High, Increasing Level of Companionate Love‖).  Offering further support for the notion 

that individuals in Trajectory 1 were especially likely to experience the dissolution of their relationships, a 

follow-up chi-square test revealed that a greater number of individuals in Trajectory 1 broke up with their 

partners than would be expected by chance (z = 2.02, p = .04). 
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Sharply Declining Level of Companionate Love‖) had significantly greater odds of 

experiencing the dissolution of their relationships, compared to individuals in all other 

trajectories (with the exception of Trajectory 1).  Specifically, the odds of someone in 

Trajectory 2 (―Moderate, Sharply Declining Level of Companionate Love‖) breaking up 

with their partner ranged from 15.71 to 440.00 times greater (or 1,571% to 44,000%) than 

the odds of their counterparts in Trajectories 3–6.  Conversely, members of Trajectory 3 

(―High, Increasing Level of Companionate Love‖) had significantly lower odds of 

experiencing a breakup, compared to the odds of members of all other trajectories (with 

the exception of Trajectory 1).  The odds of individuals in Trajectory 3 experiencing a 

breakup were only .2% to 8% of those of individuals in the remaining trajectories. 

In addition to the significant differences between the trajectories of companionate 

love reported above, a marginal difference in the odds of dissolution emerged between 

Trajectory 4 (―Moderate, Declining Level of Companionate Love‖) and Trajectory 6 

(―High, Increasing Level of Companionate Love‖).  Specifically, the odds of members of 

Trajectory 4 experiencing a breakup were 2.24 times (or 224%) greater than the odds of 

their counterparts in Trajectory 6.  Thus, with respect to companionate love, individuals 

who began with low or moderate levels of companionate love and who experienced rapid 

declines over time were especially vulnerable to dissolution, and those who began with 

lofty levels of companionate love and continued to experience increases in their feelings 

of love were protected from experiencing a breakup, but individuals whose feelings of 

love fell between these two classes did not markedly differ from one another with respect 

to their odds of dissolution. 
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PREDICTING THE HAZARD OF DISSOLUTION 

To examine whether feelings of passionate and companionate love (and their 

interaction) predict the probability of daters experiencing a breakup, discrete-time hazard 

techniques were employed. The discrete-time hazard model is a technique for modeling 

longitudinal data that treats time as a series of distinct intervals.  As recommended by 

Singer and Willett (2003), a person-period dataset was created in order to conduct the 

discrete-time analyses.  Specifically, all individuals were classified as ―partnered‖ until 

the point in time when they either dropped out of the study (i.e., were censored) or 

indicated that they had broken up with their partners.  As all individuals were partnered at 

the time they completed the baseline questionnaire, the actual ―risk‖ of dissolution did 

not begin until the first biweekly assessment.  Individuals were assigned a value of ―0‖ 

for each time point their relationships remained intact, a ―1‖ for the specific assessment 

in which they report having broken up with their partners, and missing for each post-

dissolution assessment.  Because individuals who miss one or more waves of data 

collection (only to return later in the study) pose a problem for survival analysis, 

individuals with intermittent response times were artificially censored at their first phase 

of missing data.20 

                                                 
20 This technique, while inefficient because it does not utilize all available data for each participant, does 

not bias the estimation of the hazard function (Bacik, 1997; Bacik, Murphy, & Anthony, 1998).  Although 

one could conceivably use partial censoring techniques by filling in information for the missing 

assessments for individuals who reported remaining together with their partners during the later phases of 

data collection, this approach introduces bias into the estimation of the hazard function, as it over-

represents individuals who did not experience a breakup (see Bacik, 1997).  In other words, because this 

technique would provide additional information about those who later returned to the study with their 

relationships still intact—but not those who returned to the study and reported the dissolution of their 

relationships—the proportion of those who experienced a breakup to those who did not would be 

misrepresented, ―resulting in a negatively biased estimate of the hazard function for those intervals in 

which the number of [individuals who experienced a breakup] in that interval is unknown‖ (Bacik, 1997, p. 

10).  Although multiple imputation techniques have also been employed to address intermittent response 

patterns (e.g., Bacik et al., 1998), in the context of survival analysis, multiple imputation is recommended 

only for the imputation of missing values of the predictor variables, as traditional imputation techniques do 

not accurately estimate event timing (Allison, 2010). 

 



 96 

Analyses were conducted using STATA 12.0, and the equation for the final model 

was as follows: 

logit h(tij) = [1T1 + 2T2 + 3T3 + 4T4 + 5T5 + 6T6 + 7T7 + 8T8 + 9T9 + 

10T10 + 11T11 + 12T12 + 13T13 + 14T14 + 15T15 + 16T16 + 17T17 + 18T18 + 

19T19 + 20T20] + 1TKi + 2TSi + 3DPij + 4LDi + 5PLij + 6CLij + 7(PLij × 

CLij)   

where h(tij) is the probability that individual i will experience dissolution at time j 

(provided dissolution has not yet occurred); the  terms represent the value of the logit 

hazard (i.e., the intercept) for each time point T, and T corresponds to the dummy codes 

associated with time points 1–20—altogether, the terms in the brackets represent the 

baseline logit model, or the value of the logit model when all substantive predictors are 

set equal to zero; TKi represents the amount of time (in months) individuals knew their 

partners prior to becoming romantically involved; TSi and DPij are the number of days 

that passed between the start of individuals‘ relationships and their baseline assessment 

and the number of days that passed between each assessment, respectively; LDi indicates 

whether the individual was in a long-distance relationship; PLij and CLij represent 

individuals‘ feelings of passionate and companionate love, respectively; and PLij × CLij 

captures the interaction between passionate love and companionate love. 

Overall Pattern of the Timing of Relationship Dissolution 

Of the 225 individuals who completed the first biweekly assessment, 4.89% (n = 

11) reported breaking up with their partners at that point in time (see Table 12 and Figure 

14).  Of the 210 who remained in the study past the first biweekly assessment, 5.71% (n 

= 12) reported breaking up with their partners in the second biweekly assessment.  

Accounting for those who dropped out during the study, Figure 15 reveals that an  
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Table 12.  Life Table Describing the Timing of Relationship Dissolution 
  Number Proportion of 

Phase Time interval 

Still in 

relationship 

prior to 

assessment 

No longer 

in study at 

end of the 

interval 

Censored at 

end of the 

interval 

Individuals who 

reported breaking 

up with their 

partners at the time 

of assessment 

Individuals still 

romantically 

involved at the 

time of 

assessment 

Baseline [BL, 1) 235 — 10 — 1.00 

Biweekly #1 [1, 2) 225 11 4 .05 .95 

Biweekly #2 [2, 3) 210 12 6 .06 .90 

Biweekly #3 [3, 4) 192 10 5 .05 .85 

Biweekly #4 [4, 5) 177 8 5 .05 .81 

Biweekly #5 [5, 6) 164 12 1 .07 .75 

Biweekly #6 [6, 7) 151 5 0 .03 .73 

Biweekly #7 [7, 8) 146 6 2 .04 .70 

Biweekly #8 [8, 9) 138 3 2 .02 .68 

Biweekly #9 [9, 10) 133 7 2 .05 .65 

Biweekly #10 [10, 11) 124 1 5 .01 .64 

Biweekly #11 [11, 12) 118 5 5 .04 .61 

Biweekly #12 [12, 13) 108 4 9 .04 .59 

Biweekly #13 [13, 14) 95 2 13 .02 .58 

Biweekly #14 [14, 15) 88 2 13 .02 .56 

Biweekly #15 [15, 16) 65 3 14 .05 .54 

Biweekly #16 [16, 17) 48 1 17 .02 .53 

Biweekly #17 [17, 18) 30 1 19 .03 .51 

Biweekly #18 [18, Final) 10 1 0 .10 .46 

Final [Final, post-study) 9 0 9 .00 .46 

 

estimated 95.11% of all participants remained together with their partners after the first 

biweekly assessment, 89.68% remained with their partners after the biweekly assessment, 

and 45.86% remained with their partners at the point of the final assessment.  Life table 

analyses indicated that the median time to dissolution across all participants occurred 

after approximately 18.53 assessments (including the baseline assessment).  Considering 

that an average of 98.52 days passed between the start of individuals‘ relationships and 

their entry into the study and that an average of 17.72 days passed between each 

assessment, the median time to dissolution translates to approximately 14.23 months. 
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Figure 14. Estimated hazard of dissolution  

 

Do Feelings of Love Predict the Likelihood of Dissolution? 

To examine whether feelings of love predict the likelihood of breakup, I tested 

whether individuals‘ feelings of passionate and companionate love interacted to predict 

dissolution, accounting for the amount of time individuals‘ knew their partners prior to 

becoming romantically involved, the number of days that passed between the start of 

individuals‘ relationships and their baseline assessment, the number of days that passed 

between each assessment, and long-distance status (see Table 13).21  Although the 

goodness-of-fit of the full model could not be compared to that of the reduced model 

because these two models did not include the same number of observations (as not all 

individuals reported on the substantive predictors),22 all substantive predictors (with the  

                                                 
21 Age and gender—which were included as covariates in the growth curve models discussed earlier in this 

chapter—were not included as covariates in the survival analysis, as neither of these variables significantly 

predicted dissolution and their inclusion did not improve model fit. 
22 In order to determine whether the final (or full) model provided a better fit than the baseline (or reduced) 

model (which only included the dummy variables for time), follow-up analyses were conducted in which 

multiple imputation techniques were used to estimate the missing values for the predictor variables.  As 

expected, the full model differed significantly from the baseline model, 
2
(7) = 225.40, p < .001.  Because 

the imputation procedure in STATA that draws upon multivariate normal regression does not accurately 

estimate the values of missing categorical variables, additional analyses were conducted in which (1) long-

distance was rounded to the nearest value (i.e., 0 or 1), and (2) long-distance status was excluded.  For both 
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Figure 15. Estimated survival probability 

 

exception of the main effect of passionate love) at least marginally predicted the 

likelihood of dissolution.  Specifically, for individuals who knew their partners for one 

month prior to becoming romantically involved, the estimated odds of dissolution were 

less than 1% (0.88%) lower at each assessment compared to those who immediately 

entered into a relationship with their partners.  Although this difference in the odds of 

dissolution seems insubstantial when time is treated in such a small increment, its import 

becomes more pronounced when time is measured in larger units; for instance, the odds 

of individuals who knew each other for a year prior to becoming romantically involved 

experiencing a breakup at any given assessment were 10.03% lower than those who 

began dating their partner upon meeting.  With respect to long-distance status, the odds of  

 

                                                                                                                                                 
of these analyses, the full model provided a significantly better fit than the reduced model, 

2
(7) = 224.80, 

p < .001, and 
2
(6) = 221.63, p < .001, respectively. 
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Table 13.  Results of Fitting the Discrete-Time Hazard Model to the Time of Relationship 

Dissolution 
 Model A Model B Model C 

Baseline — — — 

Biweekly #1 -2.97*** (.31) 1.31 (1.05) 1.68 (1.12) 

Biweekly #2 -2.80*** (.30) 1.28 (1.04) 1.72 (1.10) 

Biweekly #3 -2.9*** (.32) 1.42 (1.06) 1.89
†
 (1.14) 

Biweekly #4 -3.05*** (.36) 1.43 (1.05) 1.95
†
 (1.12) 

Biweekly #5 -2.54*** (.30) 1.97
†
 (1.05) 2.48* (1.13) 

Biweekly #6 -3.37*** (.45) 1.34 (1.10) 2.03
†
 (1.19) 

Biweekly #7 -3.15*** (.42) 1.07 (1.01) 1.56 (1.12) 

Biweekly #8 -3.81*** (.58) 1.21 (1.18) 1.76 (1.25) 

Biweekly #9 -2.89*** (.39) 1.87
†
 (1.07) 2.34* (1.15) 

Biweekly #10 -4.81*** (1.00) .07 (1.40) .64 (1.46) 

Biweekly #11 -3.12*** (.46) 1.90 (1.12) 2.41* (1.20) 

Biweekly #12 -3.26*** (.51) 1.69 (1.14) 2.21
†
 (1.21) 

Biweekly #13 -3.84*** (.71) 1.39 (1.27) 1.97 (1.33) 

Biweekly #14 -3.66*** (.72) 1.44 (1.32) 2.01 (1.38) 

Biweekly #15 -3.03*** (.59) 2.27
†
 (1.19) 2.23

†
 (1.32) 

Biweekly #16 -3.85*** (1.01) 1.31 (1.47) 1.90 (1.52) 

Biweekly #17 -3.37*** (1.02) 1.65 (1.47) 2.29 (1.52) 

Biweekly #18 -2.20* (1.05) 2.88 (1.82) 3.37
†
 (2.06) 

Final — — — 

Days passed   .03** (.01) 

Days before entering study   -.005
†
 (.003) 

Time known prior   -.01
†
 (.005) 

Long-distance status   .55
†
 (.30) 

Passionate love  .09 (.20) .12 (.20) 

Companionate love  -.23 (.16) -.28
†
 (.17) 

Passionate  Companionate  -.08** (.03) -.08** (.03) 

Goodness of fit    

Deviance 761.83 535.44 510.73 

AIC 797.83 577.44 560.73 

BIC 900.47 696.96 702.52 

n observations 2214 2189 2146 

Wald statistic 
2
(18) = 835.22*** 

2
(21) = 498.32*** 

2
(25) = 471.72*** 

 

dissolution for individuals in long-distance relationships were 73.20% higher at each 

assessment compared to their counterparts in proximate relationships. 

Although not central to the current study, both the number of days that passed 

between the start of individuals‘ relationships and their baseline assessment, as well as 

the number of days that passed between each of their assessments, emerged as 

substantively meaningful predictors.  For individuals who had dated their partners for a 
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week prior to completing the baseline questionnaire, the odds of dissolution were 3.19% 

lower at each assessment compared to a hypothetical individual who completed the 

baseline questionnaire on the same day they began dating their partner; for someone who 

had dated their partner for a month prior to the baseline assessment, the odds of 

dissolution were 12.97% lower in comparison to the same hypothetical individual who 

began participating in the study on the day they began dating their partner.   For 

individuals who completed their assessment one day later than the scheduled time (i.e., 

15 days after their prior assessment), the odds of dissolution were 2.99% higher than 

those who completed their assessment on time. 

 With respect to individuals‘ feelings of passionate and companionate love, 

companionate love emerged as a marginally significant predictor of the likelihood of 

dissolution.  Specifically, for each one-unit difference in individuals‘ feelings of 

companionate love, the estimated odds of dissolution at each assessment were 24.49% 

lower.  However, this effect was superseded by the presence of a significant Passionate 

Love  Companionate Love interaction. 

Because both terms included in this interaction varied across time, individuals‘ 

initial levels of passionate and companionate love were used to probe the interaction, as 

recommended by Singer & Willett (2003).  Thus, the hazard function (see Figure 16) 

shows how individuals‘ baseline levels of passionate and companionate love interacted to 

predict the likelihood of dissolution across the study for hypothetical individuals who had 

yet to break up with their partners and who were in proximate relationships, immediately 

became romantically involved with their partners upon meeting them, completed the 

baseline survey the same day they began dating their partners, and completed each 

assessment at regular two-week intervals. Similarly, the survival function (see Figure 17) 

depicts the proportion of the same hypothetical individuals whose relationships survived  
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Figure 16. Depiction of the fitted hazard of dissolution as a function of passionate love 

and companionate love 

Note. +1 SD companionate love was set equal to 9, as the true value would have 

exceeded the range of possible values. 

 

up to a certain point in time but whom remained at risk of breaking up as a function of 

their baseline feelings of passionate and companionate love. 

As predicted, individuals who reported lower levels of both passionate and 

companionate love at baseline had the greatest odds of experiencing a breakup.  

Specifically, for those who reported lower levels of both varieties of love, the odds of 

experiencing a breakup at the next time point were 4.11 times (or 411%) the odds for 

individuals who reported lower levels of passionate love but higher levels of 

companionate love.  Similarly, the odds of breaking up at the next time point were nearly 

four times higher (3.77) for individuals who reported lower levels of both types of love 

compared to those who reported lower levels of companionate love, but higher levels of  
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Figure 17. Depiction of the survival probability as a function of passionate love and 

companionate love 

Note. +1 SD companionate love was set equal to 9, as the true value would have 

exceeded the range of possible values. 

 

passionate love.  This effect is even more pronounced when comparing those who 

reported lower levels of both varieties of love to those who reported higher levels of both 

types of love; the odds of the former individuals experiencing a breakup at any given 

assessment were 25.21 times the odds of the latter individuals (see Table 14 for a 

complete list of comparisons). 

The impact of these varying odds of dissolution is reflected in both the hazard and 

survival functions.  Whereas individuals reporting lower levels of passionate and 

companionate love had the greatest hazard of dissolution across the study, those who 

reported higher levels of both varieties of love had the lowest hazard of dissolution (those 

who were lower in either passionate or companionate love but higher in the other variety 

fell in between these other two classes of individuals and showed practically identical 

hazard functions).  With respect to the effect that individuals‘ feelings of love had on the 
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Table 14. Comparison of the Odds of Dissolution for Prototypical Values of Passionate 

and Companionate Love 

 Compared to  

-1 SD PL / 

-1 SD CL 

Compared to 

-1 SD PL / 

+1 SD CL 

Compared to 

+1 SD PL / 

-1 SD CL 

Compared to 

+1 SD PL / 

+1 SD CL 

-1 SD PL / -1 SD CL — 4.11 3.77 25.21 

-1 SD PL / +1 SD CL .24 — .92 6.14 

+1 SD PL / -1 SD CL .27 1.09 — 6.70 

+1 SD PL / +1 SD CL .04 .16 .15 — 

Note. PL = Passionate love.  CL = Companionate love. 

 

proportion of individuals whose relationships survived up to a certain point in time—and 

accounting for those who dropped out of the study—by the midpoint of the study, an 

estimated 40.69% of individuals who reported lower levels of both varieties of love at 

baseline remained with their partners, compared to 96.31% of those who reported higher 

levels of both varieties of love.23  For those who reported higher levels of passionate love 

but lower levels of companionate love at baseline, their probability of surviving to the 

midpoint of the study was nearly equivalent to their counterparts who reported lower 

levels of passionate love but higher levels of companionate love (77.99% and 79.61%, 

respectively).   

 

                                                 
23 Because the class of individuals who reported lower levels of both passionate and companionate love 

were the only ones whose probability of survival dipped below 50% during the course of the study, they are 

the only individuals for whom the median time to dissolution could be calculated; their median time to 

dissolution was after approximately 7.21 biweekly assessments.  Because these values represent 

hypothetical individuals who (1) entered the study the same day that they became romantically involved 

with their partner, and (2) completed each assessment at regular 14-day intervals, one can deduce that the 

average time to dissolution for these individuals translates to approximately 3.83 months. 
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Chapter 4:  Discussion 

In the current study, I explored whether passionate and companionate love 

develop in a manner consistent with theory, using a sample of individuals involved in 

early-stage dating relationships who reported on their feelings of both varieties of love up 

to 20 times over the course of approximately a nine month period.  To do this, I first 

examined the ways that passionate and companionate love changed over time on average, 

distinguishing between those who remained together with their partners throughout the 

course of the study and those who experienced the dissolution of their relationships, and 

paying special attention to a variety of extraneous factors that were likely to inform the 

temporal course of love.  Then, I identified the most common developmental trajectories 

for both passionate and companionate love.  Finally, I tested whether certain trajectories 

of passionate and companionate love were more strongly tied to relationship dissolution 

than others, and whether the combination of both varieties of love helped protect 

relationships from dissolution.  Although the overall pattern of results was largely 

consistent with theory, it appears that the course of love is far more nuanced and diverse 

than previously believed (for a summary of the findings, see Table 15).  Because the 

current study was not designed to parse apart the reasons why passionate and 

companionate love showed certain patterns of development, the discussion that follows 

draws upon a wide range of literatures in order to provide the most comprehensive 

explanation for love‘s varied trajectories and their connections to relationship dissolution.  

CONSIDERING THE RELATIVE LEVELS OF PASSIONATE AND COMPANIONATE LOVE 

It has long been believed that passion is a key feature of early-stage romantic 

relationships and that companionate love requires mutual disclosure and shared  
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Table 15. Summary of Findings 
Specific Prediction or Research Question Was the 

Hypothesis 

Confirmed? 

Description of Findings 

Predictions pertaining to those who remained involved with their partners throughout the course of the study 

Hyp. 1 Passionate love will show a convex curvilinear trajectory over 

the early months of romantic involvement, with feelings of 

passion showing an initial increase, stabilizing, and then 

declining thereafter. 

Yes The predicted convex curvilinear pattern emerged. 

Hyp. 2 Companionate love will steadily increase across the first 

several months of romantic involvement. 

No Companionate love remained stable over time. 

Hyp. 3a To the extent that individuals knew their partners for longer 

prior to becoming romantically involved, their feelings of 

passion will initially show a steady increase but will 

eventually stabilize over the course of the study, whereas 

those who knew their partners for less time prior to entering 

into a relationship will initially report high and stable levels of 

passionate love that will begin to slowly fade over time. 

Partially Those who knew their partners for less time prior to 

becoming romantically involved showed stable levels of 

passionate love across time.  Those who knew their 

partners for more time showed an initial increase in 

passionate love over time that eventually stabilized. 

Hyp. 3b Those who share a longer non-romantic history with their 

partners will report high and stable levels of companionate 

love over the course of the study, whereas those who knew 

their partners for less time prior to becoming romantically 

involved will initially show a sharp increase in their feelings 

of companionate love that stabilizes over time. 

No The amount of time individuals knew their partners prior 

to becoming romantically involved did not interact with 

the length of individuals’ involvement to predict their 

levels of companionate love. 

Hyp. 4 Relative to their female counterparts, men will show a more 

pronounced increase in their feelings of passionate love 

during the early months of romantic involvement. 

No Gender did not interact with the amount of time 

individuals were involved with their partners to predict 

passionate love. 

Hyp. 5 Whereas individuals in geographically close relationships will 

show eventual declines in their feelings of passionate love, 

those in successful long-distance relationships will maintain 

strong feelings of passionate love over the course of the study.  

No There was a significant main effect of long-distance status, 

such that those in long-distance relationships reported 

higher levels of passionate love. 

Additionally, an unexpected interaction between passionate love and the 

amount of time individuals were involved with their partners emerged for 

companionate love. 

 Those who reported lower levels of passionate love 

showed relatively stable levels of companionate love over 

time, and those who reported higher levels of passionate 

love showed a slight increase in companionate love across 

the early months of dating. 
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Table 15, cont’d. 
Predictions pertaining to those who experienced a breakup 

Hyp. 6 Passionate love will show a steady decline over the course of 

their relationships. 

Yes The expected pattern of results emerged. 

Hyp. 7 Companionate love will initially increase and then will 

sharply decline. 

Partially Individuals initially showed relatively stable levels of 

companionate love prior its decline. 

Hyp.8a Those who knew their partners for less time prior to becoming 

romantically involved will initially report intense feelings of 

passionate love that fade over the course of their relationships, 

whereas those who share a longer non-romantic history with 

their partners will report consistently low feelings of passion 

across time. 

No The amount of time individuals knew their partners prior 

to becoming romantically involved did not interact with 

the length of individuals’ involvement to predict their 

levels of passionate love. 

Hyp. 8b To the extent that individuals knew their partners for longer 

prior to becoming romantically involved, they will show a 

slight decrease in their feelings of companionate love over the 

course of their relationships; those who knew their partners 

for less time, on the other hand, will experience a more 

pronounced decline in companionate love across time. 

No Those who knew their partners for more time initially 

showed relatively stable levels of companionate love, 

followed by a sharp decline in such feelings, and those 

who knew their partners for less time reported generally 

stable levels of companionate love across time. 

Hyp. 9a Compared to those who reported being less inclined to break 

up with their partners and those who perceived their partners 

as less eager to break up, individuals who report a greater 

desire to break up with their partners and those who perceive 

their partners as more eager to break up will show a more 

pronounced decline in their feelings of passionate love over 

time. 

Partially Those who reported a greater desire to break up with their 

partners—but not those who perceived their partners as 

more eager to break up—experienced a more pronounced 

decline in their feelings of passionate love. 

Hyp. 9b Compared to those who reported being less inclined to break 

up with their partners and those who perceived their partners 

as less eager to break up, individuals who report a greater 

willingness to break up with their partners and those who 

perceive their partners as more eager to break up will show a 

sharper decline in their feelings of companionate love over 

time. 

Yes The expected pattern of results emerged.  

Additionally, an unexpected interaction between gender and the amount 

of time individuals were involved with their partners emerged for 

companionate love. 

 Whereas women experienced constant levels of 

companionate love across the course of their relationships,   

men showed relatively stable levels of companionate love 

at the start of their relationships, followed by a sharp 

decline in their feelings of companionate love. 
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Table 15, cont’d. 
Questions and predictions pertaining to the entire sample 

RQ 1 What are the most common developmental trajectories for (a) 

passionate love and (b) companionate love among individuals 

in early-stage dating relationships? 

N/A Eight distinct developmental trajectories emerged for 

passionate love, and six unique trajectories were identified 

for companionate love. 

RQ 2 Are certain developmental trajectories of passionate love 

more predictive of relationship dissolution than others? 

N/A Those who experienced consistently low or declining 

feelings of passionate love had significantly greater odds 

of experiencing the dissolution of their relationships, 

whereas those who showed increases in passionate love 

had significantly lower odds of experiencing a breakup. 

RQ 3 Are certain developmental trajectories of companionate love 

more strongly tied to the likelihood of relationship dissolution 

than others? 

N/A Individuals who began with low or moderate levels of 

companionate love and who experienced rapid declines 

over time were especially vulnerable to dissolution, and 

those who began with lofty levels of companionate love 

and continued to experience increases in their feelings of 

love had significantly lower odds of experiencing a 

breakup. 

Hyp. 10 Passionate and companionate love will interact to predict the 

probability of dissolution, such that, to the extent that those 

who report lower levels of passionate love also report lower 

levels of companionate love, the higher the probability of 

breakup.  Conversely, to the extent that those who report 

higher levels of passionate also report higher levels of 

companionate love, the lower the risk of dissolution.  Those 

who report strong feelings of only one variety of love—be it 

passionate or companionate—will fall somewhere in the 

middle with respect to their likelihood of dissolution. 

Yes The expected pattern of results emerged. 

Note. Hyp. = Hypothesis. RQ = Research Question. 
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experiences—both of which demand time—in order to develop (e.g., Baumeister & 

Bratslavsky, 1999).  Indeed, a major function of passionate love is presumed to be the 

cultivation of intimacy and companionate love: Passion motivates individuals to focus 

their attention on a specific partner in an attempt to satisfy their sex- and intimacy-related 

goals, which, if successful, results in a sustainable pair-bond (Fisher, 2006; Troy, 2005). 

Interestingly, in the current study, high levels of companionate love already 

existed in early-stage romantic relationships, and, for the average individual, feelings of 

companionate love generally outweighed feelings of passionate love across the first few 

months of romantic involvement—even if their relationships dissolved during this period 

of time.  Of course, even though individuals‘ relative levels of companionate and 

passionate love may be different than previously suggested (e.g., Hatfield & Walster, 

1978), the underlying processes and purposes of each variety of love may still operate in 

ways that are consistent with theory.  That is, individuals do not necessarily need elevated 

levels of passion in order to have the motivation to foster a closer relationship with their 

partners; moderate levels of passionate love may suffice.  Similarly, the preexistence of 

high levels of companionate love does not preclude passion from driving partners to 

develop even deeper feelings of intimacy. 

The notion that companionate love figures prominently into early-stage romantic 

relationships is consistent with a growing body of research demonstrating the key role 

that this type of love plays across all relationship stages (e.g., Montgomery & Sorell, 

1997; Sprecher & Regan, 1998).  For instance, Grote and Frieze (1994) found that both 

younger individuals involved in dating relationships and middle-aged married adults  

professed strong feelings of friendship-based love (a type of love that corresponds closely 

with companionate love) for their partners.  Further illustrating the importance of 

companionate love in both developing and established relationships, Hendrick and 
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Hendrick (1993) found that both dating and married individuals, when asked to describe 

their relationships, emphasized the sense of closeness and friendship that they felt with 

their partners.  Considering that features such as caring, friendship, trust, and sharing are 

regularly cited as defining aspects of love—and that features such as sexual appeal, 

gazing behaviors, and excitement are viewed as more peripheral to the experience of 

love, even among college-aged individuals (Aron & Westbay, 1996; Fehr, 1988)—it is 

not altogether surprising that individuals‘ companionate love for their partners were 

generally higher than their feelings of passionate love.  In short, I echo Hendrick and 

Hendrick‘s (1993) sentiment that it is ―not…that passion is less important to young adults 

than was thought by some, only that friendship is more important‖ (p. 464). 

Over the past 40 years, friendship appears to have become an even more 

fundamental aspect of love.  Although the women‘s liberation movement of the late 

1960s and early 1970s helped to shift the dynamic toward equality both in the workplace 

and at home, it wasn‘t until recently that women were equally represented in university 

settings and that two-income families were the norm and not the exception (Collins, 

2009).  As Betty Friedan put it, ―The way women look at themselves, the way other 

people look at women, is completely different, completely different than it was thirty 

years ago‖ (Friedan, 2000, p. 375, italics in original).  One of the ways that this 

difference is reflected is the manner in which women and men operate in their 

relationships.  While still not perfectly egalitarian, over the past few decades, dating 

relationships have become less patriarchal and more focused on emotional fulfillment 

(e.g., Ogolsky, Lloyd, & Cate, 2013).  In fact, Eaton and Rose (2011) suggested that, 

―interpersonal date scripts are primed for a transition from reliance on gender stereotypes 

to a reliance on friendship scripts‖ (p. 857).  The centrality of friendship to modern-day 

relationships is further reflected by the growing popularity of ―group dating,‖ in which 



 111 

several dating couples congregate together and engage in some type of shared activity 

(Bredow, Huston, & Cate, 2008; Connolly, Craig, Goldberg, & Peplar, 2004) and the 

tendency for partners to ―hang out‖ rather than formally date (Glenn & Marquardt, 2001).  

Taken together, these cultural shifts may have resulted in individuals placing a greater 

premium on many of the core features of companionate love—such as equality, mutual 

responsiveness, and emotional intimacy—even during the early stages of romantic 

involvement (see Hendrick & Hendrick, 1993).  

THE (QUALIFIED) DEVELOPMENT OF PASSIONATE AND COMPANIONATE LOVE OVER 

TIME  

For those in enduring relationships, passionate and companionate love have long 

been assumed to follow a predictable temporal course, with romantic partners initially 

reporting intense feelings of passion that fade over time and that, if they‘re lucky, tend to 

be supplanted by sturdy feelings of companionate love.  Although individuals‘ feelings of 

companionate love for their partners outshone their feelings of passionate love from the 

start of their relationships (as discussed above), passionate love showed an initial increase 

for those in successful relationships, and such intensifying feelings of passion may help to 

account for perception that early-stage relationships are characterized by high levels of 

arousal and desire rather than a strong sense of emotional closeness.  However, the 

eventual erosion of passionate love observed among those in successful relationships, 

when viewed alongside the reliably high levels of companionate love reported by these 

individuals, may result in the impression that companionate love ―replaces‖ passionate 

love over time. 

Of course, passionate love and companionate love are believed to change in a 

qualitatively different manner for those who experience the dissolution of their 

relationships, with feelings of love either rapidly dissipating or failing to develop at all.  
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Based on the current findings, a more accurate characterization may be that feelings of 

love fail to develop further, as individuals who experienced a breakup reported feeling 

some degree of both passionate and companionate love for their partners at the start of 

their relationships (although the intensity of such feelings admittedly paled in comparison 

to those in more successful relationships).  Before long, however, these individuals 

experienced a pronounced decline in their reported feelings of both varieties of love, 

lending additional support to the notion that the loss of love foreshadows dissolution 

(e.g., Huston et al., 2001). 

Perhaps not surprisingly, focusing on the average trajectories of love provides a 

less than nuanced understanding of the ways in which passionate and companionate love 

change over time among those who stay together with their partners and those who 

experience a breakup.  Indeed, when put to the test, the development of passionate love 

and companionate love is far more complex than suggested by theory, as it is influenced 

by a variety of factors, including (but not limited to) the amount of time individuals knew 

their partners prior to becoming romantically involved, the extent to which individuals 

wanted to break up with their partners, and whether one is male or female.  Below, I 

discuss the various factors that informed the temporal course of love for those whose 

relationships remained intact and for those who experienced the dissolution of their 

relationships. 

Changes in Love Over Time Among Those Who Remained Together 

For those who stayed together with their partners over the course of the study, it 

was projected that the amount of time that individuals knew their partners prior to 

becoming romantically involved, gender, and long-distance would shape the trajectory of 

passionate love, whereas only the length of time that individuals knew their partners 
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beforehand would impact the development of companionate love over time.  These 

expectations were only partially confirmed.  In the discussion that follows, I describe the 

ways in which passionate love and companionate love were qualified by these factors 

(and other unpredicted factors) and offer explanations for why certain patterns of 

development did not emerge as expected. 

The Amount of Time Individuals Knew Their Partners Prior to Dating Informed the 

Development of Passionate Love but not Companionate Love 

Among those whose relationships remained intact, the trajectory of their feelings 

of passionate love varied depending on the amount of time they knew their partners prior 

to becoming romantically involved.  Specifically, individuals who knew their partners for 

less time prior to becoming romantically involved showed relatively stable, moderate 

levels of passionate love over time, whereas those who knew their partners for a longer 

period of time prior to becoming romantically involved experienced comparable levels of 

passionate love, but showed an initial increase in their feelings of passionate love that 

stabilized over time.  These initial increases in passionate love make sense, as individuals 

who knew their partners for a longer period of time prior to entering into a romantic 

relationship with them may require some additional time for their feelings of passion to 

develop (Guerrero & Mongeau, 2008; see also Barelds & Barelds-Dijkstra, 2007).  These 

individuals may have gotten to know their partners in a non-romantic context conducive 

to the formation of friendship-based intimacy but not necessarily physical-sexual or 

romantic attraction (see Mongeau, Serewicz, & Thierren, 2004); thus, the development of 

passion-based intimacy may be contingent on these individuals adjusting the way they 

view their partners upon transitioning from a platonic to a romantic relationship (cf. 

Werking, 1997).  Individuals who knew their partners for longer may transition to 

romantic involvement more slowly than those who knew their partners for less time in an 
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attempt to protect their preexisting friendship or as a way of testing whether their 

relationship can support a romantic or sexual component (Mongeau & Teubner, 2002, as 

cited in Guerrero & Mongeau, 2008), which may also contribute to the initial growth of 

passion observed among these individuals. 

Interestingly, the amount of time that individuals knew their partners prior to 

becoming romantically involved did not impact the developmental trajectory of 

companionate love among those who managed to stay together with their partners across 

the early months of dating.  Rather, individuals who did not experience a breakup showed 

consistently high levels of companionate love across time, regardless of the amount of 

time they knew their partners prior to becoming a couple.  These findings reiterate the 

important role that intimacy and emotional closeness seem to play during the early stages 

of relationship development.  Not only may existing feelings of companionate love 

encourage individuals who knew their partners for longer to introduce a romantic element 

to their relationships (Kaplan & Keys, 1997), but such feelings may also provide a stable 

foundation for further relationship development among those who knew their partners for 

less time prior to becoming romantically involved (e.g., Hendrick & Hendrick, 1993). 

The Surprising Lack of Influence of Gender and Long-Distance Status on the 

Trajectory of Passionate Love 

Also counter to expectations, neither gender nor long-distance status influenced 

the manner in which passionate love changed over time among those in successful 

relationships.  It was suggested that men would show a more pronounced increase in their 

feelings of passionate love relative to women, and that individuals in long-distance 

relationships would be protected from hedonic habituation and any accompanying 

declines in passionate love over time.  Rather, passionate love showed a consistent 

developmental trajectory, irrespective of gender or geographic proximity (although 
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individuals in long-distance relationships reported higher levels of passionate love on 

average).   

The fact that men did not report stronger feelings of passionate love earlier on in 

their relationships compared women is consistent with a growing body of work 

demonstrating that gender differences in passionate love may be overstated and can be 

largely attributed to the ways in which the construct is measured.  Men‘s tendency to say 

―I love you‖ sooner than women (Brantley et al., 2002), view love in a less pragmatic 

manner (Peplau, 1983/2002), and hold more romantic beliefs about love in general 

(Sprecher & Metts, 1989) have all been used to justify the notion that men love more 

passionately than women.  However, when passionate love is defined in terms of its more 

manic elements—such as having trouble concentrating or wanting to run, jump, or 

scream—women actually appear to be the more passionate sex (e.g., Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1986; Kanin, Davidson, & Scheck, 1970).  When passionate love is assessed in 

a less gendered fashion—as in the current study—men and women typically report 

comparable levels of passion (e.g., Sprecher & Regan, 1998; see Fehr & Broughton, 

2001).  For instance, in validating the Passionate Love Scale, Hatfield and Sprecher 

(1986) found that men and women not only reported equivalent levels of passionate love, 

but that such similarities persisted regardless of the stage of the relationship.  In light of 

these findings, it is perhaps not surprising that passionate love developed in a similar 

manner for men and women. 

With respect to long-distance status, individuals in successful long-distance 

relationships reported higher levels of passionate love on average, but their trajectory of 

passionate love over time was comparable to those in proximate relationships.  Such a 

pattern highlights the importance of considering long-distance status in connection with 

the passage of time: Simply because individuals in long-distance relationships tend to 
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experience more intense feelings of passionate love (cf. Stafford & Merolla, 2007), it 

does not mean that they are protected from the corrosive effect that time has on their 

feelings of love.  Although individuals in long-distance relationships may be able to 

―maintain‖ higher levels of passion in the sense that their levels of passionate love may 

not drop below those of their counterparts in proximate relationships, it appears that the 

manner in which passionate love changes over time has little to do with whether one‘s 

partner is near or far. 

The Moderating Role of Passionate Love on the Development of Companionate Love 

Although individuals‘ changes in passionate love over time did not depend on 

their levels of companionate love, their changes in companionate love over time were 

contingent upon their levels of passionate love.  Specifically, although individuals 

reported strong feelings of companionate love regardless of their levels of passionate 

love, those who reported lower levels of passion maintained consistently high levels of 

companionate love over time, whereas individuals who were more passionately in love 

with their partners reported somewhat higher levels of companionate love earlier on in 

their relationships and showed a slight initial increase in companionate love that 

remained stable over time.  Considering that changes in intimacy are believed to foster 

feelings of passionate love (Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999; Rubin & Campbell, 2012), 

it may strike some as counterintuitive that companionate love (which is closely related to 

feelings of intimacy) did not moderate changes in passionate love over time, but that 

changes in companionate love depended on individuals‘ feelings of passion toward their 

partners.  However, an increasing number of scholars acknowledge that the connection 

between passionate love and companionate love is likely bidirectional, such that intimacy 

not only promotes feelings of passion, but that passion may also lend itself to the 
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cultivation of intimacy (e.g., Grote & Frieze, 1994; Rubin & Campbell, 2012).  Further, 

the current study examined individuals‘ levels of love—and not increases or decreases in 

love—in connection with changes in the opposing variety of love over time.  The 

importance of this distinction was nicely illustrated by Baumeister and Bratslavsky 

(1999), who pointed out that: 

Passion is related not to intimacy but to changes in the level of intimacy.  Passion 

thus reflects the subjective perception of increasing intimacy…High passion 

therefore occurs when intimacy is felt to be rising rapidly.  When intimacy 

remains stable, however—regardless of whether it is stable at a high or low 

level—passion will dwindle toward zero (p. 49).   

Thus, even though individuals‘ levels of companionate love were unrelated to the manner 

in which passionate love changed over time, it is possible (if not probable) that 

individuals who reported increases in companionate love over time may have shown a 

corresponding increase in their feelings of passionate love.   

The notion that individuals‘ levels of passionate love influence the development 

of companionate love—but not necessarily the reverse—makes theoretical sense as well.  

Because passionate love is, at least in part, a motivational state, individuals are driven to 

seek out the company of their partners and take advantage of the rewards that their 

partners provide (e.g., Acevedo et al., 2012; Fisher, 2006).  As a result, the drive to 

physically and psychologically ―be with‖ one‘s partner helps to lay the foundation for the 

development of companionate love.  As Tennov (1979) succinctly put it, ―the goal of 

[passionate love] is…a kind of merging, a ‗oneness,‘ the ecstatic bliss of mutual 

reciprocation‖ (p. 120). Moreover, passionate love appears to thrive when partners are 

exposed to novel circumstances and experiences (e.g., Aron & Aron, 1996), which, in 

turn, provide partners with the opportunity to cultivate a shared history and learn new 

things about one another (Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999), both of which are essential 
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to the development of companionate love.  Hence, lofty levels of passionate love may be 

conducive to the growth of companionate love over time, whereas high levels of 

companionate love—which are not to be confused with increases in companionate love, 

as discussed above—do not necessarily promote the development of passionate love.  For 

instance, individuals in long-term marriages may feel extremely close to their spouses, 

with their feelings of passion figuring less prominently into the bond they share with their 

partners; similarly, individuals may be strongly attached to their best friends (even best 

friends of the opposite sex) without any attendant feelings of sexual desire or passion.  

Thus, high levels of passionate love may motivate individuals to form stronger intimate 

bonds with their partners, but the existence of strong intimate bonds may not be enough 

to generate feelings of passion. 

Changes in Love Over Time Among Those Who Experienced a Breakup 

 As expected, individuals who experienced the dissolution of their relationships 

reported that their feelings of passionate and companionate love changed over time in a 

manner that was markedly different than that experienced by individuals whose 

relationships remained intact.  Although it was predicted that a number of different 

factors would inform the development of passionate love over time, only the degree to 

which individuals wanted to break up with their partners emerged as significant.  The 

trajectory of companionate love, on the other hand, was far more complex: In addition to 

their desire to break up with their partners, individuals‘ perceptions of their partners‘ 

desire to break up, the amount of time individuals knew their partners prior to becoming 

romantically involved, and gender also proved to be important considerations.  Each of 

these factors is discussed in turn below. 
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The Importance of Considering the Extent to Which the Breakup was Desired 

 For both passionate and companionate love, the extent to which individuals 

wanted to break up with their partners impacted the manner in which their feelings of 

love changed over time.  It is worth noting that very few studies examine how eager 

individuals are to break up with their partners, and even fewer connect the desire to break 

up with individuals‘ feelings of love.  More often, the degree to which a breakup was 

desired is inferred based on who initiated the breakup.  Indeed, preliminary analyses that 

examined initiator status instead of the extent to which individuals wanted to break up 

with their partners (and their perception of their partners‘ desire to break up) produced 

essentially the same pattern of results.  Given the dearth of research on individuals‘ desire 

to break up with their partners (especially when considered in connection with 

individuals‘ feelings of love), much of the discussion that follows treats initiator status as 

a proxy for the extent to which individuals wanted to break up with their partners. 

   Whereas individuals who were less interested in breaking up with their partners 

showed relatively stable levels of passionate and companionate love over time, those who 

were more eager to break up experienced a pronounced drop in both varieties of love 

over the course of their relationships.  Because individuals‘ desire to break up with their 

partners was only reported if and when their relationships actually dissolved, it is 

impossible to determine whether faltering feelings of love made individuals more eager 

to break up or if wanting to leave the relationship preceded the loss of love.  More than 

likely, these processes inform one another and operate bidirectionally.  However, recent 

work by Sbarra and Emery (2005) indicates that daters who initiate a breakup do not 

profess lower levels of love for their partners, as one might expect, nor do they show 

accelerated declines in their feelings of love over time.  Thus, although it is possible that 

individuals who reported a greater desire to break up with their partners entertained 
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doubts about their relationships from their inception, and their lingering misgivings 

prompted their declines in passionate and companionate love, it is more likely that those 

who reported a greater desire to break up felt that the loss of love they experienced over 

time rendered their relationship to be unsustainable.  The current findings comport nicely 

with work by Dye and Davis (2003) demonstrating that, among individuals who recently 

experienced the dissolution of a dating relationship, those who recalled feeling less 

passionately about their partners were more likely to have initiated the breakup.  

Similarly, Vannoy (2000) found that those who feel as though they were the first to 

emotionally disengage from their relationships and those who took the first steps toward 

ending their relationships reported lower levels of closeness (a key component of 

companionate love) compared to those who were more inclined to remain involved with 

their partners.   Considering that the loss of love is one of the most commonly cited 

reasons for a relationship‘s demise (e.g., Connolly & McIsaac, 2009; Kincaid & 

Caldwell, 1995; Meredith & Holman, 2001), it is not surprising that those who 

experience declines in passionate love or companionate love over the course of their 

relationships may not feel as though their partners are meeting their emotional needs and 

may be more interested in ending their relationships. 

 It is also worth highlighting that while the respondents’ desire to break up 

moderated the trajectory of both passionate and companionate love over time, 

individuals‘ perceptions of their partners’ desire to break up influenced the temporal 

course of companionate love but not passionate love.  Considering that passionate love is 

characterized by at least some degree of uncertainty and confusion (Hatfield & Rapson, 

1996), the belief that one‘s partner wants to leave the relationship may actually help to 

sustain, rather than undermine, feelings of passion.  Such perceptions may operate 

differently with respect to companionate love, however, as the belief that one‘s partner is 
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not interested in continuing the relationship may undermine feelings of closeness and 

intimacy.  As Lee and Sbarra (2013) eloquently put it, ―The actions of a romantic partner, 

especially when considered as a broad-based inference of how invested the partner is in 

the relationship, can tint the relationship in a less positive light‖ (p. 318).  Those who are 

less committed to their relationships tend to engage in fewer pro-relationship behaviors, 

the lack of which is then perceived by their partners, resulting in reduced trust and less 

investment in their relationships (Wieselquist, Rusbult, Foster, & Agnew, 1999).  Thus, 

those who believed their partners were less interested in staying together may have 

disengaged emotionally over the course of their relationships in order to protect 

themselves and reduce their vulnerability.  Of course, the reverse is also possible—that is, 

those who experienced sharp declines in companionate love over the course of their 

relationships may have behaved in ways that led their partners to disengage from the 

relationship (resulting in the perception that their partner wanted to break up).   

The Amount of Time Individuals Knew Their Partners Prior to Becoming 

Romantically Involved Informed the Development of Companionate Love but not 

Passionate Love 

 Among those who experienced a breakup, the temporal trajectory of 

companionate love—but not passionate love—was also influenced by the amount of time 

individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved.  Counter to 

expectations, individuals who experienced the dissolution of their relationships showed a 

steady decline in their feelings of passionate love over the course of the study, regardless 

of how long they knew their partners beforehand.  It was suggested that, because the 

transition from a platonic relationship to romantic involvement may not come easily, 

those with a longer history of non-romantic involvement with their partners would report 

consistently low feelings of passionate love across time.  Interestingly, these 
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individuals—much like those who knew their partners for less time—began their 

relationships with some degree of passionate love for their partners, but these initial 

feelings of passion quickly dissipated.   Such moderate levels of passionate love are not 

altogether surprising, as cross-sex friends typically report some degree of sexual 

attraction to one another, and sexual attraction is especially common when cross-sex 

friends harbor loving feelings for one another (Kaplan & Keys, 1997).  It is possible that 

the accompanying loss of companionate love experienced by those who knew their 

partners for a longer period of time (as discussed below) may have also undermined their 

sexual attraction for their partners and, in turn, their feelings of passionate love. 

In contrast to the results for passionate love, those who knew their partners for 

more time showed a pronounced drop in their feelings of companionate love over time.  

As alluded to above, those who knew their partners for longer prior to becoming 

romantically involved may have originally defined their relationships as platonic, and 

thus the process of redefining their relationships in romantic terms (which involves not 

only introducing physicality into their relationships, but also renegotiating roles and 

expectations, establishing equity, and managing the reactions of their social networks; 

Foley & Frasier, 1998; Guerrero & Mongeau, 2008) may have proven difficult for these 

individuals.  Indeed, friends who attempt to transition to a sexual relationship often find 

that the quality of their friendship suffers as a result (Pogrebin, 1987).  Additionally, the 

transition to a romantic relationship provides individuals who knew their partners 

beforehand with the opportunity to get to know their partners on a deeper level, and they 

may find that they do not care for their partners as much as they initially thought 

(Levinger & Snoek, 1972).  For these individuals, the opportunities for increased 

intimacy offered by a romantic relationship may cause their existing intimacy to wilt 

rather than blossom. 
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 Whereas individuals who knew their partners for a longer period of time 

experienced a marked decline in companionate love prior to the dissolution of their 

relationships, their counterparts who knew their partners for less time prior to becoming 

romantically involved showed stable, moderate levels of companionate love across the 

course of their relationships.  For these individuals, the fact that companionate love failed 

to further develop over time may have been enough to bring about the demise of their 

relationships.  In general, intimacy and emotional closeness are believed to increase as 

relationships progress and partners invest in one another, and these increases tend to be 

especially pronounced during the early stages of relationship development, as partners 

amass large amounts of new information about one another within a relatively short 

period of time (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Levinger & Snoek, 1972).  The lack of growth in 

companionate love observed among those who knew their partners for less time prior to 

becoming romantically involved suggests that these individuals experienced some type of 

barrier to the cultivation of intimacy.  For instance, these individuals may have found that 

they were not as similar to their partners as they once thought, discovered that their 

partners did not adequately meet their needs, or found their interactions with their 

partners to be less than rewarding in general, all of which may interfere with the growth 

of intimacy (see Levinger, 1974).  Indeed, the pace of relationship development varies 

according to how rewarding partners find the exchange of disclosures to be, with highly 

rewarding exchanges spurring growth but minimally rewarding exchanges hindering (or 

even undermining) the progression of the relationship (Levinger, 1974).   In line with this 

perspective, the antecedents of companionate love are presumed to abide by 

reinforcement principles (Byrne, 1971; Byrne & Clore, 1970; Lott & Lott, 1974; see 

Hatfield & Walster, 1978), and thus individuals who repeatedly have less than rewarding 

interactions with their partners may not experience any increase in their feelings of 
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companionate love over time.  Alternatively, it is possible that opportunities for 

disclosure or emotional investment were avoided altogether, which may be indicative of a 

lack of interest in their partner or the relationship and would explain why these 

individuals ultimately experienced the dissolution of their relationships. 

Gender Differences in the Trajectory of Companionate Love 

Finally, gender also proved to be an important consideration when mapping the 

course of companionate love over time among those who experienced a breakup.  

Although men who eventually experienced a breakup reported somewhat higher levels of 

companionate love at the start of their relationships compared to their female 

counterparts, they showed a steep decline in their feelings of love over time.  In contrast, 

women who experienced a breakup did not show any changes in their feelings of 

companionate love over time.  This pattern of results makes the most sense when viewed 

through a sociocultural lens.  Because Western society tends to emphasize the role of 

men as providers and women as domestic partners, women have been socialized to 

carefully select partners that are capable of providing for themselves and their children 

(Eagly & Wood, 1999).  Thus, women tend to approach love more pragmatically than do 

men (Peplau, 1983/2002), and friendship tends to feature more prominently in their 

conceptualizations of love (Grote & Frieze, 1994; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1995).  As a 

result, women often have more of a companionate orientation toward love than do men, 

and, indeed, women tend to report higher levels of companionate love relative to men 

(Hatfield & Rapson, 1993; Sprecher & Sedikides, 1993; Traupmann & Hatfield, 1981).  

The fact that women who eventually experienced the dissolution of their relationships 

reported lower levels of companionate love relative to their male counterparts from the 
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outset suggests that their relationships may not have possessed the foundation of 

friendship (or clear evidence of the potential for friendship) that is necessary for success.   

Cultural norms not only inform the manner in which men and women approach 

their relationships on an emotional level, but also the ways in which behave in their 

relationships.  Briefly, women are socialized to be emotionally expressive and 

accommodating (e.g., Rubin, Hill, Peplau, & Dunke-Schetter, 1980; see Hatfield & 

Rapson, 1987), and they are typically charged with monitoring the emotional climate of 

their relationships (Cancian, 1994; Duncombe & Marsden, 1993).  As a result, women 

tend to be more highly attuned to the presence of any relational issues than men (see 

Amato & Rogers, 1997; Thompson & Walker, 1989).  Thus, it is possible that when 

women do not feel as though they are growing closer to their intimate partners or 

perceive their intimacy needs as being met, they allow their relationships to fall by the 

wayside.  Men, on the other hand, are socialized to be agentic and independent (Bakan, 

1966; Spence & Buckner, 2000), tend to be less disclosing (Dindia & Allen, 1992), and 

define themselves in terms of their intimate relationships to a lesser extent than women 

(Cross & Madson, 1997).  Because men may be less comfortable in general with 

emotional closeness compared to women, those who experience a sharp decline in their 

feelings of companionate love may be especially unmotivated to remain romantically 

involved with their partners. 

Brief Summary for the Average Trajectories of Passionate and Companionate Love 

In short, passionate and companionate love showed distinct developmental 

trajectories depending on whether individuals‘ relationships remained intact or dissolved 

during the first few months of romantic involvement.  These patterns were further 

qualified by a number of additional factors, including individuals‘ relationship histories 
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(i.e., how long they knew their partners prior to entering into relationships with them), 

their thoughts and feelings about their romantic partners (i.e., their feelings of the 

opposing variety of love, the extent to which they wanted to break up with their partners, 

and their perceptions of their partners‘ desire to break up), and gender.  These findings 

provide a more comprehensive and nuanced picture of the ways in which passionate and 

companionate love develop over time and highlight the importance of accounting for 

broader contextual factors when mapping the trajectory of love. 

 THE MULTIPLE TRAJECTORIES OF PASSIONATE AND COMPANIONATE LOVE 

As anticipated, when those who remained together with their partners over the 

course of the study and those who experienced the dissolution of their relationships were 

considered alongside one another, the temporal course of both passionate and 

companionate love showed substantial heterogeneity across the early months of romantic 

involvement.  Specifically, eight distinct developmental trajectories emerged for 

passionate love, and six unique patterns emerged for companionate love.  Below, I 

describe the different ways in which passionate and companionate love changed over 

time and discuss the theoretical underpinnings associated with the broader patterns of 

love‘s development. 

Heterogeneity in the Temporal Course of Passionate Love 

Of the eight classes that were identified for passionate love, two were 

characterized by declining levels of passionate love over time, five were defined by 

increasing levels of passion, and one showed relatively stable levels of passionate love 

across time; these basic patterns compromised 17.1%, 73.0%, and 9.9% of individuals, 

respectively.  The most common class, which captured one-third of the participants 

(33.0%), reported at baseline that their feelings of passionate love fell around the mid-
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point of the scale, and their feelings of passionate love increased over time.  These 

findings build on the results reviewed above, which demonstrated that developing 

romantic relationships are not defined by intense feelings of passion.  Rather, for most 

individuals, passionate love appears to grow stronger across the early stages of romantic 

involvement.  

A number of evolutionary theorists have argued convincingly that adaptive 

processes help to cultivate and maintain feelings of passionate love over time.  Buss 

(2006) pointed out that romantic love is typically limited to relationships of longer 

duration, as it promotes long-term attachment and motivates individuals to devote their 

reproductive resources to a single person (see also Gonzaga, Keltner, Londahl, & Smith, 

2001).  Short-term relationships tend to be devoid of love (of any variety, including 

passionate love) because feelings of love inhibit the pursuit of alternative partners, which 

would be evolutionarily disadvantageous if the relationship were to quickly unravel.  As 

Gangestad (2007) put it, ―One speculation of how passionate love (and attendant 

infatuation) evolved is that it is an honest signal of intent…it couldn‘t pay someone to 

take on its costs if they were only in the relationship for the very short term‖ (p. 324).   

More recently, Acevedo and Aron (2009) argued that the presumed decline of 

passionate love over time may be due to the conflation of romantic love and infatuation.  

Whereas many couples are capable of maintaining high levels sexual desire, interest, and 

intense feelings of love for their partners for the duration of their relationships—all of 

which are core features of passionate love—only a small minority continued to have 

obsessive and intrusive thoughts about their partner.  In line with this perspective, 

―harmonious passion‖ (a variety of passion typified by a healthy desire to be with one‘s 

partner) promotes relationship stability and persists over time, whereas ―obsessive 

passion‖ (a variety of passion characterized by a disruptive need to be with one‘s partner) 
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undermines relationship quality and stability (Ratelle et al., 2013; Vallerand, 2010).  

Considered in tandem, these findings suggest that the conceptual intermingling of passion 

and infatuation may have resulted in a muddy understanding of the developmental 

trajectory of passionate love and offers one possible explanation for the observed 

heterogeneity in the temporal course of passion. 

Of course, the steadily increasing levels of passion observed among the majority 

of individuals in the current study does not necessarily negate the theorized connection 

between intimacy and passion put forth by many relationship scholars (e.g., Aron, 

Norman, Aron, McKenna, & Heyman, 2000; Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999).  Early-

stage romantic relationships are indeed characterized by heightened self-disclosure and 

the opportunity to engage in many novel activities together, and these intimacy-

generating endeavors likely inspire feelings of passion.  Rather than presuming that 

feelings of passion parallel or even precede entry into a new relationship, however, it may 

be that passion—much like intimacy—requires time to reach its initial peak (as couples 

may experience several peaks over the course of their relationships).  In line with this 

perspective, Hendrick and Hendrick (2006a, as cited in Hendrick & Hendrick, 2008) 

found that individuals who had been dating for less than three months reported less 

intense feelings of passion for their partners compared to those who had been dating their 

partners for longer than three months. 

The Various Trajectories of Companionate Love 

With respect to the six developmental trajectories that were identified for 

companionate love, three were defined by declining levels of companionate love across 

time (capturing 25.1% of individuals), two were characterized by increasing levels of 

companionate love (comprising 43.2% of individuals), and one showed consistent levels 
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of companionate love across time (consisting of 31.6% of individuals).  The largest 

percent of individuals fell into one of two classes, with one group reporting moderate 

feelings of companionate love at baseline and whose feelings of love remained relatively 

stable across the course of the study (31.6%), and the other group reporting high levels of 

companionate love at baseline and whose feelings of love grew stronger with time 

(31.8%).  In short, these findings illustrate that the development of companionate love is 

by no means consistent across individuals in early-stage romantic relationships.   

Not surprisingly, the largest proportion of individuals showed increases in their 

feelings of companionate love across the course of the study.  Such a pattern aligns with 

the theoretical notion that feelings of companionate love develop as partners engage in 

mutual disclosures and cultivate a shared history by participating in joint activities (e.g., 

Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999).  As partners interact with one another and show 

consistent responsiveness to one another‘s needs, a sense of trust and understanding 

begins to develop, which supports further mutual disclosures and caring behaviors 

(Kelley, 1983/2002; Wieselquist et al., 1999).  Thus, by continuing to engage in positive 

interactions with one another over time—particularly those in which new information is 

shared or discovered (Aron & Aron, 1996)—partners‘ feelings of companionate love are 

sustained and strengthened.  

Interestingly, only those who initially reported strong feelings of companionate 

love for their partners continued to experience increases in companionate love over time, 

suggesting that, unless individuals already feel emotionally connected to their partner 

within a few months of dating, companionate love is unlikely to develop further.  Even 

after the first few dates, successful, stable relationships are distinguishable from less 

successful relationships (Berg & McQuinn, 1986), which may be a function of partners‘ 

ability or willingness to ―synchronize their behaviors in a manner that consistently leads 
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to good outcomes and promotes the continuance of their relationship, thus creating a 

strong prorelationship [sic] orientation‖ (Arriaga, 2001, p. 775).  Accordingly, those who 

create a positive dynamic from the outset may not only begin to feel a sense of 

psychological intimacy relatively quickly but also have a greater chance of growing 

closer to one another over time.  In a similar vein, it is possible that, because these 

individuals felt extremely close to their partners early on in their relationships, they 

believed that their feelings of love would grow stronger over time, which may have led 

them to more closely attend to information present in their relationships that was 

consistent with their expectations or to follow different rules of exchange and engage in 

more pro-relationship behaviors (cf. Snyder & Stukas, 1999). 

In contrast, those who initially reported lower levels of companionate love 

experienced declines in their feelings of love over the course of the study.  The 

deterioration of companionate love observed among these individuals may have any 

number of root causes.  For instance, as individuals share information about themselves 

and solicit disclosures from their partners, they may find that they are not as compatible 

as they initially believed or hoped (see Levinger, 1974).  Alternatively, these lower levels 

of companionate love and their subsequent erosion may be indicative of a broader pattern 

of negative interaction, one characterized by an ongoing cycle of reciprocated antagonism 

(for a description, see Gottman, 1998).  Even in the absence of overt conflict, merely 

behaving in a less than responsive manner undermines intimacy and companionate love 

(cf. Reis & Aron, 2008; Reis, Clark, & Holmes, 2004).  In short, a lack of intimacy may 

dissuade individuals from investing in their relationships and encourage them to behave 

in a more self-serving and less accommodating manner (Arriaga, 2001). 

Perhaps the most interesting group to emerge consisted of those who maintained 

moderate levels of companionate love across the early months of dating.  Considering 
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that individuals‘ feelings of companionate love largely depend on the extent to which 

they view their interactions with their partners as rewarding rather than costly (Berscheid, 

2010; Hatfield, 1988), one can draw upon principles of social penetration theory and infer 

that, ―if rewards barely outweigh costs, then a slower growth is anticipated than if 

rewards far outweighed the costs‖ (Altman, 1974, p. 129).  In other words, whereas those 

who showed a pronounced change in their feelings of companionate love over time may 

have found that the rewards they received from their partners far exceeded the costs (or 

vice versa), those who showed a more stable trajectory may have experienced a more 

balanced ratio of costs and rewards.  On the other hand, these individuals may have 

reached their preferred level of intimacy early on in the development of their 

relationships.  Rather than working to cultivate deeper intimacy or strengthen their 

existing bond, those who maintained a consistent level of companionate love across the 

course of the study may have been content to maintain their current level of attachment to 

their partners (cf. Argyle & Dean, 1965; Hatfield & Rapson, 1994). 

Brief Summary for Numerous Trajectories of Passionate and Companionate Love 

Taken together, these findings illustrate that feelings of passionate and 

companionate love develop in a number of ways across the first few months of romantic 

involvement.  Whereas some lucky individuals find that their love for their partners 

grows stronger over time, others experience erosion in their feelings of love, and still 

others show little change in the intensity of love for their partners.  Although the 

trajectory of passion does not appear to be especially tied to how passionately individuals 

love their partners at the start of their relationships, this does not seem to be the case for 

companionate love.  To the extent that individuals feel emotionally connected to their 

partners at the start of their relationships, the more likely it is that their feelings of 
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companionate love will grow over time, reinforcing the notion that companionate love 

operates by principles of reinforcement (e.g., Bierhoff, 1996).  

LOVE AS A PROTECTIVE FACTOR AGAINST DISSOLUTION 

The loss of love, regardless of whether it occurs within the context of marriage or 

within the first few months of dating, is widely accepted as a justifiable reason to end a 

relationship, yet surprisingly few studies have directly connected the deterioration of love 

to dissolution.  The current findings demonstrate that declines in either passionate or 

companionate love may place a relationship in jeopardy, and they also highlight the 

importance of considering both varieties of love in tandem when predicting the likelihood 

of dissolution.  

Passionate Love and the Likelihood of Breakup 

Stage theories of relationship development often portray the early stages of 

relationship development as characterized by intense feelings of passionate love (e.g., 

Coleman, 1977; see Hatfield, Traupmann, & Sprecher, 1984), and this belief is reflected 

in laypeople‘s perceptions of how relationships should develop (cf. Honeycutt & Iryan, 

2011).  Of course, not all individuals feel intensely passionate about their partners from 

the inception of their relationships—in fact, for many it is a gradual transition that occurs 

over a number of years (Riela, Acevedo, Aron, & Rodriguez, 2007, as cited in Aron et 

al., 2008; Sangrador & Yela, 2000)—but it seems that, unless some increases in passion 

take place over the first few months of dating, the relationship is likely to fail.  Indeed, it 

appears to be practically impossible to force oneself to fall passionately in love in the 

absence of an initial ―spark‖ of attraction (Acevedo, Aron, & Gross, 2006, as cited in 

Aron et al., 2008).  In line with these findings, those whose feelings of passionate love 

remained consistently low or dissipated over time were substantially more likely to 
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experience a breakup over the course of the current study, whereas those whose feelings 

of passionate love strengthened over time were less likely to experience the dissolution of 

their relationships, regardless of their initial levels of passionate love.  Thus, even though 

fluctuations in feelings of passion and desire over time are common (Kaplan, 1995), a 

pronounced loss in passionate love or even a consistently low level of passion—

particularly during the early stages of romantic involvement—may undermine 

relationship stability. 

These findings are consistent with work by Hendrick, Hendrick, and Adler 

(1988), who found that that individuals who reported higher levels of erotic (i.e., 

passionate) love during an initial assessment were more likely to stay together over the 

course of a two month period.  The vast majority of their participants had been in a 

relationship with their partners for less than a year, again pointing to the important role 

that passion plays during the early stages of relationship development.  Although it is 

unclear whether the individuals involved in Hendrick and colleagues‘ (1988) study who 

experienced a breakup also experienced declines in passionate love around the time of 

their participation, it is clear that passionate love is an essential ingredient of developing 

romantic relationships and serves to protect individuals from relationship dissolution. 

The Connection Between Companionate Love and Relationship Dissolution 

In contrast to passionate love, experiencing a loss of companionate love was not 

universally tied to a greater likelihood of dissolution; only those who did not feel 

especially close to their partners from the outset of their relationships and subsequently 

showed a sharp decline in their feelings of companionate love were vulnerable to 

dissolution.  As previously discussed, feelings of caring, devotion, and acceptance—all 

defining elements of companionate love—have been identified as core features in the 
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general public‘s understanding of love (e.g., Aron & Westbay, 1996; Fehr, 1988).  

Perhaps not surprisingly, when these central features are violated (i.e., are not present 

within the context of an intimate relationship), feelings of love are expected to decline 

(Fehr, 1988; see also Sailor, 2013).  Fehr (1988) went one step further and proposed that 

the lack of such qualities may be more justifiable grounds for relationship dissolution 

than the lack of qualities that are typically associated with passionate love (e.g., 

excitement, uncertainty, physical touch).  Consistent with this notion, a substantial 

number of studies have found that individuals reporting lower levels of companionate 

love are more vulnerable to relationship dissolution (e.g., Attridge et al., 1995; Felmlee et 

al., 1990; Stafford & Reske, 1990), and that rapid declines in companionate love across 

time are especially ominous and predictive of breakup (Huston et al., 2001).  Although 

prior work has demonstrated that individuals who experience declines in companionate 

love across the first few months of dating are more likely to break up—and those who 

show increases in their feelings of love tend to be protected from dissolution (Berg & 

McQuinn, 1986)—the current findings underscore that the mere trajectory of 

companionate love across time is not enough to predict the likelihood that a relationship 

will last and that individuals‘ initial levels of companionate love should also be taken into 

consideration.   

Considering Passionate Love and Companionate Love in Tandem 

Finally, the results of the hazard analysis highlight the importance of examining 

passionate love and companionate love simultaneously—a task that, until now, has been 

largely neglected.  Although the hypothesized interaction between the different varieties 

of love was confirmed, the extent to which the combined presence of passionate and 

companionate love protects individuals from dissolution was surprising.  Of course, the 
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notion that both passionate love and companionate love are essential in order for a 

relationship to survive is not new (e.g., Hendrick & Hendrick, 2000).  Although both 

passionate and companionate love continue to be important as relationships progress—

indeed, the combination of both is presumed to be the type of love that supports marriage 

and the family (Noller, 1996; Sprecher & Regan, 1998)—they may be especially 

necessary during the very early stages of relationship development, as they help to lay a 

strong foundation upon which relationships can mature.   

Notably, those who reported strong feelings of either passionate or companionate 

love had lower odds of dissolution compared to those who reported lower levels of both 

varieties of love, but neither variety of love, in isolation, conferred more of a protective 

benefit.  In other words, those who felt passionately about their partners but whose 

relationships were not supported by a backbone of emotional intimacy and connectedness 

were comparably likely to break up as those who felt emotionally attached to their 

partners but who lacked a romantic spark.  Despite the fact that these individuals have 

lower odds of dissolution compared to their counterparts who felt neither passionately nor 

companionately in love with their partners, they are still in far greater jeopardy of 

experiencing a breakup than they would be if the lacking variety of love were to develop.  

In Western societies, most individuals hope that their relationships comprise a healthy 

blend of the ecstasy of passionate love and the comfort of companionate love (Hatfield, 

1988), and thus relationships characterized by one but not both varieties of love may 

leave individuals feeling as though their partnerships are missing an essential ingredient.  

As Vohs and Baumeister (2004) put it, ―Few people would wish that their [relationships] 

would lack passion or fail to achieve intimacy.  Both emotional and sexual forms of 

passion and intimacy are desirable aspects of a good relationship‖ (p. 189)—so desirable, 

in fact, that a relationship lacking in either quality may be deemed unsustainable.  Thus, 
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the presence of passionate or companionate love may be enough to support early-stage 

dating relationships initially, but unless intimacy increases or desire develops, these 

relationships still run a considerable risk of dissolving. 

STRENGTHS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Although love scholars have long theorized about the manner in which passionate 

and companionate love change over time, the use of two-wave panel studies and the 

focus on established dyads (both marital and non-marital) have limited our understanding 

about the ways in which different varieties of love develop, particularly within early-

stage dating relationships.  Further, even though a substantial number of studies have 

demonstrated that individuals who report stronger feelings of love for their partners are 

typically less likely to experience the dissolution of their relationships (for a notable 

exception, see Huston et al., 2001), few have examined how changes in feelings of love 

are connected to relationship stability or instability, and even fewer have considered how 

passionate and companionate love operate in tandem to strengthen relationship stability.  

By tracking both passionate and companionate love at biweekly intervals over the course 

of several months, the current study made it possible to assess how feelings of passionate 

and companionate love change over time (and how other relationship-relevant factors 

qualify the temporal trajectory of love), identify prototypical patterns of development for 

both varieties of love, and gain a more comprehensive understanding of the association 

between love and relationship dissolution. 

Given the correlational nature of the data, however, it is impossible to determine 

why individuals‘ feelings of love showed certain patterns of development over time or if 

certain changes in love caused the relationship to be more or less stable.  This issue is 

perhaps best illustrated by the results of the growth curve analyses.  For instance, among 
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those who experienced the dissolution of their relationships, individuals who reported 

greater interest in breaking up with their partners showed pronounced declines in both 

passionate and companionate love across the course of the study.  Although it is possible 

that these individuals‘ waning feelings of love instilled less certainty in their 

relationships, it is also plausible that their desire to break up led to the erosion of love.  

Conversely, some other factor—such as poor communication—may have undermined 

their feelings of love and made them less eager to remain in their relationships.  Most 

likely, all three of these factors were at play.  Future research should work toward teasing 

apart these associations; the use of lagged analyses and meditational models may prove 

especially useful in helping to understand the processes through which the loss of love 

results in relationship termination.  Nevertheless, the use of multiple time points and 

repeated assessments of individuals‘ feelings of both passionate and companionate love 

represents a significant advance over past attempts to understand the connection between 

love and relationship dissolution. 

Although efforts were made to recruit participants soon after they entered into a 

relationship with their partners, future work should attempt to capture how feelings of 

love develop during the very early stages of romantic involvement.  Had more individuals 

joined the study within the first few weeks of the start of their relationships, a more 

complete and nuanced understanding of the initial trajectories of passionate and 

companionate love could have been obtained.  Moreover, the high levels of companionate 

love that individuals reported at baseline point toward the importance of identifying how 

these strong feelings arise so quickly.  Because early-stage relationships typically involve 

a plethora of opportunities to discover new information about one‘s partner and share 

new experiences together, the resultant rapid growth in intimacy may make individuals 

feel extremely close to their partners, when in truth, closeness and intimacy may continue 
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to deepen as partners‘ lives become increasingly intertwined.  In line with this 

perspective, Baumeister and Bratslavsky (1999) pointed out that, ―It is not entirely clear 

whether research participants would respond to a question about ‗feelings of intimacy‘ in 

terms of intimacy per se or change in intimacy.  One may thus ‗feel‘ intimate when 

intimacy is rising rather than when it has leveled off at a high level‖ (pp. 54–55).  It is 

also possible that individuals conceptualize their feelings of closeness and intimacy 

differently during the initial stages of involvement compared to when their relationships 

are more established.  For instance, individuals in developing relationships may feel 

―loved and cared about‖ by their partners because any accompanying feelings of passion 

on the part of their partners may promote heightened idealization and proximity-seeking 

behaviors, whereas individuals in relationships of longer duration may also feel ―loved 

and cared about‖ because their partners have proved to be consistently responsive over 

the course of their relationships.  Although researchers have begun to pay closer attention 

to how both passionate and companionate love have been operationalized (e.g., Masuda, 

2003)—with a special emphasis on avoiding the intermingling of attitudinal items and 

relationship-specific items (see Berscheid, 2010)—the current work highlights the 

importance of examining how individuals‘ understanding and experience of passionate 

and companionate love changes over time. 

In addition to recruiting individuals closer to the start of their relationships, 

providing incentives to complete assessments at standard intervals of time and 

strengthening retention efforts may also be useful.  Although the statistical methods 

employed in the current study help to ameliorate the effects of irregular response times 

(e.g., by including the amount of time that passed between each assessment as a covariate 

in the hazard models) and missing data (e.g., through the use of imputation techniques in 

the first two sets of analyses and artificial censoring in the hazard models), one cannot 
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guarantee that these approaches perfectly capture the true trajectory of love over time (for 

instance, the results of the growth curve analyses utilizing multiple imputation techniques 

produced a somewhat different pattern of results compared to those that did not1); as 

such, they represent a less than ideal manner of dealing with such methodological issues.  

By increasing incentives to complete each assessment on time, one might avoid the need 

to artificially censor data when conducting survival analyses and reduce the percent of 

imputed data in the latent class growth analyses (although the automatically imputed data 

for those who experienced a breakup would remain a potential issue).  Nevertheless, the 

techniques used in the current study represent the best available means for addressing 

such data integrity issues, and the extensive follow-up analyses that were conducted 

provide reasonable confidence that the pattern of results represents individuals‘ actual 

experiences. 

Future work would also benefit from the participation of both couple members.  

The availability of dyadic data would shed additional light on the temporal development 

of passionate and companionate love, as well as the connection between love and 

relationship dissolution.  For instance, the use of actor-partner models would allow one to 

examine whether individuals‘ developing feelings of love vary depending on their 

partners‘ levels of passionate and companionate love.  Although partners typically report 

                                                 
1 As described in Appendix B, multiple imputation techniques were only used for the growth curve models 

involving those who stayed together with their partners throughout the course of the study.  The results that 

follow describe the pattern of results that emerged when the imputed values for the categorical variables 

(i.e., gender and long-distance status) were rounded to the nearest whole value, and only the results for 

which the significance level changed are presented.  For passionate love, the main effect for the amount of 

time individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved declined to marginal 

significance (p = .10), the main effect for long-distance status became non-significant (p = .13), and the 

main effect for age emerged as marginally significant (p = .10).  Although the interaction terms for Time × 

Time Known and Time
2
 × Time Known remained significant, both were attenuated (ps = .02 and .04, 

respectively).  For companionate love, the main effect of age was reduced to marginal significance (p = 

.06), and the main effect of passionate love declined to non-significance (p = .89).  What‘s more, neither of 

the interaction terms involving passionate love emerged as significant (Time × Passionate Love: p = .08; 

Time
2
 × Passionate Love: p = .13). 
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comparably strong feelings of love (e.g., Attridge et al., 1995), it remains unclear whether 

one‘s partner‘s feelings of love influence the trajectory of one‘s own feelings of love over 

time.  Relatedly, assessing both partners‘ intensity of love would allow one to examine 

whether couple members‘ love for one another interact to predict the likelihood of 

dissolution.  In short, the use of dyadic data would push the study of love in new and 

exciting directions. 

Although I examined the influence of a variety of factors that were suspected to 

impact both the development of love over time and relationship stability, the range of 

variables that was considered was by no means exhaustive.  For instance, Le and 

colleagues (2010) found that, besides love, a number of relational, external, and 

personality measures—such as commitment, inclusion of other in the self, satisfaction, 

perception of alternatives, investments, and attachment style—were important predictors 

of relationship dissolution.  Although follow-up analyses indicated that these variables 

did not influence the results of the survival analyses,2 and the results of the logistic 

regressions were only slightly affected by the inclusion of these variables,3 a full 

                                                 
2 Follow-up analyses indicated that commitment, inclusion of other in the self, satisfaction, investments, 

and attachment style did not significantly predict the hazard of dissolution (ps ranged from .27–.77).  

Although individuals‘ perception of alternatives was significantly and positively related to the hazard of 

dissolution (p = .03)—and its inclusion reduced to non-significance the effects for (1) the amount of time 

individuals knew their partners prior to becoming romantically involved and (2) the number of days that 

passed between the start of individuals‘ relationships and their completion of the baseline questionnaire (ps 

= .14 and .16, respectively)—the results for companionate love, passionate love, and their interaction were 

not affected by its inclusion (ps = .55, .07, and .009, respectively). 
3 For the logistic regressions for passionate love, individuals‘ perception of alternatives and investments 

were significantly related to the likelihood of dissolution (ps = .006 and .002, respectively); the inclusion of 

these variables also brought the amount of time individuals knew their partners to marginal significance (p 

= .08).  The inclusion of these variables slightly changed the substantive results; specifically, the significant 

differences between individuals in Trajectory 1 (―Low, Stable Level of Passionate Love‖) and those in 

Trajectories 4 (―Mid-Range, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) and 8 (―Highest, Increasing Level of 

Passionate Love‖) declined to marginal significance (ps = .08 and .06, respectively).  Similarly, the 

significant difference observed between those in Trajectory 6 (―Somewhat High, Declining Level of 

Passionate Love‖) and those in Trajectory 8 (―Highest, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) decreased to 

marginal significance (p = .07).  Moreover, the marginal difference found between those in Trajectory 4 

(―Mid-Range, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) and those in Trajectory 6 (―Somewhat High, 
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investigation of the potential moderating roles these variables may play with respect to 

the likelihood of dissolution or the temporal trajectory of love was beyond the scope of 

the current study, as such an undertaking would have detracted from the main objective 

of mapping the course of passionate and companionate love over time and providing a 

clear picture of the link between feelings of passionate love, companionate love, and the 

probability of dissolution.  Nevertheless, whether the combined impact these variables 

shapes the development of love over time or impacts the likelihood of breakup remains 

an important question and promises to be a fruitful avenue for future research. 

Another potential limitation of the current study is the relative homogeneity of the 

sample.  For the most part, participants were young, White, well-educated, and lived in a 

relatively affluent urban area.  Although demographic factors generally do not exert 

much influence on the experience of love (e.g., Hendrick & Hendrick, 2006b; Paterson, 

2008), age, race, and socioeconomic indicators are consistently strong predictors of 

relationship stability (e.g., White, 1990).  Even if feelings of love develop in much the 

same way irrespective of individuals‘ backgrounds or life stages, it would be useful to 

examine whether such factors, considered in combination with passionate and 

companionate love, maintain their predictive strength with respect to the likelihood of 

dissolution.  It is particularly important to assess whether the current pattern of results 

emerges within a more culturally diverse sample, as love is, to some extent, a socially 

                                                                                                                                                 
Declining Level of Passionate Love‖) decreased to non-significance (p = .12), but the non-significant 

difference between those in Trajectory 2 (―Lowest, Sharply Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) and 

those in Trajectory 4 (―Mid-Range, Increasing Level of Passionate Love‖) became significant (p = .05), 

such that the odds of individuals in Trajectory 4 experiencing a dissolution were 5.32 times greater than 

those in Trajectory 2.  In the follow-up logistic regressions for companionate love, individuals‘ perception 

of alternatives, anxious attachment, and avoidant attachment emerged as at least marginally significant (ps 

ranged from .005 to .10).  By including these variables, the marginal difference between Trajectory 4 

(―Moderate, Declining Level of Companionate Love‖) and Trajectory 6 (―High, Slightly Increasing Level 

of Companionate Love‖) increased to statistical significance (p = .04), with the odds of those in Trajectory 

4 experiencing the dissolution of their relationships being 2.97 times higher than those of their counterparts 

in Trajectory 6.  
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constructed phenomenon (Beall & Sternberg, 1995).  As such, it is possible that the 

manner in which feelings of passionate and companionate love develop over time—or the 

extent to which the presence or absence of love impacts relationship stability—will be 

informed by the environment within which the individual is situated.  For instance, by 

conducting a series of interviews with married couples in the United States and Japan, 

Ingersoll-Dayton and colleagues (1996) found that Americans shared a sense of 

togetherness and companionship with their partners from the start of their marriages, but 

for Japanese couples, intimacy tended to develop well after their wedding dates.  Based 

on their findings, one might expect that Japanese individuals would report lower levels of 

companionate love at the start of their relationships and exhibit a slower increase in such 

feelings over time relative to Americans. Thus, a necessary next step is determining 

whether the pattern of results obtained in the current study extends not only to the 

average American but to individuals worldwide. 

FINAL THOUGHTS 

In their recent review of the literature on the psychology of love, Reis and Aron 

(2008) emphasized that ―psychological scientists have made considerable progress in 

studying love in the past few decades, to the point where love may no longer be as 

mysterious or elusive as is commonly assumed….the scientific study of love is alive, 

well, and thriving‖ (pp. 80–81).  Undoubtedly, the study of love is no longer in its 

infancy (see Rubin, 1988).  Taxonomies of love abound, individual differences in the 

experience of love have been expounded upon, and the biological correlates of love have 

been more or less identified.  Despite the increasing amount of attention paid to this all-

important construct, scholars studying love continue to rely predominantly on theory 

when it comes to discussing the manner in which love changes over time.   Just a few 
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short years ago, Berscheid (2010) highlighted the persistent need for an empirically-

validated temporal theory of love: ―The scientific dictum that the dynamics of a 

phenomenon are best understood when it is in the process of change and the fact that 

relationships are temporal, and thus the phenomena within them change over time, 

suggest that a temporal approach to the study of love would be profitable‖ (p. 21).  

Perhaps the lack of empirical attention that has been devoted to the subject is because 

funders have continued to maintain a tight grip on their wallets when it comes to the 

study of romantic love, making it unnecessarily difficult for researchers to conduct large-

scale longitudinal investigations targeting the development of love over time.  Perhaps it 

is because most scholars mistakenly assume that the temporal course of love was mapped 

out long ago.  Most likely, both factors are at play.  The end result is that the study of 

love lingers in an extended adolescence. 

 Existing research on the connection between love and dissolution, while not as 

sparse as research on the trajectory of love over time, also has its limitations.  Although 

both passionate and companionate love are highly valued in both marital and nonmarital 

relationships, and the most successful relationships typically have elements of both, 

researchers have been surprised by the degree to which love contributes to relationship 

stability, often outshining other essential relational components, such as satisfaction, 

investments, and social network support (e.g., Le et al., 2010).  Despite the key role that 

love plays in protecting romantic partners from dissolution, the notion that passionate and 

companionate love may differentially contribute to relationship stability has only recently 

begun to receive empirical attention, and the possibility that different types of love 

interact to predict relationship outcomes has been neglected entirely. 

Although additional research is clearly needed, the current findings represent an 

important first step toward understanding the development of passionate and 
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companionate love in early-stage romantic relationships, as well as highlighting the 

importance of considering both varieties of love simultaneously.  Not only did the 

temporal course of love differ for those who remained together across the first few 

months of dating compared to those who experienced a breakup during this period of 

time, but additional factors—such as gender, the amount of time individuals knew their 

partners prior to becoming romantically involved, and the extent to which individuals 

wanted to break up with their partners—also had an impact on the ways in which 

passionate and companionate love developed over time.  Even though the trajectories of 

both passionate and companionate love proved to be quite heterogeneous—with some 

individuals‘ feelings of love strengthening over time, others experiencing declines, and 

still others showing stable levels of passionate and companionate love—the patterns of 

development that emerged told a relatively straightforward story when considered in 

connection to relationship dissolution: In general, those who showed increases in 

passionate and companionate love were more likely to stay together with their partners 

compared to those whose feelings of love waned over time.  Also not surprisingly, to the 

extent that individuals who were high in passionate love also reported stronger feelings of 

companionate love, they showed a dramatically reduced likelihood of dissolution.  

However, considering that those who reported strong feelings of only one variety of love 

were far more likely to experience a breakup, these findings highlight the necessity of 

considering passionate and companionate love in tandem in order to accurately assess 

individuals‘ risk of dissolution. 

Although the last few decades have borne a greater understanding of the 

psychology of love, when it comes to the temporal development of passionate and 

companionate love and their connection to dissolution, the labor of love is just beginning.  

Only by regularly revisiting our basic assumptions regarding the ways in which love 
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develops and serves to protect and preserve our relationships will the study of love 

continue to flourish.  Indeed, the current findings underscore the importance of 

cultivating a more nuanced understanding of the temporal course of both passionate and 

companionate love, particularly with respect to early-stage romantic relationships, and 

further demonstrate that the joint consideration of passionate and companionate love is 

necessary in order to properly predict the likelihood of dissolution.   
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Appendix A:  Measures Used in the Current Study 

 

ITEMS USED TO CAPTURE PASSIONATE AND COMPANIONATE LOVE 

Passionate Love (s ranged from .53 to .73)  

Participants reported on their feelings of passionate love for their partners during the baseline assessment, 

the biweekly assessments, and the final assessment (for those who stayed together: Ms ranged from 6.28 to 

7.85, SDs ranged from 1.34 to 1.66, Range = 1.00–9.00; for those who experienced a breakup: Ms ranged 

from 4.50 to 6.43, SDs ranged from .71 to 2.12, Range = 1.00–9.00). 

 

 

     1           2     3       4   5       6           7             8      9 
Strongly                    Moderately               Neither Agree              Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree                          Disagree                 Nor Disagree             Agree    Agree 

1. I eagerly look for signs indicating [PARTNER‘S NAME]‘s desire for me. 

 

2. Sometimes I feel I can‘t control my thoughts; they are obsessively on [PARTNER‘S 

NAME]. 

 

3. I possess a powerful attraction for [PARTNER‘S NAME]. 

 

Companionate Love (s ranged from .61 to .83) 

Participants reported on their feelings of companionate love for their partners during the baseline 

assessment, the biweekly assessments, and the final assessment (for those who stayed together: Ms 

ranged from 7.96 to 8.48, SDs ranged from .60 to 1.21, Range =1.00–9.00; for those who experienced a 

breakup: Ms ranged from 3.33 to 7.81, SDs ranged from 1.00 to 2.59, Range = 1.00–9.00). 

 

     1           2     3       4   5       6           7             8      9 
Strongly                    Moderately               Neither Agree              Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree                          Disagree                 Nor Disagree             Agree    Agree 

1. I feel loved and cared about by [PARTNER‘S NAME]. 

 

2. I feel a lot of closeness and intimacy in our relationship. 

 

3. The companionship I share with [PARTNER‘S NAME] is an important part of my 

love for [him/her]. 
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ITEMS USED TO CALCULATE RELATIONSHIP LENGTH AND RELATIONSHIP STATUS 

Relationship Length  

Participants provided the date their relationship began (Question #1) during the prescreening 

assessment.  Questions #2–3 were assessed during the baseline questionnaire, the biweekly 

questionnaires, and the final assessment.  Question #4 was assessed during the biweekly questionnaires 

and the final assessment.  For those who stayed together, their relationship lengths ranged from .20 to 

16.50 months (M = 7.31, SD = 2.13), and for those who experienced a breakup, their relationship 

lengths ranged from .30 to 13.71 months (M = 4.84, SD = 2.35). 

1. To the best of your knowledge, on what day did your dating relationship with 

[PARTNER’S NAME] begin?    

Month: ___________________  Day: _________ Year: _____________ 

 

2. In the last survey, you indicated that you were romantically involved with 

[PARTNER’S NAME].  As of today, are you still romantically involved with 

[PARTNER’S NAME]? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

3. Date the survey was completed 

Month: ___________________  Day: _________ Year: _____________ 

 

4. To the best of your knowledge, what was the exact date the breakup of your 

relationship with [PARTNER’S NAME] became official?  In other words, what day 

did one or both of you make it clear that the romantic relationship was over? 

Month: ___________________  Day: _________ Year: _____________ 

 

Relationship Status 

Participants reported on their relationship status during the biweekly questionnaires and the final 

assessment. 

1. In the last survey, you indicated that you were romantically involved with 

[PARTNER’S NAME].  As of today, are you still romantically involved with 

[PARTNER’S NAME]? 

a. Yes 

b. No 
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ITEMS USED TO MEASURE THE COVARIATES 

The Amount of Time Participants Knew Their Partners Prior to Becoming 

Romantically Involved  

Participants provided the date that they met their partners and the date that their relationships began 

during the prescreening assessment.  The average amount of time that individuals knew their partners 

prior to dating was 16.73 months (SD = 28.39, Range = 0.00–243.97). 

1. To the best of your knowledge, on what day did you first meet [PARTNER’S 

NAME]? 

Month: ___________________ Day: _________ Year: _____________ 

 

2. To the best of your knowledge, on what day did your dating relationship with 

[PARTNER’S NAME] begin?   

Month: ___________________ Day: _________ Year: _____________ 

 

Age  

Participants reported their age during the prescreening assessment (M = 20.49, SD = 1.84, Range = 

18–25). 

1. What is your age?  ____________ 

 

Long-Distance Status 

Participants indicated whether their relationships were long-distance during the baseline assessment. 

1. Is your current romantic relationship long-distance? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

Biological Sex 

Participants indicated their biological sex during the prescreening assessment. 

1. What is your sex? 

a. Male 

b. Female 
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Desire to Break Up and Perceptions of Partners’ Desire to Break Up  

Participants reported on the degree to which they wanted to break up with their partners and their 

perceptions of their partners’ desire to break up during the follow-up assessment in which they reported 

experiencing a breakup.  To ease interpretation, participants’ responses were reverse-coded 

(Participants’ desire to break up: M = 2.79, SD = 1.27, Range = 1.00–5.00; Perceptions of partners’ 

desire to break up: M = 2.29, SD = 1.04, Range = 1.00–4.00). 

 

      1                   2                   3                     4                5        
   Extremely   Very Much    Somewhat  Not Very Much  Not at all 

1. How much did you want the breakup to happen? 

2. How much did [PARTNER’S NAME] want the breakup to happen? 

 

Number of Days Between Assessments 

The average number of days that passed between assessments was 16.90 days (SD = 8.04, Range = 0–

95.  These values are for those assessments which were included in the hazard models; the descriptive 

statistics for the overall sample can be found in the main text. 

1. Date the survey was completed 

Month: ___________________ Day: _________ Year: _____________ 

 

Number of Days Between Start of Relationship and Baseline Assessment  

Participants provided the date they began dating their partners during the prescreening questionnaire.  

The average number of days that passed between the start of individuals’ dating relationships and their 

completion of the baseline questionnaire was 98.52 days (SD = 51.81, Range = 6–205). 

1. To the best of your knowledge, on what day did your dating relationship with 

[PARTNER’S NAME] begin?   

Month: ___________________ Day: _________ Year: _____________ 

2. Date the baseline survey was completed 

Month: ___________________ Day: _________ Year: _____________ 
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ITEMS USED TO MEASURE THE COVARIATES USED IN THE FOLLOW-UP ANALYSES 

Inclusion of Other in the Self (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992) 

Participants completed this item during the baseline assessment.  The first image (where the circles are 

completely separate) was scored as 1, and the last image (where the circles are almost completely 

overlapping) was scored as 7 (M = 4.27, SD = 1.45, Range = 1.00–7.00). 

 

 

 

 

Commitment (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998) 

Participants reported on their level of commitment during the baseline assessment (M = 8.07, SD = 

1.27, Range = 1.00–9.00). 

 

     1           2     3       4   5       6           7             8      9 
Strongly                    Moderately               Neither Agree              Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree                          Disagree                 Nor Disagree             Agree    Agree 

1. I am committed to maintaining my relationship with [PARTNER’S NAME]. 

 

2. I want our relationship to last for a very long time. 
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Satisfaction (Rusbult et al., 1998) 

Participants reported on their level of satisfaction during the baseline assessment (M = 8.16, SD = 1.13, 

Range = 3.00–9.00). 

     1           2     3       4   5       6           7             8      9 
Strongly                    Moderately               Neither Agree              Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree                          Disagree                 Nor Disagree             Agree    Agree 

1. Our relationship makes me very happy. 

 

 

Alternatives (Rusbult et al., 1998) 

Participants reported on their perception of alternatives during the baseline assessment (M = 4.28, SD 

= 1.96, Range = 1.00–9.00). 

     1           2     3       4   5       6           7             8      9 
Strongly                    Moderately               Neither Agree              Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree                          Disagree                 Nor Disagree             Agree    Agree 

1. My alternatives are attractive to me (dating another, spending time with friends or 

on my own, etc.). 

 

2. The people other than [PARTNER’S NAME] with whom I might become 

involved are very appealing. 

 

Investments (Rusbult et al., 1998) 

Participants reported on their level of investments during the baseline assessment (M = 6.48, SD = 1.85, 

Range = 1.00–9.00). 

     1           2     3       4   5       6           7             8      9 
Strongly                    Moderately               Neither Agree              Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree                          Disagree                 Nor Disagree             Agree    Agree 

1. I have put a great deal into our relationship that I would lose if the relationship 

were to end. 

 

2. Compared to other people I know, I have invested a great deal in my relationship 

with [PARTNER’S NAME]. 
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Avoidant Attachment (α = .92; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) 

Participants responded to the following items during the baseline assessment (M = 3.28, SD = 1.32, 

Range = 1.06–6.83).  Items marked with an asterisk (*) were reverse-coded. 

 

     1           2     3       4   5       6           7             8      9 
Strongly                    Moderately               Neither Agree              Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree                          Disagree                 Nor Disagree             Agree    Agree 

 

1. I prefer not to show my partner how I feel deep down. 

 

2. *I am very comfortable being close to my partner. 

 

3. Just when my partner starts to get close to me, I find myself pulling away. 

 

4. I get uncomfortable when my partner wants to be very close. 

 

5. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to my partner. 

 

6. I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back. 

 

7. I am nervous when my partner gets too close to me. 

 

8. *I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner. 

 

9. I try to avoid getting too close to my partner. 

 

10. *I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner. 

 

11. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on my partner. 

 

12. I prefer not to be too close to my partner. 

 

13. *I tell my partner just about everything. 

 

14. *I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 

 

15. *I feel comfortable depending on my partner. 
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16. *I don’t mind asking my partner for comfort, advice, or help. 

 

17. *It helps to turn to my partner in times of need. 

 

18. *I turn to my partner for many things, including comfort and reassurance. 

 

Anxious Attachment (α = .89; Brennan et al., 1998) 

Participants responded to the following items during the baseline assessment (M = 4.67, SD = 1.38, 

Range = 1.00–8.33).  Items marked with an asterisk (*) were reverse-coded. 

 

     1           2     3       4   5       6           7             8      9 
Strongly                    Moderately               Neither Agree              Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree                          Disagree                 Nor Disagree             Agree    Agree 

 

1. I worry about being abandoned. 

 

2. I worry a lot about my relationship. 

 

3. I worry that my partner won’t care about me as much as I care about him/her. 

 

4. I worry a fair amount of losing my partner. 

 

5. I often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for 

him/her. 

 

6. I often want to merge completely with my partner, and this sometimes scares 

him/her away. 

 

7. I worry about being alone. 

 

8. My desire to be very close sometimes scares my partner away. 

 

9. I need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my partner. 

 

10. Sometimes I feel that I force my partner to show more feeling, more commitment. 

 

11. *I do not often worry about being abandoned. 
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12. If I can’t get my partner to show interest in me, I get upset or angry. 

 

13. I find that my partner doesn’t want to get as close as I would like. 

 

14. When I’m not involved in a relationship, I feel somewhat anxious and insecure. 

 

15. I get frustrated when my partner is not around as much as I would like. 

 

16. I get frustrated if my partner is not available when I need him/her. 

 

17. When my partner disapproves of me, I feel really bad about myself. 

 

18. I resent it when my partner spends time away from me. 
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Appendix B:  Examining the Fit of the Growth Curve Models 

PASSIONATE LOVE AMONG THOSE WHO STAYED TOGETHER 

The fit statistics for the passionate love models involving those who stayed 

together throughout the course of the study can be found in Table A.  The top part of the 

table displays the fit indices for the models presented in the text.  However, because each 

of these models does not contain the same number of cases, it is inappropriate to compare 

the fit of these models.  Thus, three additional sets of analyses were conducted.  In the 

first set of analyses (presented in the second part of Table A), multiple imputation 

techniques were used to address the issue of missing data.  These results suggest that the 

final model does indeed provide the best fit for the data, Deviance: 
2
(8) = 116.6, p < 

.001; both the AIC and BIC values also indicate that the quadratic function is a much 

better fit for the data than a linear function (according to the criteria outlined by Raftery, 

1995).  However, because STATA‘s multiple imputation method does not accurately 

estimate values for categorical variables, another series of analyses were conducted in 

which the imputed values for long-distance status were rounded to the nearest whole 

number (i.e., 0 or 1).  The results of these analyses (presented in the third part of Table A) 

paint a similar picture to the results of the imputed data: the deviance statistic, AIC, and 

BIC all indicate that the quadratic function fits the data better than a linear function.  

Finally, a fourth series of analyses was conducted, in which long-distance status was 

excluded from the analysis.  These results (shown in the bottom section of Table A) are 

consistent with those described above.  Across all models, results indicated that a 

quadratic function provided the best fit for the data. 
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Table A. Comparison of the Goodness-of-Fit Statistics of the Growth Curve Models for 

Passionate Love, Involving Those Who Stayed Together 

 Model A Model B Model C Final Model 

Models Presented in Text 

Deviance 5528.0 5287.3 5200.9 5084.3 

AIC 5534.0 5299.3 5228.9 5126.3 

BIC 5542.8 5316.8 5269.6 5187.3 

N 137 137 135 135 

Multiple Imputation 

Deviance 7514.4 7370.1 7353.4 7258.9 

AIC 7520.4 7382.1 7381.4 7300.9 

BIC 7529.2 7399.7 7422.2 7362.2 

N 137 137 137 137 

Rounding Categorical Variables (i.e., Long-Distance Status) 

Deviance 7514.4 7370.1 7352.1 7257.7 

AIC 7520.4 7382.1 7380.1 7299.7 

BIC 7529.2 7399.7 7420.9 7300.1 

N 137 137 137 137 

Dropping Categorical Variables (i.e., Long-Distance Status) 

Deviance 7514.4 7370.1 7354.7 7260.4 

AIC 7520.4 7382.1 7376.7 7294.4 

BIC 7529.2 7399.7 7376.8 7344.0 

N 137 137 137 137 

Note. Model A = Unconditional means model. Model B = Unconditional growth model. 

 

COMPANIONATE LOVE AMONG THOSE WHO STAYED TOGETHER 

 According to the fit statistics for the models presented in the text (provided in the 

top section of Table B), the final model provided a better fit for the data, based on both 

the deviance statistic, 
2
(7) = 22.6, p = .002, and the AIC.  The BIC, however, indicated 

that the linear model with the full range of covariates was a better fit for the data than its 

quadratic counterpart. 

Because the fit statistics could not be compared across all four models due to the 

varying number of cases included in each analysis, three additional analyses were 
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Table B. Comparison of the Goodness-of-Fit Statistics of the Growth Curve Models for 

Companionate Love, Involving Those Who Stayed Together 

 Model A Model B Model C Final Model 

Models Presented in Text 

Deviance 4544.1 4471.8 4402.5 4379.9 

AIC 4550.1 4483.8 4430.5 4421.9 

BIC 4558.9 4501.3 4471.2 4482.9 

N 137 137 135 135 

Multiple Imputation 

Deviance 6226.4 6181.1 6168.8 6155.3 

AIC 6232.4 6193.1 6196.8 6197.3 

BIC 6241.2 6210.7 6237.7 6258.7 

N 137 137 137 137 

Rounding Categorical Variables (i.e., Long-Distance Status) 

Deviance 6226.4 6181.1 6168.5 6155.0 

AIC 6232.4 6193.1 6196.5 6197.0 

BIC 6241.2 6210.7 6237.4 6258.3 

N 137 137 137 137 

Dropping Categorical Variables (i.e., Long-Distance Status) 

Deviance 6226.4 6181.1 6169.3 6156.0 

AIC 6232.4 6193.1 6191.3 6190.0 

BIC 6241.2 6210.7 6223.4 6239.6 

N 137 137 137 137 

Note. Model A = Unconditional means model. Model B = Unconditional growth model. 

 

conducted.  These analyses were analogous to those conducted for passionate love 

involving the individuals who stayed together throughout the course of the study.  Results 

using the imputed data (provided in the second part of Table B) indicated that the 

quadratic model was a somewhat better fit for the data, according to the deviance 

statistic, 
2
(7) = 13.5, p = .06.  The AIC indicated that the linear model was a slightly 

better fit for the data, however, and the BIC statistic indicated that the linear model was a 

substantially better fit.  When long-distance status was rounded to the nearest whole 

number or dropped from the model, both the deviance statistic and the AIC indicated that 

the data were better suited a for quadratic function than a linear function (although 

comparisons of the BIC values continued to indicate that the linear model was a better  
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Table C. Comparison of the Goodness-of-Fit Statistics of the Growth Curve Models for 

Passionate Love, Involving Those Who Broke Up 

 Model A Model B Final Model Model D 

Models Presented in Text 

Deviance 2435.8 2407.1 2186.6 2165.0 

AIC 2441.8 2419.1 2222.6 2219.0 

BIC 2449.5 2434.7 2268.2 2287.4 

N 98 98 93 93 

Deleted Cases 

Deviance 2010.9 1984.4 1944.3 1922.3 

AIC 2016.9 1996.4 1980.3 1974.3 

BIC 2024.2 2011.0 2024.3 2037.8 

N 85 85 85 85 

Note. Model A = Unconditional means model. Model B = Unconditional growth model. 

 

fit).  Because the majority of fit indices across these analyses suggested that the quadratic 

function was the best fit for the data, it was selected as the final model. 

PASSIONATE LOVE AMONG THOSE WHO BROKE UP 

 The top part of Table C shows the goodness-of-fit statistics for the models 

presented in the text for passionate love among individuals who broke up at some point 

over the course of the study.  Although the deviance statistic suggests that the final linear 

model is a better fit for the data than the quadratic function, 
2
(9) = 21.6, p = .01, and the 

BIC statistic provides additional supportive evidence, the AIC statistic indicates that the 

quadratic model is actually a better fit for the data.  

 To further explore this issue, an additional series of analyses were conducted in 

which cases who were missing values for the substantive predictor variables were 

excluded (multiple imputation techniques were not employed, as they would have 

inappropriately estimated values for individuals who had already broken up with their 

partners).  Results for this set of analyses are presented in the bottom half of Table C.  

Interestingly, all three fit statistics indicated that the quadratic function was a better fit for 
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the data than the linear function.  However, as with the results of the quadratic model 

presented in the text, none of the interactions with Time
2
 emerged as even marginally 

significant (ps ranged from .12 to .81).  Once the non-significant terms were dropped 

from the ―final‖ quadratic model for this dataset, all three fit statistics markedly increased 

(suggesting the full quadratic model was a better fit for the data).  However, the 

goodness-of-fit of the reduced model did not differ from that of the linear model 

involving the full range of covariates, according to the deviance statistic, 
2
(5) = 3.9, p = 

.56 (although the AIC and BIC statistics both suggest that the reduced model is a better 

fit for the data).  Importantly, conducting a comparable comparison across models using 

the full sample of available data would have inappropriate, as the reduced model did not 

have the same number of cases. 

 Because the two of the three fit indices for the models that are presented in the 

text were significantly better for the linear model compared to the quadratic model—and 

because the results of the linear model made theoretical sense—I selected this model as 

the final model. 

COMPANIONATE LOVE AMONG THOSE WHO BROKE UP 

 Based on the goodness-of-fit statistics for the models presented in the text (see the 

top panel of Table D), the quadratic model provides a better fit for the data, according to 

both the deviance statistic, 
2
(8) = 29.7, p < .001, and the AIC.  The BIC statistic, on the 

other hand, suggests that a linear functional form is more appropriate for the data. 

When cases that were missing values for the substantive predictors were dropped 

from the analysis, a similar pattern of results emerged (see the bottom panel of Table D).  

Specifically, both the deviance statistic, 
2
(8) = 25.8, p = .001, and the AIC indicated that 

the quadratic model was more appropriate, and the BIC statistic suggested that the linear 

model was a better fit for the data.  Because the majority of fit statistics indicated that the  
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Table D. Comparison of the Goodness-of-Fit Statistics of the Growth Curve Models for 

Companionate Love, Involving Those Who Broke Up 

 Model A Model B Final Model Model D 

Models Presented in Text 

Deviance 2438.9 2375.2  2169.3  2139.6 

AIC 2444.9 2387.2  2205.3  2193.6 

BIC 2452.7 2402.7 2250.9 2262.0 

N 98 98 93 93 

Deleted Cases 

Deviance 2044.4 1994.8 1950.6 1924.8 

AIC 2050.4 2006.8 1986.6 1968.8 

BIC 2057.7 2021.5 2030.6 2022.6 

N 85 85 85 85 

Note. Model A = Unconditional means model. Model B = Unconditional growth model. 

 

data were better captured by a quadratic model, this functional form was selected as the 

final model. 
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