
Non-Verbal Affection and its association with various relationship archetypes 

As Affifi and Guerrero (2000) point out, human beings feel a powerful and almost 

compelling need to form relationships with others. It is through these relationships that 

we acquire and display feelings of connectedness and understanding (Cahn, 1990). 

Individuals satisfy their basic interpersonal needs of relatedness (Alderfer, 1972), 

inclusion or affection (Schutz, 1966) and esteem or belongingness (Maslow, 1968) 

through their relationships. Moreover, as a result of its nature, romantic relationships 

represent a type of relationship where individuals might seek to satisfy a great number of 

needs as well as a way of feeling connected with another person. Therefore, looking at 

how people are in romantic relationships can provide us with a view of how likely they 

are to be successful in those relationships.    

Romantic relationships become increasingly important over the course of 

adolescence (Richards, Crowe, Larson, & Swarr, 1998) and have been linked to both 

positive (Moore & Leung, 2002) and negative (Joyner & Udry, 2000; Wenz, 1979) 

outcomes, depending on the qualities of relationships. These relationships appear to be 

important domains for developing adult-like relationships skills (Furman & Shaffer, 

2003) and, in fact, have been linked to qualities of subsequent marital relationships 

(Furman & Flanagan, 1997; Hare, Miga, & Allen, 2009). The ability to enter and sustain 

an intimate heterosexual relationship with another person is a major criterion of adult 

adjustment (Furman, Brown, & Feiring, 1999; Inge Seiffge-Krenke, 2003). 

The way two people interact can either ignite of extinguish future romance 

(Davis, 1973). Couples’ communication is associated with what partners think about each 

other, how they generally behave toward each other, and how they feel about the 



relationship. Patterns of interactions can even determine whether a relationship continues 

or ends (Gottman, 1994). In short, communication not only reflects romantic 

relationships, it defines them (Duck, 1994; Kanpp, 1984; Vangelisti, 2002). According to 

the theory of romantic development put forth by Furman and Wehner (1997), romantic 

relationships involve the integration of attachment, affiliative, care-giving, and sexual 

reproductive behavioural systems. As a result of these researchers writings, it would be 

easy to assume that relationship qualities such as affection, attachment, connectedness, 

and communication should be related to one another. The basic purpose of the following 

manuscript is to test this assumption.   

Affectionate Communication 

Affectionate communication is often something that humans take for granted. But 

levels of affectionate communication can influence our daily lives through emotional and 

physical health, relationship satisfaction and stress levels. Affectionate communication is 

"those behaviors through which people convey feelings of love, fondness and 

appreciation to others." (Hesse, Floyd 2008) Not only is affectionate communication 

important to relationship satisfaction, it is also an important part of developmental 

psychological process (Harlow, 1974). One prominent theory mentioned in regards to 

affectionate communication is the affection exchange theory. This neo-Darwinism 

theory's major assumption is "that individuals are constantly driven toward two 

superordinate goals - survival and procreation- and that affection communication can 

ultimately serve either or both goals." (Floyd, 2009) This theory assumes that all humans 

are born with the innate need to give and receive affection, but that fulfilling this need 

can be adapted to the superordinate goals of survival and reproduction. Affection 



Exchange Theory also maintains that affectionate communication is “an adaptive 

mechanism for promoting the development of pair bonds.” (Hesse and Floyd 2004)  

Affection has been shown to be important to developmental psychological 

processes (Harlow, 1974). Floyd and Voloudakis state that “affectionate communication 

is critical for the development, definition, and maintenance of personal relationships” 

(1999), while Booth-Butterfield and Trotta mention that affection is important when 

expressing love in romantic relationships (1994). Affection also plays a central role in the 

development of adult attachment styles (Ozen, 2004). 

Punyanunt-Carter (2004) examined the link between reported affectionate 

communication and reported satisfaction in married and dating couples. Her results 

indicated that people in dating relationships reported significantly more nonverbal 

behaviors than did people in married couples. Overall, people in dating relationships 

reported significantly more verbal communication than did people in marriages. 

However, people in marriages reported more Supportive Affectionate Communication 

than people in dating relationships.  

Floyd et al. (2009) investigated the biological ramifications of affection and found 

that increased kissing led to decreases in total cholesterol and perceived stress. It was also 

found that increased kissing improved lipid values, and the authors suggest that kissing 

may have a possible use “as an ancillary nonpharmacological option for treating mild 

hypercholesterolemia, in concert with traditional interventions” (p. 128).  

In a separate study, Floyd (1997) examined the influence of individuals’ 

affectionate behaviors and their expectations for appropriate affectionate behavior, within 

the context of close friendships. Results indicate that sex and sex composition influenced 



expectancies for affectionate communication. Women thought of themselves as being 

more affectionate than men, and expressions of affection (EAs) were considered more 

appropriate for women than men. Male-male relationships engaged in fewer EAs when 

compared to female-female and opposite-sex dyads. EAs were also considered less 

appropriate for male-male dyads.  

Results also showed that biological sex exerts an influence on expectancies for 

how intensely affection is communicated in friendships. Male-male dyads engaged in less 

intense EAs than individuals in female-female or opposite-sex dyads. EAs of higher 

intensity were considered less appropriate for male-male dyads as opposed to the other 

two sex compositions. EAs were considered to be less important in male-male 

relationships than in the other two sex compositions as well. 

Floyd and Hesse (2008) researched whether alexithymia, a condition that hinders 

an individual’s ability to both experience and express emotion, “hinders the ability to 

experience the emotion of affection and the tendencies to encode affectionate messages 

and accurately decode affectionate messages received from others” (p. 797). Results 

indicated that “alexithymia was inversely related to affectionate experience, happiness, 

use of nonverbal immediacy cues, affectionate communication in close relationships, and 

closeness in close relationships” (p. 805). It was positively related to depression and 

stress (805). Affectionate experience had a strong mediating effect on the relationship 

between alexithymia and both relational closeness and the amount of affectionate 

communication expressed in a close relationship. It also had a partially mediating effect 

on the relationship between alexithymia and happiness, immediacy behaviors, and 



depression. However, affectionate experience did not mediate the relationship between 

alexithymia and stress.  

Attachment Styles   

Adult attachment is a pattern of cognition, affect and behavior in intimate 

relationships that is generally regarded as a relatively stable characteristic of individuals 

(Pearce & Halford, 2008). It is a relatively stable individual difference associated with 

patterns of processing info about intimate relationships. Pearce and Halford proposed that 

attachment styles are a schema that guides how people attend to their relationships and 

events with attention directed toward stimuli that confirm individual’s views of 

themselves and their partners. Attachment styles can be conceptualized by individual 

differences variable that helps to explain a person’s most fundamental orientations 

toward forming close, secure attachments with others (Bello, Brandau-Brown, & 

Ragsdale, 2008). Our attachment style says who we are in our relationships; it is a stable 

characteristic that permeates our closest interpersonal relationships.   

Attachment styles are often studied alongside relationship dynamics such as 

jealousy, support seeking, self-disclosure (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994), 

positive/negative attributions, positive/negative communication (Pearce & Halford, 

2008), satisfaction, commitment, and communal strength (Bello, Brandau-Brown, & 

Ragsdale, 2008).  Attachment styles are seen as a contributing factor to many areas of 

communication research (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). 

Many researchers have spent time trying to understand how one’s attachment 

style is best measured: interview, observation, or self-report measures (Griffin & 

Bartholomew, 1994).  Griffin and Bartholomew elaborate on a categorization system that 



is often used when describing/labeling attachment styles (1994).  Bartholomew proposed 

that attachment styles can be expressed by assessing where people lie along a quadrant of 

cross-referenced dimensions: positivity/negativity of the self and positivity/negativity of 

the other/hypothetical partner (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994).  Positive self and positive 

other yields secure attachment, positive self and negative other yields dismissing 

(insecure) attachment, negative self and positive other yields preoccupied (insecure) 

attachment, and negative self and negative other yields fearful (insecure) attachment 

(Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994).  This is the most accepted, up-to-date categorization 

model for attachment styles (Bello, Brandau-Brown, & Ragsdale, 2008). 

In relationships, those with a secure attachment value intimacy and autonomy, 

and are better at developing and maintaining relationships than those that have one of the 

three kinds of insecure attachment.  Preoccupied attachment is also found to value 

intimacy, but these people are many times too dependent on a partner, often becoming 

clingy and obsessive.  People with fearful attachment desire intimacy; however, they 

often withdraw from a partner because they are too fearful of being hurt emotionally.  

Those who have dismissive attachment value autonomy over closeness with someone 

else (Bello, Brandau-Brown, & Ragsdale, 2008). 

Applying attachment styles to marital research has become a common practice.  

For example, Bello, Brandau-Brown, and Ragsdale sought to examine how attachment 

style, marital satisfaction, commitment, and communal strength impacted relational repair 

messages in relationships where both partners have been previously married (2008).  

They used attachment style as the primary variable to predict message interpretation 

among their "remarrieds".  They predicted that the positivity/negativity of others would 



be the most important aspect of attachment styles, saying that secure and preoccupied 

attachment would be closely related and fearful and dismissive attachment would be 

closely related in the outcomes of the study.  Commitment has been found to be an 

important variable when interpreting a marital partner's behaviors and messages; these 

researchers hoped to prove that highly committed individuals would engage in more 

repair strategies than moderate to low committed individuals.  Communal strength can be 

described simply as "felt obligation"; the researchers guessed that weaker communal 

strength would be more indicative of negative associations to a partner's repair attempts.  

Relational repair attempts are messages that are meant to put the relationship on a 

previously experienced successful track.  Research has already proven the usage and 

frequency of these messages in marital relationships.  In this study, repair message 

scenarios were written in one of two ways (clear or unclear) and the interpretations 

(honesty and politeness) of these messages were measured alongside satisfaction, 

attachment style, commitment, and communal strength.  The researchers found that 

secure and preoccupied attachment indicated a more positive interpretation of the repair 

message (more honest and more polite) than fearful and dismissive attachment.  They 

also found that satisfaction predicted the level of politeness attributed to the interpretation 

and that satisfaction, commitment, and communal strength were all predictors for the 

honesty attributions made to the interpretation (Bello, Brandau-Brown, & Ragsdale, 

2008). 

Pearce and Halford (2008) also studied attachment styles as they relate to negative 

couple communication, with attributions as a potential mediating variable.  The 

researchers focused on secure versus insecure attachment instead of all four 



categorizations of attachment; further, they looked at insecure attachment as being 

affected by anxiousness and avoidance.  The attributions are measures of interpretations 

of a marital partner's behaviors and/or messages.  Pearce and Halford acknowledged that 

relationships had already been found between insecure attachment and negative couple 

communication, insecure attachment and negative attributions, and negative attributions 

and negative couple communication.  They sought to prove that negative attributions 

serve as a mediating variable to insecure attachment and both self-reported and observed 

negative couple communication.  They used multiple measures to assess self-report data 

and observed data.  It was found that negative attributions were a partial mediating 

variable only for self-reported negative couple communication, and not for observed 

negative couple communication (Pearce & Halford, 2008). 

For both men and women the secure attachment style was associated with greater 

relationship interdependence (Simpson, 1990). Commitment, trust, and satisfaction where 

the anxious or avoidant communication styles, they were associated with less frequent 

positive emotions and more frequent negative emotions in the relationship (Simpson, 

1990). The reverse was true about of the secure style (Simpson, 1990). Follow up 

interviews revealed that among those individuals who disbanded, avoidant men 

experience significantly less post-dissolution emotional distress than did other people 

(Simpson, 1990). One salient individual difference in attachment styles are trait like in 

nature or whether they reflect unique person situation interactions (Simpson, 1990). 

Within-dyad results also revealed one reliable sex difference men’s standing on the 

anxious style did not convey with their female partner’s level of satisfaction with the 

relationship whereas women’s standing on the anxious style was negatively correlated 



with their male partners degree of satisfaction (Simpson, 1990) . Future research must 

determine whether the behavior of anxious women elicits lower satisfaction in their male 

partner, whether their partners lower satisfaction generates their anxious behavior, or 

whether additional variables account for these relations (Simpson, 1990). 

Sectret Tests 

Secret tests are defined as social strategies that people employ to acquire 

information about the state of a relationship (Baxter &Wilmot, 1984). Researchers have 

looked at secret test use, “within the context of platonic, romantic, and romantic potential 

relationships (Baxter & Wilmot, 1984).  Baxter and Wilmot had seven secret test 

categories. They include asking third parties, triangle tests, directness tests, separation 

tests, public presentation tests, endurance tests, and indirect suggestion tests. They found 

that females used more secret tests than males and that people in transitional relationships 

used more secret tests than those in stable relationships. 

Booth-Butterfield and Chory-Assad (2001) investigated the use of secret tests in 

the deteriorating romantic relationship as well as the role that self-esteem plays in this 

information gathering process. These authors found that individuals in deteriorating 

romantic relationships reported more frequent use of the rule deviation secret tests than 

did individuals in stable romantic relationships. Moreover, individuals with lower self-

esteem reported more frequent use of rule deviation tests than did those with higher self 

esteem. However, results of this investigation also found that neither relationship type nor 

self esteem was associated with secret test use when an individual’s desire for 

relationship disengagement was considered. Instead, wanting the relationship to break up 

was related to increased use of rule deviation tests, while not wanting the relationship to 



terminate was associated with increased overt action tests. These findings suggest that the 

primary goal of secret test use is not reducing relational uncertainty, but either 

maintaining or disengaging from relationships. 

Love Styles 

According to Levine, Strzyzewski Aune, and Park (2006), the idea behind love 

styles is that love means different things to different people. Individuals’ beliefs about 

love tend to fall under one or more of six basic types or styles. These beliefs are argued to 

shape how people approach and conduct their romantic relationships.  

Fitzpatrick (1988) developed the Relational Dimensions Instrument to centralize 

the issues that arise in interrelationships. The Relational Dimensions Instrument is 

composed of eight relational dimensions, one being Ideology of Traditionalism, which 

high scores indicate vigorous traditional values with conservative lifestyles. The second 

was Ideology of Uncertainty and Change. Those scoring high in this factor value 

openness and freedom in their relationships which is completely different from the first 

factor. The third factor, which is also the largest, is the Sharing Factor. This subscale 

indicates the couple wants a constant flow of communication and genuinely cares about 

each other. The next is Autonomy and those with elevated scores promote separate lives. 

Undifferentiated space is the fifth factor and this is when couples believe in sharing 

whether it’s physical space or common ground. High scores in the factor of Temporal 

Regularity indicate couples like to schedule and use their time wisely. The seventh factor, 

which deals with communication of conflict, is Conflict Avoidance. This is when couples 

only talk about the good, and completely avoid differences of opinions or anything that 

would make them disagree. The last relational dimension, which also deals with 



communication of conflict, is the factor of Assertiveness. This couple is able to influence 

each other but can also engage in disagreement or conflict. 

After extensive research Lee established what he called the six colors of love (or 

love styles) and wanted to measure the power of each style. According to Erwin (2007) 

Hendrick, Hendrick, Foote, and Slapion-Foote (1984) developed the Love Attitudes 

Scales. This article looks at shy individuals and how being shy can affect their social 

interactions. Shyness can lead to them behaving less positively in social atmospheres and 

therefore, make it complicated for them to develop romantic relationships. This scale 

compared the love styles next to personal characteristics such as age, sex, social class etc. 

there is also confirmation linking them to shyness. The first style is Eros which is 

romantic, passionate love where couples are drawn to each other mainly because of their 

looks. Storge is love that is dependable and often viewed as being life long. These 

couples share values, beliefs, and goals. The third style is Ludus and this is a fun-loving, 

playful relationship. These couples avoid talking about their relationship and often date 

other people. Mania is the next style which is a possessive and controlling love style. 

These are very emotional relationships. Pragma is the fifth style is the most sensible 

where the person looks for someone who is compatible with them on many different 

levels. Agape is the last love style and this is when you want to put your partner first and 

is completely self-less. Eros, Agape, and Ludus were determined by Morrow, Clark, and 

Brock (1995) to be positively related to relationship quality.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amanda L. Hare, Erin M. Miga, and Joseph P. Allen (2009) 
 
Romantic relationships become increasingly important 
over the course of adolescence (Richards, Crowe, Larson, & 
Swarr, 1998) and have been linked to both positive (Moore 
& Leung, 2002) and negative (Joyner & Udry, 2000; Wenz, 
1979) outcomes, depending on the qualities of relationships. 
These relationships appear to be important domains for 
developing adult-like relationships skills (Furman & Shaffer, 
2003) and, in fact, have been linked to qualities of 
subsequent marital relationships (Furman & Flanagan, 
1997). 
 
 
 
 
 
Inge Seiffge-Krenke (2003) 
 
The ability to enter and sustain an intimate heterosexual 
relationship with another person is a major criterion of adult 
adjustment (Furman, Brown, & Feiring, 1999). 
 
 
 
 
According to the theory of romantic development put forth 
by Furman and Wehner (1997), romantic relationships involve 
the integration of attachment, affiliative, care-giving, and 
sexual reproductive behavioural systems. 
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