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BELBRICETHaASYRAVRDETIILOBE

B @A (FURKFERFRARBEREARED

mH E2EEXFEABR)

AFETIEL 85 BRSO KA B LR R E OB R BIFRICIH T 233y MU D ERLET VEMBLLT-, SEATHIRICE
JBa3y b A RDET L OHGESEL T, BRI ICOWTOEE ST THHZE, BIRORERICONTO R LELH
Fraed el BRHERHC OV TO RIS R B e G T2l )R e IE IR TEAFAE T D22 ED M RAZET
DAV, Fiz, FEAEL T, BIERIE M, (OFBROE, PIRMERHE B 223y bA REDB O LT 270 IR T
L DR ICEE DI BZET I, TNEOILIEREFERICESE, BT VOB UL #iwL 72,

F—U—R a3y AL, BIRRMERE, B2 BIR

ARG B WL, 8% - Khw BATRA & O HUE 72 Btk
WZBIT DIV PAVRR, EOIDICERIN, TV
EENTODIEMBIL . Zh o038 R EAHE R %
Him T HIETHD, EDE, EDEMNDET LD
HEIMEZBRETL TS,

BIEE T, BB BROMEROEERCRED T
BRI DN, B < DI SER SN TETZ, £hb
DL B a—%17-7- Cate, Levin, & Richmond
(2002)° A2 55124727~ Le, Dove, Agnew, Korn,
& Mutso (2010)i%, ZIy NAU I BEMRMERICEST
BEME S THHIEETERL,

Iy MAUNE, ZERRER AW ERSBEE TH D,
Bz 1E, Fehr(1988)i%. 7 AV D KZFEA P II VA
YRV EEE . IO, S BERE 2R
FHZHWTWAZEEFHLNI LT, 2D F DT
DA, Ay A MIBARHMERH &> THERBIET
HHILELLT FOERERSCET AN —REILEES
TR, EFE, a3y AV EDIDNTERET DI
i 30 b ST T dle.g., Kel-
ley, 1983; Adams & dJones, 1997; Fincham &
Beach, 2010), AFZEH CERMN —BEIZEES/RW R
REVE WFTET & AT RO S o BB 3 HE 70 2 RUBE A3 B
FESAU, BFFER O B S R L2 70 D RS B S
4 (Adams & Jones, 1997),

INHOMEE W ETDHHICH, aIy A MOEL
FREIIHTEAT, Iy FA NI DN DOV THRET
THMERHHE S, 1998), 22T, AR TlE, %k
ITEICB WV TAIY AV IR EDIDITERS I, £
TSN TETONEBIL, ZNHDOERET
VD ERZRTL TS,

BB AR THEIIIv AV MT, BEBRC KR
Bk ~» =2y h A (romantic commitment;

marital commitment; relationship commitment)
WIRE L Ry PAV RO DIy RAV b
REFHEDIRY,

OSYRAV IO RDHER

Ay A NDOMFFEOHER ZE o726 | ARl
ZOHFEICRE B ARFE RO AR Lic, 5578
#kiZ, PsycINFO (2L-5T, AL, F—U—K, &
EOWT I “commit” & & T SCHREMR R LTz, Z
DFE. “intimacy, romance, dyad, couple, love,
pre-marital, social dating, interpersonal inter-
action, marital, spouse, dissolution, cohabit,
interpersonal relationship, divorce, persist, re-
lationship termination” DWW )3 BEIZE F
NTNWBZE, 7o, “work commitment, job com-
mitment, career commitment, organizational
commitment, sports commitment, school com-
mitment, acceptance and commitment therapy”
WEENLTORNWI LR R LU, MR DR
500 D ICHRDS R &7z,

—5, BHARGESCHRIZ DWW T, CiNii & J-STAGE
IZRo T, “BREE G, “aIy 7 “BfRikpE” &0
EZH LU R 2 A G Tk E B LT,
ZORER, 31 tEo STk RSN,

AIVNAVNOMFREAFERIEICERL XY
Figure 1 12~ HEESCHRIT 1995 4F0DAF5EE0
SHILTRY, 5T 100 R LA EDA~S—A TR
HAZ 51T CUND, 7035, 1999 4EIT1E, Handbook of
Interpersonal Commitment and Relationship
Stabilit{Adams & dJones, 19992) M3 HRKE, &
NETOMIED LD BTONTND, SHIZ, 2010
LD 2 4FERC 69 tEDF IR ATISILTERY, if
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Figure 1 3w h AU NaHl~T- 3 L OHER

ZER TN D — A>T,

—J5. BAGESCHENE, 1990 ERICAD, 14 (THF
JEEAHENL T 7o, ZONEIL, AR
ETHBNFEEL T TV (FF, 1990;
B, 1994; FaH -0, 1999), £7-. B2 BIFRIC
B 521y A MTIE2RL EEOME T B FR (L
F, 1998)I12 55K a3y MAV MDA SE(e.g., THK: 1L
5, 1996)b1THhi T,

2000 FROPFETIEL, KABRIZIITHAIY A
VRO EIR ZMRFTL AR E(2003) R0y F AV M
FEO—HEL TR, 2y A IRBEZANTO B
CLRRIENC 5 2 DB A WL 7o 8- KE5(2003)
RANSDHEHET W EZDORALED BRI N A
MZko T END0E LTz = Ik - i F(2011),
LI FHENS R RIFOaIy MU NS T T8 =
(2005)238%, LML, a3y b A MRl 845 LT
WORFZE(L T -5 M, 2008;F8)5 78, 2009) 2L =3
IRANEAL T —= L TR WDE DB E N,

SYMAUFDEREETIL

Iy MAVMIZ RABBEER THY  fx RERETE
TOAPERHINTEY, TR —EIZEE> TV
WV, ZIT, AHITIE, 2y A RORENRET L
ELTC, HEEET /L (Rusbult, 1980,1983), & =
£ P56 (Sternberg, 1986), /XU 7 —E 5 /L (Lund,
1985) . i ST 5N 77887 7 2 —F (Lydon,
Burton, & Menzies-Toman, 2005) . =li@E /L
(Johnson, 1991, 1999), %kt & 7 /L (Stanley &

Markman, 1992) . # T« H#aI v kA2 b
(Strachman & Gable, 2006)ZHY Fif, = b0
ETVEMELL L, Table 1 (213 E M AL
%, Table 2 [ZIZIREIZE ENLH B HIAZ LKL,
BEETIL

%&£ 5 L (Investment Model) . tH A K TEME
P i (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) % L& L1 T,
Rusbult(1980, 1983)\C L» CTIRESNI-ET L TH
Do WEET VTR, /A= — R L OKAFMED &
VVREE, T2 DB N DBELID RN S — R —
DIFENTHESILTNDITE |, Iy A RRHRL T D
L& NA[Rusbult, Olsen, Davis, & Hannon, 2001;
Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003), #Fl2. BAfR1 &
DOES, REBROEDRE, HE BOREIIDKGT
PEE RSO | EIUTED IV AV IR RO HNDHTEN
S22 > TD(Le & Agnew, 2003),

BEET VT, I3y AN BRI E RIS O
P EAEZETEGRMHEE R L ERT L, BHI
BrESIL, S—h = DRR N E IR L T
LT EEABTETD, BROFERIZOW T ORI
EEBERIN TNV THZETHSH(Arriaga &
Agnew, 2001), LEEREE LI, /S —FF— LD
W72 2RO Z L ThD(Arriaga & Agnew,
2001),

BKEET VIZESAIy AV RO RELL T,
Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew (1998)%° Arriaga &
Agnew (2001)23%%, ZNHDO R ELEFRDOEY,
FHIRE RN, DB EAE ., BRikeE B x50



Table 1 ZIVPAVIDEET NVDEFEHEK
JSVRAVRDERES
7L = BRES o 15— — X
TIVE & A omis BEOR [ oxp WEA- KHEE @i
OHEBRE ’
BHEETL I L DB A 2 T BRI 1 0 O X O #Em X
(Rusbult 1980, 1983) = = > =
BEEO=AER IR uﬁi)\féfﬁﬂ‘a EWIMIIXEZ2HER 2
(Sternberg, 1986) WRECE A ! O A & X X X
NYF7—ETIL BEGRAKE FTREME O HIWT, AR BALRO[E1EE, BIFRAR
(Lund, 1985) BRSO B T 1 ! x o A X 0 X
El b=y (W pet:b | BERE BCR DU B T U 7= B B R A AR - PR EFL S e
77O—F(Lydonetal., 2005) H&FBEIEST ! O I A RERES X X

BENETIL
(Levinger, 1999)

3 (BAfRofE S + Bk D VT —)

- X (PR BIRR Ok ) + B R DY T —

2 O A O X O X

ZREETIL

(Johnson, 1961, 1906) BROMERS L UE T B S 1

FATER SeATHR X

(fE Aok )

RFTETIV ) X s
FrdELIS LT DHH0R

(Stanley & Markman, 1992) (Pt A )
TE A BIRAMERH GV 1T 5 )

=)= EDILFOFIFE DT DI BIFR BAFMEAAHE

(Bar=3y b AR
BAROMERFICHER L IO LT 5 B AR
([EhEE= R AR)

BACR AR AR T S5 &5 H S

- ERaS YAV
(Strachman & Gable, 2006;
Frank & Brandstatter, 2002)

2 O O O X X X

1) RHOOFERS FAMSICZOERNPEENLILERT, A
FHREL THRSN 0D IEER T,

HBZE > TR SN TS,
ZIEOD=HER

Sternberg(1986) ® & & ® = 4 ¥ #& (Triangular
Theory of Love)it, TN ETITIRHIN TETEN
DET /L (Spearman 7 /L, Thomsonian E5 /L,
Thurstonian &7 /L) D k- itz i@ L TS i
BT N ThD, O =M TIE, BIEEHEE
BN, oSy MV NETERET D =M
EHIT, ZOTHHOFRIFIT L - ThE 2 7R IF N FEE
b,

ZOHT, Ay A MI BRI
FEHImc ‘i&%fﬁ%?‘é(%ﬁi?f%” EFRIND
(Sternberg, 1986), aIv bt AV NI, BfREHERFT 5
PEPOREBREIZREDLFEHMER THY, Btk
DEREIZRIBICR- 7o 6 FOIRTED S EL
@‘:&’C“B@ffﬁﬁ%ﬁ CHFGT 5, OFD, ATy RACMNE
BATRAKRED 7= DIFBh 2R HEL TV, ZORIZB N
TEESITRMAIEA B EL TWHEBIBND,

ZHEOZAHBICESIRELL CTIE
Sternberg(1997)X°% D FRARI TH B 4B - K
(2003) 3%, B REET, BIfRAkREIZ 0T 55
R, Bk Y| BfRMk B 2 240510
HlZEo TSI TS,

ITEFRS TSI S ENAR SR ETH
XIZERICHREER LA FNRNIEEHRKT

TRET D,

T B,

HIZE ENDNaIy A IO

NYT7—ETIL
Lund(1985)» /)7 —%5 /L (Barrier Model)!Z:
BIRRHMERFIZE T, B E WS Te R T4 7 72
ITE DB T) J0d | BRI D KEAE = AR
HENOFRRENZEEZHASLNIILIZET L TH

2o

NYT—FT RN T, Iy MA M “BIfR ML
ATREME DI, R BEILR D B, BAMRAREE R DR K
FHI”LERESND, ZOFEFRIT. BIELORBIMEE
1—1?5?)571 12, BILRAERF DR CHEIE S 1T 2 B XY

Iy hAVMPBE RN TS SIS A H D,

Lund(1985) I BEEMN A AR LR T 77
# M (positive pul)EaIy AV NG BEEAFLIZ
N7 — i BIESR LU, BALROMERF - BB A H A
LB &AT 5Tz, ZOFRER, NUT—D
DEMRAAEL A KO FRICELZENHALC -T2,

NYT —F T MCHESLAIy AR E IR
Lund(1985)°F D FR IR T % HAT + 1 H(2002) 23
D, ZOR L, Bk FTREME AU BILR D[R]
B, BEFRAAEIF O T BRSO F AT A =5
NHEBIZE S TSN TN,
gD ITon-BMm7 Io—F

ST o N =BT 7 v — F (Motivated



-Cognition Approach)i, =3 AL IS BAFRHERFIC
FEHTLBALCITE AR T IS THLZEE E
3 5 (Lydon & Linardatos, 2012), &2, 23wk
AR EBREBARILO BIEZRESL , Ay PA RO
RS EBMR B BRI O BRS BEIHEL TOBIGEIC, =
Y RAC I BRMERHE BN AR E T 52 A ODNT
L7=(e.g., Lydon, Meana, Sepinwall, Richard, &
Mayman, 1999),

ISR ET e —F 2B W T, a3y bR
Y NEBARRE BOR I BT L 72 BRI BAAR A HE R - £
LI 2SI RSN (Lydon et al.,
2005), = >OFHEHNHDHEBESIN T DH(Lydon &
Linardatos, 2012), &2, BRI 2 EICHE-S<a
IYRASNTHD, B AT REREHRITIESL<=
Y RANTHD, =12, [F—(kizHE-25<aIy AR
Thod, EHENRIFEITRSNTHRNVA, Zhbo
IV MAVMIZENENRER DR EFE N HOLESE
Z 5 TS (Lydon & Linardatos, 2012),

IS IO T e —F (2K S<aiy b Ay

MRELLTIE, Gagné & Lydon (2003)23%:5, =D
REEIX, BRC/ =N —Zxb 3 2 40 B9 () (5=
A RS, B, R PRE EA S LB ICE
THERR SN TRY, ZfEOaIv AV NEFRRIIT 5K
IR REEITIT > THRuy,

BEMEETIL

& £ M £ 5 /L (Cohesiveness Model) i1 .
Levinger(1976, 1999)73, #; O ¥ (Lewin, 1951)
TR, RIFBAROIFREE AEZ AL IO & LI B
D,

BEEMET VT, N—h T —LOBRE HEFE
LR, ZZICEL DM &N T — 3 BR D HMERT
BT LA TERLTOD, A, BRI
SN AT A N EES>TWBEGARICAETLS, B
ZEEIVFEESETNIHET DN EERIND, —F.
ASUT =T, BINAZETEOEFHliZ S T D) R,
BIIA~OBEFEREE |t M7REa Itk - TA
UCLBRAELR IS I EEHRIND, IHIT, EEME
TV TIE, =M — O BRIEIT Tl R

Table 2 JNEERHIEL TWODEKETE H 6

ETIA

REICEFNHEREHEHDFI

e R (FAE S — b — LD BIRAFE T 720Y)

wgET v
(Rusbult et al., 1998)

BEIFROFF R D B 2 (FALBIR OV R RICE T HZ [ TUD)

DB EE AT (B S— ) — [ HRIE R D728 5 TD)

. kTR (A S— I — OO FHRR AR T1D)

P = 2

EIED =M k  fEROBE (FLE S— R — LD BIHITH OB IBFES FLieu )
e L (UL S — M — L O BIR E kT 208072

(Sternberg, 1997)

RY7—EF L
(Lund, 1985)

fot FTREREDHIWT (23567 H & oTo b Bl b/ S— b =P —FEIT0D IA ML L DR LD £37)
PAEBRO [l RN LSOAHFLHT LW BIRZ RO DI, Boleo 3L OREEERE T) 2 & U E 97 R AT H )
BIR AR OB T (CADBINDE LD, ZOBICEDRIED T T L ELHTLEID)

TR (C ADBIRERT DT LRI LT, H7eleidE OFRETUEZ U ET 7))

BESTHNTR M T T —F
(Gagné & Lydon, 2003)

Ty PAVD, B RS A, AR T TR
EOREERRICEREL TODHEELEL0

BEEMEET L

el

=MlEET L
(Johnson et al., 1999)

A=y F A MBIR AR T2 S C CWDREE)
IRy M A MR E DS 2T AUE AR BN LI E TOH TR L)
ETNAIY A (BIREAET DS ETELEE TWDHFEE)

WILET IV
(Stanley & Markman, 1992)

(EPNSLN=D|

BEGRO il (B X — R — e~ T

BRI (AL S — R — D BRI O ETTIC BT ATch L TR ER)

B [A)— 1 (RAIL S — R — L O BIRE TR0 7 L0 “FAE” LB X DD DMFETS)
B AR~ (S— R — D7 IS D 28 1E, AR BRVWRNCSED)
RIFFRDE =2V 7 (FLF S— T — LIS D FE ik 2 i U720

ABAIY AV @IV PA N ELZE L, BB THLZEDOARE D - HTHD)
[z R A ]

WS T (FAT =R — L OBMRIZH EV B BE 0L TR HRIE H)
FRRIE T (B NIFFLEED BR300 % SLT= 23> TD)

BIALDEES (=~ —IZHINEAR R D ZEMNE DRI D)
=R —OF A RENE CITLV N S— R —Z& o D01 IEF I HEL )

kT H TRV BAER (- A THETe 2 e E DR D)

AV~ TEERREE (HEASI LR IE > TV D)

) kR ONTVDLOIIERITITE ENRV, RIEEH A IZEEEN T 0ETRT,
1) Sternberg (1997) CIEH HIZE ENDDY, SBL- KHH(2003) T A 2BERIM STV D,



RO S ENVT —baAIy A MBS LT
5, L EDS, Levinger(199D) 1323y b AV M|

Y(FAtRORES) — BIERODANYT —) —
YRR DR S) — RAEFBIFRD YT —)

LEFRLTCOND, BHEMETT M SN EITERE
TR,
=fEETIL

Al =5 )V (Tripartite Model) i, A % 2323wk
AP EDINTEBR T DLV TR T T —
FNZHFSLET NV ThDH(Johnson, 1991),

SR ET UL, Iy PR N B OMERR - AR EE
ERETHIHEDIT EERT D, ZOBESTIT=
FEFDAIY AU THRBREND, H—I3, AR
Iy AN THD, HARTIV A NE, 73—~ —
RN—hF—LDOBEROM S| BRI —EIZE>T
OO, BRERT W EREDIIy AV N TH
D, want to AIVRAVRELFEIEND, 7235, BIFRIA]
—ME&T, = —LDREN A S S OO
TWAZLLEFSNS(Johnson, 1991), 26 1%, 4%
BRIV AN THD, I Iy MA N, )
2R AEEL RN L, B BRESAL
THiEZ KB EEZL TNDHIE, AR T T —2
NHDIET] BN OB SIZE ST HILDH, Bk
TR IR DN KT Iy AR THY
have to IV FAVREBIETND, 8 =1F, TF/1=a3
YRAUNTCD D, EFNAIy AN, KimBfR7e L
KFE O BIRITHERE 3 R EX T EWO(E &, BIMRHMERRIC
KTDEER, —EIZLO I ET00z S i v
REBPWEVHIIERIC L > TR O, BRE
FHRETZ LKL DIV A RNTHY, ought to IIv
FARELIETND,

M T IS SR E L, Adams &
Jones(1997)%°, ThZNDaIyb A a4 1 HA
¥ > T & 4 % Johnson, Caughlin, & Hus-
ton(1999)723% 5,

RITETIV

WItET /L Vi Stanley & Markman(1992) 5342
RUIZET NV THD, RILET /ML, IV AN
ANHIHRE AR b A RO ZIRTEISSHET .
NBIRRE 1%, /S —=hF— L DIR OFZE D T= DI B
R BAFEEHERE - B LD LT DRCR7 EERIND,
PRI PANT, BN BRMERF I 2 )7
LEFRIND,

E AR E LRIy AV NE, 22 6 2D
TR RIZE o THERRE LTV D, NI EREY 1
“BA4% o 3 (relationship agenda)”. “BI{R D&

7 CBEMRIE T, CH ORI, IR
ROF=EY T RIS NA NI L THERRE
NTWD, — 05, BIREIy AN, WIS E”
MR, “Blnom s, W TR
RIERIER”, “/X—=FF— DR ATREM”, “BllAL~D
EEAREEE” IZ Lo TS L TG,

Stanley & Markman(1992)13 Fhm% £ 7= 5% 4
ELTCUWA7%5, Owen, Rhoades, Stanley, & Mark-
man(2011) X Rhoades, Stanley, & Mark-
man(2010)i3., WICET V285 BRIC#E L T
5, FORER ARSI T — I E THY | FR
IIyPAUMI, “WENERE”, “@ e KB
DA, “R=hF —DEF~DBL” | “Fhi Tt
117 “REEBIROFIH FTREME” “BliomEE"IZ&
S THERLS LT, IRTEET /T EE SR EITIE,
Stanley & Markman(1992)<° Owen et al. (2011)
Bbd,

B - EEaIvR AR

23T - |9 W =2 2 b A2 b (Approach-Avoidance
Commitment) i, ZI v AV BIRHERFIZ OV T
DOHEELLUTIRA , TR S ThHLIEET IR TE
[FREER TEIZE > CTHELI-ET L ThD, BIEEIT,
RN, RS ATENC RSB E 52 DB EULW KR TE
IZDOWTOFRBHMER” DL THDH(Fishbach &
Ferguson, 2007), EFEL WV H&IRREICIE, 03
NI ROR BB L BT R EREIRER D D (e.g.,
Higgins, 1998), BIfRHEFFIZ OV TO HEEE W57
e B T SRR B LRI RMERE, Bl &
BRORBEITBIMRAAEE L E 2 DD, LIo-> T, Bk
Iy PACMIBRMERICHEE L EO & T AEETHY |
EREA Sy A MIBRAEZ BT O T O HET
Hb,

R A M BRI RS — T — DS
UPE72 E BRI K> TR &, [BEEa
VP A NI OSBRI )72 & B FR R S & B
LHEIRCHKAEa AN B# 35 (Frank & Brandstitter,
2002), £7-. BMRHERHZ DWW T OB EEE=
Y hAVNMZEENDZEL RSN TV 5 (Frank &
Brandstétter, 2002), ZDEF /I H S REIX
Frank & Brandstatter(2002)(2& - TYER STV
DM, NEBENZESHoMERERINLTVD
(Strachman & Gable, 2006),

ZEETIOHLER
ZoF T, IIVRAURORFEMIRE T DN THE
BLCE, LT Tl 2LOET /@500 45
WCEBL, #iad o,



F—OHE R BEREFISOVTOER DT
Hb

BET VO —OIERIT, AIy AN “BIfR
HEFFIZ DWW TOEIE ST ELTIRA TWD R THD
(e.g., Ogolsky, 2009), BT HIL/-FRMT 7 r—
FREMEET /L, WICET /L, - ElEaIy R A
YMEL ERICBWTEZEMICEKESITICEALT
Wh, Flo, HEET NVOERICE T DERMEE
Blik, BBk~ SITERLNETHD
(Arriaga & Agnew, 2001), &E1ED =ML TIL,
TBEERLIOETHIEREERL, a3V AV M
RHEFICOWVWTORERBREICEHDLIbDELT
(Sternberg, 1986), &5 & fF O = 4 #an R JE
(Sternberg, 1997) ®IHH TiX, “FAlF/X—hF—¢&
DORfREHERFT 5 0H 0727 70 CRAMRAkEE DB -S 1
EROHEHDBDHD, ZNHNG, BEO = APEEHD
TE#D BRI OV TOBEESITICE KL TV
2o

— 5 NUT—ET VT, a3y b A M BIfRAERIC
DWTOERESITZED TR, NIT—FT L
I, BB EORBIMNZ RO LD, aIvhAMIH)
BT EEDRWIENREWVWEEEL TS (Lund,
1985),

LS RYT7 —FF LS DOKET BT,

Iy h AN BIRAERR I O W T OENE ST SR 2
BIVTWA R TIEEL T,
FE_OHBR BEROFERIZHTIREDOH
#FEEC

5o E R, BRORRICRT RO
/&t 2L THDH(Surra, Hughe, & Jacquet,
1999), & ET /Wi, REIMEM NIy AR
WCEENDEEREL WD, o, EIHFO =AM
TiX, EETHS SN TRV, REHEB IZIE“FL
EOOSADBURITIEAE 2B D THL 7L /RX—
FF— D RIZOWTERLLE H BFEL TN D,
NY7 —ET LTI, BROFERICHT2RETH
LR DAEE FTREME O BAMR B EE IR DR T I E
BEENLTWD, BEMEET L TIX, EETHS
SHLTWRNA, Ay MAVIRER IR D ZETH D
FFRIZHONDTORDLAEL T ZERNRRI LT

5(Levinger, 1999), L7=H3->T, EEHTIT/RA,

BHEMEE T VBB ORRICHN DR E Ay P A
YREL TS TWNDEEZBND, IRTLET LTI,
Ay PACPD P& EL TREFRORR IS 355
LW NRESNTND, LT - =y P A
3L RERBERNLRELND LT RIS W~ L
720 FRRAECD ATREVED B D ENN DAL 7204 5=

IYRARTHLZEND, FROFERIZOWT O
EOWR/EE LB LD,

— 5., B ST O T e —Fd, ayhA
VRO ELTERY, BRORERICKHT AR
SRR E G A TR, o, REBEBIZOWTY,
PN =R R A DREE I &2 F A TNDD I
THY, BIROFRIT T2 R ELHIFIZ oW T
STV,

LS 8BS S n=m8m T 7 e —F ko
BEIZOWTELLTWRWLR, Zh S DET IV
IEBIR DR RIZOWTO R ECHI 2 & Te i T
BL TV,

FE=ZOHBR BEREFIIHTILIERRLE
BREEST

B =0 E AT, BIRMERF ISR T2 BT RS
BEEtltThsd, “MmET ML, ETLaIvh
AVREL TR EB K E R ->TEBY, WLET
TR KT T 2|/ B A T &EL TR > T
Do BEENEE T VOBE - BRIy MAU R TIE, B
FRMEFFICKT T DB TES RGN, e AIT
—REEAIy MV RO ThDHESND, Fio,
B = AR NVT —ET LT, ERZTHRS
TR, REEIZIE, EDLBWBERHERHZE (T
R CWOD D E S IQDIE B BTFIEL TND,

— )i, BEEETT IOV T, Cox, Wexler,
Rusbult, Gaines(1997)723, K ADHDOHARFIZE>T
AU D BRAERF I D AR R A Iy F A
VRO FEATER EZRVD D ATREMZ R L TNDH DD
BRI HIIZBRHERF ISR T2 B MECHRS
=T A NG AVINAN

PLENG, BEEET NVUANDOET VL, BIfRMERE
IOV TOFERBERRHEE T A TN R THREL

Tu,
FOEOEER: BEARTEMIEARTHEFE
I5

FUOELBESAIT, IIv b AN IR T
(attraction) & #11 1k /7 ¥k 5t (constraint) & WO PEE D
BI2D ZODWILNTFIET HZETHDH(Adams &
Jones, 1999b), ik JykmEiT. BIFRIG B E &
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The review of commitment in close relationships

Kentaro KOMURA(Graduate School of Comprehensive Human Sciences, University of Tsukuba)
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The purpose of this article was to review definitions and models of commitment to close relationships.
Models of commitment in previous studies suggested four commonalities: the motivation toward
maintenance relationships, the foresight or expectation about future state of the relationships, the senses
of responsibility or obligation to relationship maintenance and the presence of attraction and constraint.
Furthermore, there were two different points; whether or not relationship identity, quality of alternative,
and relationship maintenance act are commitment itself, and how attraction and constraint of commit-
ment are treated with. We discussed the appropriateness of models of commitment based on these com-
monalities and difference points.
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