133092

e ¥ Hae 4' a_ a o 2 e, o st
nsseaFaildnguraddiief nmaninasesrsiuanmindinrzvdiwdin waznsfuinnnmesisaiy Al
siemnlsnfiuausnsuzyswmusaduarnduing andnsuzraginAuprauduiul unnngnisalaudioiug
1 Jar 2 ) oo D b Al o o o) o~ b 4
o ngin dlaumsidudiuon 180 Ay IWuundaszduanuingds wilsndiupudneusretnuesdty
AANALS wnlmmfugaudneussesginduesmdiiug ussunnlsdivingniraiauduiudreuwingin g
ns3duwieeniludiitiaadaiufuuninddsfunmidelies usoumeaifwneGauidemninm uasiinaam
' - . : a H - - 3 - v
sasgfnumilandimues nasnutesinfanndimues siangurouRn vum 12 Rewly udemhilinmsifeyaden

nreTsdnndiousie uasitarsiaoiuulsd runiuaaimg

HARTISEWLIN

1. WdunsFoudifiaomdniufuuulndiafuinn uazfufdnunmaanusesginviiendnuies 3
Azuunslsniiugnd nenrssaginannndiffifuihaunmuanusssginfesndmuesedniled S oyneda (p <
01) usitlpzuuumnlsniugnudneusrsssusuanrzdivvg meaianudiiusbiuanseiu. goulusuniminnud
AzuuumMlrnfuguAnrurssmueiussain uanlsmfiumamraiaaudiiudlivanseiy

2. WhumsFoudiiianaduiufuuulnddatunn wacfufinunmuscuresdinmiianiimues
Arusun I iugudnyzrssmusuasg in uanlsafungniznianudimufuinndinguaouguethsiiiad Ay
NWADA (o < .05, p < .001 udz p < .05 AwaL) douludruniminuiiasuuun s AT UAMUA N U TINAUBIUAT
Afn wazmnlsz@umanisaiacmdiiusbivansnaiu

Y - Sl - [ o ¥ 2 ) -

3. WiumGoudifianudniufuinindiadunan uasfufimnnmusessgindsandimues Tazuuy
nnlssfiusndnenrrsmusiusrain usnlrafiuvgnizainendiiushivanssainnguanian dauludnuns
yandiazuusumalmiiugusnrussssusuasginunniinguasupuednided Ay wala (o < .05uaT p <

!
01 swss) willazuwunsdsnfiuvgnisalasadiiusius nanedu
£ 9 = l"#‘v ) Al 3¢ < ' < e g h o) - o
4. WwmFaudiiufiaunmasnurssginutiendmues uszianudaiusioulnggafuun

R

smumnlsniivguinmenzssmusuazgin usnlsslumgneairnudimiusinndiidaoudiiufuuuingda

o

fulaaadafifodwmadi (o <.001, p < .001 usz p < .01 Awaw) douludmmahadiasuuinislesdu
AOUANMUzYRE TN uarnindsnfiumanisalroudiiufinnndtetraiied Ao nadia (p < .05 uaz p <.001
AwAsL) usillazusunmnislsaiiugudneacreuesliusndraiu
Y o % o 3ol o Yo o % = % e
5. TusumsGauusssiunimineu ginaeduiusuuyingdsafuies uarfuiingunmesaiusesdin

]
Vi

milandimimes Hezuuuninlsmiuanudnenresimauswargin usrrmfuvgmanipouduiusiuansinsangiiug

' ‘

TIRUNTHNAIUTEE FNABENT AU BIURTNANATLAN
6. WsumsFauuszlusuniniwnueiiiaadudusuuulngiaiuunn Sazuuunirlsiiunudmensaes
mupwarain uanlmiungnsniaomduiusszudiginnnnddiiinnndaiufuunindis fulened e ibud Aty

o

NNADE



193092

This study examined the effect of interpersonal closeness and performance on affirmation within romantic
relationship. One hundred and eighty participants completed measures of closeness, relationship-related self-
appraisals, relationship-related partner-appraisals, and relationship events. They were classified as high or low in
closeness, in study or work situations, with upward comparison, downward compén'son or control group. They were

divided into twelve conditions. Participants’ scores were analyzed using contrast and two-way ANOVA.

Results show that:

1. In study situation, high closeness partners with upward comparison rate relationship-related partner-
appraisals significantly more positive than those with downward comparison (p < .01). There are no significant
differences in the ratings of relationship-related self-appraisais and relationship events. In work situation, there are no
significant differences in the ratings of relationship-related self-appraisals, partner-appraisals and relationship events.

2. In study situation, high closeness partners with upward comparison rate relationship-related self-
appraisals, partner-appraisals and relationship events significantly more positive than controt group (p<.05 p<
001, and p < .05 respectively). In work situation, there are no significant differences in the rating of refationship-
related self-appraisals, partner-appraisals and relationship events.

3. In study situation, there are no significant differences in the ratings of relationship-related self-appraisals,
partner-appraisals and relationship events between high closeness partners with downward comparison and control
group. In work situation, high closeness partners with downward comparison rate relationship-related self-appraisals
and partner-appraisals significantly more positive than control group (p < .05, and p <.01 respectively).

4. In study situation with upward comparison, high closeness partners rate relationship-related self-
appraisals, partner-appraisals and relationship events significantly more positive than low closeness (p <.001, p <
.001, and p < .01 respectively). in work situation with upward comparison, high closeness partners rate relationship-
related partner-appraisals and relationship events significantly more positive than iow closeness (o <.05,and p <
001 respectively).

5. In both study and work situations, the ratings of low closeness partners with upward comparison on
relationship-refated self-appraisals, partner-appraisals and relationship events do not differ significantly from
downward comparison and control group.

6. In both study and work situations, high closeness partners rate relationship-related self-appraisals,

partner-appraisals and relationship events significantly more positive than low closeness partners.





