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A study of the closeness in Post-Dissolution Relationship from the viewpoint of

behavioral characteristics:
Comparison with romantic relationship and opposite-sex friendship

Tsukasa YAMAGUCHI (Graduate School of Social Welfare, Hokusei Gakuen University)
Tamio IMAGAWA (School of Social Welfare, Hokusei Gakuen University)

We compared Post-Dissolution Relationship (PDR) with romantic relationship and friendship of opposite sex from
the viewpoint of interpersonal closeness. 144 participants(75 male and 68 female and 1 unidentified) answered the ques-
tionnaire. Results of 2-way ANOVA, based on the score of RCI(Relationship Closeness Inventory) as dependent variables
and sex and relationships as independent variables, romantic relationship showed significant higher score than other
relationships and not significant difference between PDR and opposite sex friendship. We found interaction between sex

and relationships. These results suggested that women distinguished PDR from opposite sex friendship but men did
not.

Keywords PDR, RCI, romantic relationship, opposite-sex friendship, dissolution of romantic relationship.
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