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ABSTRACT 
 

 

 

 Using the investment model, the purpose of this study was to predict two dimensions of 

commitment in Black men by comparing differences between Black and White men and explore 

within group variation among Black men. The investment model posits that relationship 

satisfaction, investments, and perception of alternatives predict commitment. Using data from  

Project Relate, a 5-year federally funded program to develop a national model of relationship 

education for college students, I sampled 184 men (92 White men and 92 Black men) in 

exclusive and non-exclusive dating relationships and found that relationship satisfaction was the 

only variable that differed by race. Relationship satisfaction and investments (satisfaction with 

sacrifice) were the only variables that predicted personal commitment (dedication). Structural 

commitment (relationship duration, distance, and cohabitation) was not predicted by any of the 

investment model variables. Implications, limitations, and future direction are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 

 

 Why is it that some dating couples remain in relationships while others break up?  The 

current study takes a small step in attempting to answer this question by focusing on relationship 

commitment among young adult African American males, comparing them with young adult 

White males. 

 In a recent meta-analysis, Le, Dove, Agnew, Korn, and Mutso (2010) examined 

relationship factors associated with non-marital relationship dissolution, and commitment stood 

out as a key factor. They examined the findings from 137 longitudinal studies published between 

1973 and 2006 that included multiple predictors and later relationship stability. Across studies, 

participants were mostly White, female, heterosexual, about 25 years old, and had been dating 

for about 88 weeks. Their findings showed large effect sizes for commitment, such that higher 

levels of commitment were associated with more stable relationships. Although this finding links 

commitment to relationship stability, their study did not address variation in different types of 

relationships, nor did it address race as an influential factor. 

 Research shows that commitment is most frequently studied in samples of married 

couples (e.g. Murstein & MacDonald, 1983; Impett, Beals, & Peplau, 2001; Stanley, Markman, 

& Whitton, 2002; Weigel, Bennett, & Ballard-Reish, 2006; Ramirez, 2008), under the 

assumption that marriage is the ultimate form of commitment and that those who are not married 

eventually want to marry (Johnson, 1973). There is also some research to support this latter 

statement as evidence shows that when adolescents are polled, marriage is a goal (Manning, 

Longmore, & Giordano, 2007). In addition, Berscheid (1999) argued that establishing high 

quality, lasting romantic relationships is an important developmental task of young adulthood, 

and there are models of romantic relationship development suggesting that this developmental 

period is characterized by more commitment and intense emotions than is characteristic of 

adolescence (see Brown, 1999; Connolly, Furman, & Konarski, 2000; Connolly, Craig, Goldberg 

& Pepler, 2004). In fact, Brown argued that late adolescents and young adults are developing 
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skills for maintaining a committed relationship and evaluating relationships for their long-term 

possibility. Fincham and Cui (2011) also argued that developmentally young adults are in an 

exploratory phase with the goal of figuring out what they want in a romantic partner. As such, 

young adulthood is a development period worthy of study.  

 As noted, commitment is particularly important in romantic relationships. Recently, 

Fincham and Cui (2011) explained that highly committed individuals are more likely to form 

stable relationships, whereas those with low commitment tend to break up.  In support of the link 

between commitment and relationship stability, Rhoades, Stanley, and Markman (2010) explored 

four dimensions of commitment (dedication, perceived constraint, felt constraint, and material 

constraint) among unmarried young adults. They found that the four dimensions were associated 

with several important relationships indicators, including relationship adjustment, perceived 

likelihood of marriage, perceived likelihood of break up, relationship length, and relationship 

stability.  

 Although commitment is important to relationship stability, some research shows 

differences by race.  For example, assuming marriage is the ultimate form of commitment, 

African Americans would be considered less committed than their White counterparts.  African 

Americans are the least likely to get married, remain married, and remarry (Davis, Williams, 

Emerson, & Hourd-Bryant, 2000). Some (e.g., Meier & Allen, 2007, as cited by Reifman, 2011) 

suggest that there are elements in the socialization of African American children that translate 

into adult behaviors that affect relationship outcomes, such as lower expectations to marry at all 

(Lincoln, Taylor, & Jackson, 2008). Other research on adolescents shows that Blacks reported 

longer but less intimate and committed relationships than did Whites (Connolly et al., 2004). 

Still other research confirms that commitment is a key contributor to maintaining relationships, 

especially among those young adult African Americans who were economically stable (Davis et 

al., 2000). Although commitment among African Americans has been studied within the context 

of marriage, much less attention has been paid to commitment among the not-yet-married.  

Commitment has been characterized as a set of behaviors and psychological state of 

being leading to a consistent set of actions that contribute to the longevity of the relationship 

(Becker, 1960; Johnson, 1973; Lund, 1985). Although the psychological component is important, 

most studies focus on behaviors, and behavior is the focus of the current study. Examples of 
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these behaviors that reflect relationship commitment include spending time together and 

purchasing gifts which are designated as intangible or irretrievable investments in the 

relationship, and it is these investments that foster commitment (Johnson, Caughlin, & Huston, 

1999; Lund, 1985). In addition to these types of investments, relationship satisfaction and 

perceived quality of alternatives are considered behaviors that result in commitment (Rusbult, 

1980). Thus, I adopted the investment model (Rusbult, 1980) as a theoretical guide for the 

current study; this model has been used to explain many relationships processes and outcomes. 

Importantly, research shows that it best explains variance in romantic relationship commitment 

(Le & Agnew, 2003).   

However, the investment model has not been applied to studies of racially diverse 

samples (Le & Agnew, 2003), because studies include primarily White participants. In fact, only 

two studies were found that included dating Black participants, and their findings are 

contradictory. Sanderson and Kurdek (1993) found no a racial difference in commitment among 

Blacks and Whites, whereas later Kurdek (2008) found a small, significant racial difference, such 

that Black couples were less satisfied and less committed to their relationships than were White 

couples.  

Evidence shows that marriageable Black men are in low supply, because of incarceration, 

unemployment, and limited economic resources (King & Allen, 2007). In a marriage market 

where Black men have many more options for Black female partners than the reverse, Black men 

may perceive more and higher quality alternatives (Kurdek, 2008). With an abundance of 

attractive alternatives, it has been suggested that Black men are likely to be less satisfied and less 

committed to their relationships (Harknett & McLanahan, 2004). Although the majority of them 

want to marry (Davis et al., 2000), research demonstrates that Black men are more likely to enter 

cohabiting unions with children than to actually marry (Harknett & McLanahan, 2004). 

Research has identified the conditions required for marriage among African American 

women (see Gibson-Davis, Edin, & McLanahan, 2005).  However, no study was found 

addressing similar topics among their male counterparts.  The lack of research on Black men and 

the belief that behaviors in young adulthood establish the pattern for later relationship 

development (Brown, 1999) suggests the need to explore commitment in Black men. 
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Further, in Brown‘s (1999) model, late adolescents and young adults are developing skills 

for maintaining a committed relationship and evaluating relationships for their long-term 

possibility. Brown advised researchers to be mindful of the context in which romantic couples 

are situated. Because the majority of young adults (18-24 years) report having some college 

experience, and just under 70% of high school graduates immediately enroll in college (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2008), I focused on the romantic relationships common among this 

population.  

1.1 Purpose 

Using an investment model, the purpose of this study was to examine the effects of 

certain predictors of commitment on relationship commitment among young Black men in dating 

relationships. Data from a large scale study of romantic relationships among college students 

were used to better understand Black men in the college context and explain the nature of their 

relationship commitment. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 

 

 

 In this section, I discuss the empirical literature on commitment in romantic relationship. 

I first discuss the theoretical framework use as the foundation for the research questions and 

measures selected. I then review the conceptualizations of commitment, provide a summary of 

findings regarding commitment and its correlates, and examine what is known about 

commitment in minority populations. I conclude with research questions that address some 

shortcomings of literature and propose hypotheses to be tested. 

 

2.1 Theoretical Framework 
 

 Two theoretical models are typically used in studies of relational commitment: the 

investment model and the interdependence model. Both are derived from social exchange theory 

(Klein & White, 1996) which suggests that individuals are expected to weigh the rewards and 

costs of any given social interaction in the hopes of profiting or having the rewards outweigh the 

costs (Smith, Hamon, Ingoldsby, & Miller 2009). In the event that social interactions are not 

profitable, the relationship becomes more costly than rewarding and likely dissolves.  Also, 

according to social exchange theory, dissolution results when an individual perceives more 

attractive alternatives to the relationship that contribute to the costs outweighing the rewards.  

Most researchers studying commitment employ the investment model which was 

originally developed by Rusbult (1980). The investment model posits that individuals in any 

dyadic relationships will exhibit consistent actions that contribute to relationship longevity 

(Beck, 1960; Johnson, 1973; Lund 1985). Such consistent actions include behaviors that result in 

relationship satisfaction, perceiving fewer alternatives of quality and making fewer relationship 

investments (Rusbult, 1980; 1983), and theoretically these affect relationship commitment. 

Relationship satisfaction is how one feels in their current relationship; alternatives are other 

potential partners that one might view better than his/her current partner; and investments are 

intangible elements of a relationship that increase over time and create a stronger bond with a 

partner, because partners expect to reap other intangible and delayed rewards (Lund, 1985). The 
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model proposes that if relationship satisfaction is high, quality of alternatives is poor, and more 

investments are made, then partners experience higher commitment (Rusbult, 1983; Stanley, 

Markman, & Whitton, 2002).  

Importantly to the current study, scholars (e.g., Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998) argue 

that the interdependence model fails to include the concept of personal investment in 

relationships and, thus, omits an essential component for explaining why some relationships 

persist even when there are better alternatives (Rusbult et al., 1998). As such, I elected to use the 

investment model as the basis for this study of commitment in romantic relationships. 

2.2 Commitment 

Conceptualizing commitment. Before 1960, the term ―commitment‖ was widely used in 

sociological settings, but barely defined or explored (Becker 1960). Becker proposed that 

commitment (a) deals with a consistency of activities, (b) is an act and a state of being, (c) puts 

constraints on current activities due to ―side bets‖ (p. 37), (d) can be made consciously and 

unconsciously, and (e) depends on what can stand to be gained or lost. He argued that the state of 

being committed can put limitations on other areas of life, especially decision making. Although 

some people do not know that they have made a commitment until there is a change in activities, 

most seem to consciously make commitments where costs and benefits are weighed, perhaps 

without understanding that the choice made reflects a formal ―commitment.‖   

Building upon Becker‘s ideas, Johnson (1973) suggested that there were two distinct 

categories of commitment. Personal commitment was defined as the extent to which a person is 

dedicated to completing a set of activities (p. 395).  Behavioral commitment was defined as 

constraint or an obligation to perform a set of activities regardless of personal commitment and 

based on the initial decision to pursue those activities. He further explicated two subcategories of 

behavioral commitment: social commitment and cost commitment. Social commitment is when 

other people become aware of a commitment by an actor, and there is social pressure, or a 

constraint, to fulfill the commitment. Cost commitment refers to the negative value, assigned by 

the actor, associated with discontinuing the activities. Important to the current study, he implied 

that courtship (or the development of romantic relationships) includes a series of behavioral 

commitments followed by personal commitments, which increase in size over time until they 
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becomes too costly to end (the relationship) and thereby lead to marriage (the ultimate 

commitment).  

In later work, Johnson (1982; Johnson, Caughlin, & Huston, 1999) refined his earlier 

conceptualization and advocated for three dimensions of relationship commitment. Personal 

commitment reflects an individual‘s desire to remain in a relationship, because they are attracted 

to their partner and their relationship, and they have an identity as a couple.  Moral commitment 

reflects feeling obligated to remain. Both personal and moral commitment ―are experienced as 

internal to the individual and are a function of the person‘s own attitudes and values‖ (p. 161). 

Structural commitment was about feeling constrained to remain ―regardless of the level of 

personal or moral commitment‖ (p. 160) and ―is experienced as external to the individual and is 

a function of perceptions of constraints that make it costly for the individual to leave the 

relationship‖ (p. 161). Although the work of Adams and Jones (1997) resulted in slightly 

different labels than those used by Johnson, their meanings remain similar. Their study using 

data from five samples resulted in three global labels: commitment to spouse (attraction), 

commitment to marriage (moral), and feelings of entrapment (constraint). Because Johnson‘s 

three dimensions have been empirically supported, commitment is conceptualized as personal, 

structural, and moral (Johnson et al., 1999) in the current study.  

Why is commitment important?  In a recent meta-analysis, Le, Dove, Agnew, Korn, 

and Mutso (2010) examined the findings from 137 longitudinal studies published between 1973 

and 2006 that included multiple predictors at Time 1 and later assessed relationship stability. 

Their findings showed large effect sizes for commitment, such that higher levels of commitment 

were associated with more stable relationships. As they pointed out, however, the studies 

typically included mostly White female respondents. In addition, because of the inclusion criteria 

applied, several studies were excluded in their analysis. For example, Murstein and MacDonald 

(1983) used data from 40 couples (married at least 3 years and average age was mid- to late 30s) 

to develop a commitment attitude scale and assess it relationships to marital adjustment. 

Relevant to the importance of commitment, they found that more positive attitudes towards 

commitment were associated with higher levels of marital adjustment as reported by both 

spouses. Further, using the investment model, Impett, Beals, and Peplau (2001) examined data 

from a sample of married couples from Wave 1 of the 1983 American Couples Study. 
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Participants were mostly White, with bachelor‘s degrees, and average ages 37 and 40 years old 

(wives and husbands, respectively). Their goal was to examine the effects of satisfaction, 

alternatives, and investments on commitment and the link between commitment and relationship 

outcomes 18 months later. They found that satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and investments 

were all associated with commitment in the expected directions, with satisfaction displaying the 

strongest association. Also, for both husbands and wives, commitment was correlated with 

relationship stability, and no gender differences were found. 

 Studies of unmarried young adults are less common.  For example, an early study by 

Lund (1985) examined relationship stability in 129 22-year-old, heterosexual, dating, graduating 

seniors longitudinally.  She found that commitment was more strongly correlated with 

investments than received rewards and love, and that commitment and investments were linked 

with relationship stability more so than either love or rewards.  

More recently, Etcheverry and Le (2005) sampled 212 undergraduate students who were 

about 19 years old at a Midwestern university. Their purpose was to investigate how accessibility 

(the ability to quickly retrieve cognitive constructs from memory of commitment) could 

moderate the relationship between commitment and relationship persistence, accommodation, 

and willingness to sacrifice. They predicted that more accessible commitment would strengthen 

the relationships between commitment and persistence, willingness to sacrifice, and 

accommodation.  Results confirmed their hypothesis. Specifically, findings were that after 

controlling for gender, relationship exclusivity and seriousness, long-distance, duration, 

relationship satisfaction, perceived quality of alternatives, and investments, the proposed 

relationships were stronger.  

A unique outcome variable, relationship illusions, was used in two studies by Gagne and 

Lydon (2003) of the role of commitment in understanding gender differences. In Study 1, they 

sampled 47 couples from a Canadian university and found that commitment moderated the 

relationship between gender and relationship illusion, such that men with high commitment 

perceived their partners more positively than their partners perceive themselves and vice versa. 

Women perceive their partners more positively regardless of level of commitment. They also 

found that commitment mediated between relationship-specific identification and relationship 

illusions for men only. In Study 2, 105 dating couples (dating just over 2 years) from three 
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Canadian universities were surveyed. Findings were that the more men identified with their 

relationship, the higher their commitment to relationship illusion. 

 Recently, Rhoades, Stanley, and Markman (2010) explored the links between four 

dimensions of commitment (dedication, perceived constraint, felt constraint, and material 

constraint), other relationship characteristics, and relationship stability among unmarried couples 

who had completed the first three waves of a relationships development study. The sample 

included 1,184 heterosexual participants between the ages of 18 and 35 (M = 25.60 years) with 

about 14 years of education; the majority were White, and 14.4% were African American; about 

one-third were cohabiting. They found that the four dimensions of commitment were associated 

with relationship adjustment, perceived likelihood of marriage, perceived likelihood of break up, 

relationship length, and relationship stability. With a few exceptions (e.g., marital constraint was 

not correlated with adjustment), dedication and felt constraint were not associated with 

relationship length. Higher levels of felt constraint were correlated with lower relationship 

adjustment, lower perceived likelihood of marriage, higher perceived likelihood of break up, and 

less stability. The other three factors were correlated with higher relationship adjustment, higher 

perceived likelihood of marriage, lower perceived likelihood of break up, and less stability. The 

higher material constraint and perceived constraint, the longer the participants were likely to 

have been in their relationships. Higher dedication, perceived constraints, material constraints, 

and lower felt constraints uniquely predicted staying together, even after controlling for 

demographic factors. Cohabiters reported more constraints than did non-cohabiters with material 

constraint being most salient; however, cohabitation status did not moderate the relationship 

between material constraint and relationship outcome.  

Correlates of commitment in married couples. Numerous studies have examined the 

correlates of commitment, especially among married couples. For example, early on Sabatelli 

and Cecil-Pigo (1985) investigated the relationship between interdependence and marital 

commitment, postulating that relational interdependence (high levels of satisfaction, equity, and 

internal barriers [e.g., moral obligation], and external barriers [e.g., social pressure to dissolve 

the relationship]) would be correlated with marital commitment. They obtained responses from 

132 well-educated couples to a mailed questionnaire and found support for their hypothesis. 

They also found gender differences. Wives were more committed and satisfied than were their 
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husbands. Internal barriers to leaving the relationships were noted, including presence of children 

for husbands only, and length of the marriage and strength of religious beliefs for both spouses. 

Results also showed that 53% of the variance in commitment for husbands was explained by 

perceived equity, satisfaction, and presence of children, whereas 54% of the variance was 

explained by perceived equity, satisfaction, and barriers for wives. When controlling for the 

other factors, equity was the most salient predictor for both spouses, followed by satisfaction.   

Scanzoni and Arnett (1987) used stratified random sample of 225 married, educated, and 

employed White couples, mostly from a rural county, to investigate other possible correlates of 

marital commitment (e.g., gender role preferences, religious devoutness, love/care from spouse, 

marital conflict, locus of marital control [spouse, individual, or fate]). The women had to be less 

than 40 years old. Findings were that loving/caring was the only significant correlate for women, 

accounting for 28% of the variance in commitment. For men, loving/caring, fate as locus of 

martial control, and orientation towards the traditional mother role were the most salient 

predictors of commitment and accounted for 27% of the variance in commitment.  

Nock (1995) examined responses from 2,331 married individuals from the National 

Survey of Families and Households to study the relationship between dependence indicators 

(income, educational attainment, household and paid labor, occupational prestige, and 

relationship duration, number of children, and perceived barriers to leaving) and commitment, 

hypothesizing a positive correlation. Findings were that both paid labor and occupational 

prestige were positively associated with commitment for women. Duration of the relationship 

and presence of biological children not related to the spouse were positively associated with 

commitment for men. The perceived barriers to leaving the relationship were significant for both 

partners and accounted for most of the variance commitment. Interestingly, reports about how 

committed respondents felt toward their spouse were not significantly correlated with how the 

spouses‘ rated their own commitment, suggesting that spouses cannot accurately gauge how each 

other feels about commitment. 

A more recent study by Stanley, Markman, and Whitton (2002) investigated commitment 

using a large representative sample of telephone surveys. Focusing on dedication as a measure of 

commitment, response from married participants (n = 754) showed that more committed 

participants devalued alternatives, felt less constraint (feelings of being trapped), and reported 
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higher relationship satisfaction. The only gender difference was that commitment among married 

men was more strongly associated with alternative monitoring and constraint, whereas among 

married women satisfaction was more strongly correlated with commitment.  

Recent studies addressing marital commitment attempt to provide better insight into the 

complex nature of commitment. For example, Weigel, Bennett, and Ballard-Reish (2006) 

examined how perceived role quality and partner influence affects marital commitment in a 

convenience sample of 107 married couples who were mostly White, employed college 

graduates with children at home. They had been married for 12 years on average. In examining 

both individual and partner effects, Weigel, et al. found that when couples perceived their own 

and their partner‘s marital roles and influence as equal/fair/satisfying, they also reported higher 

levels of commitment in the relationship. No gender differences were found.  

Ramirez (2008) used the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) at two different 

times (two-week interval) to investigate how relationship maintenance behaviors (positivity, 

openness, networks, assurances, and sharing tasks) influence commitment, using Johnson‘s 

conceptualization of commitment (personal, moral, and structural). Data were from 148 

heterosexual, married, mostly (82%) White couples (averaged age was 41.88 years and married 

15 years). He found partial support for relational maintenance behavior at Time 1 being 

positively correlated with own and their partner‘s personal commitment at Time 2. Specifically, 

actors‘ assurances and positivity were positively and actors ‗openness was negatively correlated 

with their own and their partners‘ personal commitment two weeks later, accounting for 24% of 

the variance in personal commitment. Actors‘ assurances and network strategies were positively 

associated and openness was negatively associated with their own moral commitment later. 

Further, actors‘ assurances, network strategies, positivity, and shared tasks were positively 

correlated and openness was negatively correlated with partner‘s moral commitment, accounting 

for 36% of the variance in moral commitment.  Lastly, actors‘ network strategies were correlated 

with their own structural commitment two weeks later, and actors‘ reports of networking 

strategies and shared tasks were correlated with partners‘ structural commitment later. However, 

actors‘ assurances were negatively correlated with later structural commitment. These 

relationship maintenance behaviors accounted for 14% of the variance in structural commitment. 
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Thus, these findings suggest that certain maintenance behaviors are linked differentially with 

one‘s own and one‘s partner‘s personal, moral and structural commitment. 

Givertz, Segrin, and Hanzal (2009) examined the effects of types of marriages on marital 

satisfaction and commitment (personal, dedication, and constraint). The marital types were: (a) 

traditional couples characterized by conventional ideology, high behavioral and psychological 

interdependence, and engaging in conflict over serious issue; (b) independent couples 

characterized by unconventional ideology, individual freedom, behavioral autonomy and 

psychological interdependence, and engaging in conflict over both trivial and serious issues; (c) 

separated couples characterized by ambivalence about conventional ideology, behavioral 

interdependence and psychological independence, and conflict avoidance; and (d) mixed couples 

who did not fit in any of the other categories. Their sample (N = 208) was mostly White married 

couples, where the husbands and wives were 43 and 41 years old on average. Results revealed 

that traditional couples reported higher dedication commitment and lower constraint commitment 

than the other groups. Separated couples reported lower satisfaction and lower personal 

commitment than the others, lower dedication commitment than independent and mixed couples, 

and higher constraint commitment than both traditional and mixed couples. Across all couple 

types, wives reported higher dedication commitment and higher constraint commitment than did 

the husbands.  

Givertz et al. (2009) also predicted that the association between satisfaction and personal 

or dedication commitment would vary by couple type. They used an actor-partner 

interdependence model and found that for husbands and wives, their own satisfaction was 

positively related to their own personal and dedication. Among independent couples, husbands‘ 

satisfaction was positively associated with wives‘ personal commitment, and wives‘ satisfaction 

was positively associated with husbands‘ personal commitment and their own personal 

commitment. For traditional husbands, their own satisfaction was positively associated with their 

own dedication commitment. Thus, the effects of own satisfaction was more impactful than that 

of one‘s spouse on an individual‘s reported commitment. 

 Correlates of commitment in unmarried couples.  Other studies have addressed the 

correlates of commitment in non-married samples.  For example, Lydon, Pierce, and O‘Regan 

(1997) used data from a long-distance dating sample of recent high school graduates as they 
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relocated for college to explore differences between personal and moral commitment. The 

sample included 153 Canadian university students in dating relationships (long-distance or local 

[not long distance]); the sample was reduced to 129 by Time 3 data collection.  The overall 

findings were that moral commitment was significant for long-distance couples and enthusiastic 

commitment was strongest for local couples. When the long-distance couples that stayed 

together were compared to those that broke up later, moral commitment was the strongest and 

most salient predictor of relationship survival.  

Wieselquist, Rusbult, Foster and Agnew (1999) reported the findings from two studies 

that examined the link between commitment and motivation and behaviors in long-term 

relationships. For Study 1, they recruited 53 mostly White, undergraduate student couples to 

participate in a 10-week, 3-wave, longitudinal study. By week 10 only 40 couples remained. For 

Study 2, 65 couples from a previous longitudinal study on marital relationship were used. The 

majority were well educated, White Protestants, who had been married about 2 years (38% had 

at least one child). Findings from both studies showed that higher levels of trust, accommodative 

behaviors, and willingness to sacrifice were associated with higher levels of commitment. In the 

non-married sample, higher levels of earlier commitment were correlated with higher levels in 

later accommodation, and in both samples earlier commitment was correlated with higher levels 

of willingness to sacrifice later.  

Sprecher (2001) conducted a 5-wave longitudinal study to examine whether under-

benefiting or over-benefiting regarding equity, rewards, alternative and investments predicted 

commitment, satisfaction, and instability in 101, mostly White, dating couples. She found that 

alternatives and investments were the strongest predictors of commitment, although investments 

were more important to women‘s commitment, and alternatives were more important to men‘s 

commitment. Inequity explained earlier commitment but not commitment over time.  

Weigel and Ballard-Reisch (2002) investigated the behaviors that people perceive as 

reflective of commitment and potential mediators and moderators of the relationships between 

these indicators and commitment. In Study 1, data from an open-ended questionnaire to 248 

undergraduates and university community participants was used to identify behaviors that reflect 

relationship commitment. The behaviors included providing affection, providing support, 

maintaining integrity, sharing companionship, making an effort to communicate, showing 
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respect, creating relational future, creating a positive relationship atmosphere, working together 

on relationship problems, and expressing commitment. In Study 2, responses from 317 university 

students who were married, engaged, seriously dating, and casually dating were used to examine 

the association between the behaviors identified in Study 1 and commitment.  They found that 4 

of the 10 (maintaining integrity, making effort to communicate, creating a relational future, and 

expressing commitment) accounted for 38% of the variance in commitment.  

Le and Agnew (2003) conducted a meta-analysis of 52 studies published between 1970 

and 1999 to test the investment model and determine the correlates of commitment in three 

domains: romantic relationships, jobs, and sports. They found that this model best explained 

romantic relationship commitment; in particular, it explained commitment in dating relationships 

best (60% of the variance in commitment). Findings also revealed that, although the effect size 

was small, gender differences in relationship commitment were noted. Men tended to weigh 

alternatives more favorably than did women. On the other hand, women tended to invest more, 

be more satisfied, and, therefore, be more committed to their relationships than were men. 

However, overall, differences in how the investment model predicted commitment for men and 

women were not found. Regarding race, there was no difference between Whites and non-Whites 

regarding overall relationship commitment; however, few studies specifically sought to study 

non-Whites.  

Birnie, McClure, Lydon, and Holmberg (2009) examined the links between expectations 

that one‘s relationship would fail among avoidantly attached individuals and positive (PCE) 

versus negative (NCE) commitment events. They questioned 106 female and 59 male 

participants from a rural high school and Canadian college whose mean ages were 16.45 and 

19.69, respectively, and who had been in about two serious dating relationships out of five dating 

relationships. As expected, they found that high attachment avoidance individuals were more 

likely to (a) expect their relationships to fail, (b) report higher commitment aversion which 

mediated the relationship between attachment avoidance and relationship outcome, and (c) 

avoidance was correlated with the absence of PCEs and the presence of NCEs, which also 

mediated the relationship between avoidance and relationship outcomes. 

Gender differences in commitment. There have been mixed findings from studies 

exploring how commitment varies by gender. Some studies failed to find gender differences. For 
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example, Impett et al. (2001) found that satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and investments 

were all significant predictors of commitment with satisfaction being salient for both husbands 

and wives. In the meta-analysis discussed earlier, Le and Agnew (2003) found that the 

investment model predicted commitment similarly for men and women. According to Weigel et 

al. (2006), predicting the fairness of your own and your partner‘s role and influence in the 

relationship did not differentially affect reported commitment for husbands and wives. 

 However, some studies highlighted gender differences. In particular, studies show that 

men perceive and monitor the quality of alternatives more, and this is detrimental to commitment 

(Rusbult, 1983; Scanzoni & Arnett, 1987; Sprecher, 2001; Stanley et al., 2002; Gagne & Lydon, 

2003; Le & Agnew, 2003). Also, factors linked with higher levels of commitment for men 

include presence of children, length of the relationship, constraints, displaying loving/caring 

behaviors, having traditional ideology about motherhood, and attributing marital circumstances 

to fate (Sabatelli & Cecil-Pigo, 1985; Nock, 1995). Further, findings show that men who 

reported higher levels of commitment via strong relationship identities tend to view their partners 

more positively than the partner views herself (Gagne & Lydon, 2003). Of interest to the current 

study are the findings that suggest the importance of men‘s perception of alternatives and length 

of the relationship as key correlates of their commitment. 

Regarding women, general consensus is that women are more committed in their 

relationships than are men (Stanley et al., 2002; Le & Agnew, 2003). Consistently, certain 

factors are linked with commitment in women. Particularly, women typically report investing 

more (e.g. displaying loving/caring behaviors) and being more satisfied in their relationships, 

which positively affects commitment (Sabatelli & Cecil-Pigo, 1985; Scanzoni & Arnett, 1987; 

Sprecher, 2001; Stanley et al., 2002; Le & Agnew, 2003) than men. Also, there is some evidence 

that women‘s lack of paid labor and low occupational prestige is related to higher levels of 

commitment (Nock, 1995). Regardless of commitment levels, women appear to view their 

partners more positively than their partners view themselves (Gagne & Lydon, 2003). 

Important to the current study, evidence suggests that in many studies of romantic 

relationships, females are the common respondent (e.g., Le & Agnew, 2003; Stanley et al. 2002), 

and there are others who suggest that women‘s responses are more reliable indicators of 

relationships (Marsiglio, Amato, Day, & Lamb, 2000) than are responses from men.  Clearly, 
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there is limited focus on men‘s perceptions of romantic relationships, especially among minority 

men – a void that the current study addresses.  

Race and commitment. Few studies have addressed the influence of race on relational 

commitment, although the assumption is that such differences likely occur given the higher 

relationship dissolution and divorce rates among African Americans. Of the studies that included 

race, even fewer studies acknowledged possible gender differences. In fact, in their meta-

analysis, Le and Agnew (2003) did not find racial differences in commitment, but they admitted 

that few studies had examined racial difference. Two notable exceptions are studies by Davis, et 

al. (2000) and Kurdek (2008).   

Davis et al. (2000) identified commitment as a contributing factor for African Americans 

who were economically stable, using survey data from 212 African Americans attending a 

conference for the National Association of Black MBAs in 1992 and participating in a workshop 

on romantic relationships. Approximately 80% had never married, but more than 90% expected 

to marry. Men reported greater perceived equity in their relationships and that their partners were 

ideal and more attractive than did women. Women reported more perceived power in their 

relationships. However, no gender differences were found for commitment, investments, 

alternatives, relationship satisfaction, or sexual satisfaction.  For both men and women, the 

combined variables accounted for 48% of the variance in commitment (Davis et al., 2000) with 

indicators of the investment model explaining most of the variance compared with relationship 

dynamics (e.g., equity, power, attraction).   

Kurdek (2008) examined commitment in Black and White couples and found small 

differences. Using data from 111 Black and 535 White, heterosexual, young adult premarital 

dating couples, he tested a dependence model (relationships satisfaction, alternative, and 

investments). He expected that high satisfaction, low quality of alternatives, and high 

investments would be associated with high commitment. Regarding race, he found that Black 

partners reported better quality alternatives than did White partners; he also found that Black 

partners reported lower satisfaction and commitment than did White partners, and the effect was 

stronger for women.  
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The findings hint that Blacks may be less committed than Whites in their romantic 

relationships. Although this may be the case, the findings from a single study are inadequate for 

confirming a definitive trend. The current study attempted to fill gaps in the commitment 

literature by focusing on young adult Black men and comparing them with young adult White 

men. 

2.3 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 Based on the lack of research on the effects of race on commitment in romantic 

relationships and the role that commitment plays in relationship outcomes, my primary research 

question was: From an investment model perspective, do Black men differ from White men in 

their reported relationship commitment (R1)? Based on previous research (Kurdek, 2008), I 

hypothesized that Black men will report lower relationship satisfaction, invest less in the 

relationship, and perceive more alternatives, which will be associated with lower commitment 

than white men (H1). My second research question explored within-group differences in 

commitment for Black men. (R2). Based on previous research men who are more satisfied, 

invest more, and perceive fewer alternatives will be more committed in their relationship (H2). 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODS 
 

 

 

3.1 Procedures 

 
 This study used data collected as part of Project RELATE, 5-year federally funded 

project to develop a national model of relationship education for college students. Data were 

collected each fall and spring semester from 2007 to 2010 from undergraduate students enrolled 

in a family relations course. Students completed an online survey for extra credit. Surveys were 

administered three times during the semester (at the beginning, mid-semester, and the end of the 

semester); however, only data from Time 1 (T1) are used in the current study, because of the 

higher attrition at T2 and T3. From the available data, items were chosen to operationalize 

investment in one's relationship, relationship satisfaction, perceived alternatives to one's 

relationship, and relationship commitment, as well as the demographic characteristics of interest.  

3.2 Participants 

Data were collected from 7,963 students during the full study period. Males were the 

target population, and there were 2,003 (25.2% of available responses) potential participants. Of 

these men, only those who self-identified as Black (African American) (n = 248, or 12.4% of all 

men in the sample) were selected. Of all men who self-identified as Black, the sample for the 

study was further reduced to only those who reported ―dating exclusively‖ and ―dating non-

exclusively‖ (n = 92). Participants that did not respond to any of these preliminary questions 

were not included. As a comparison, an equal number of men who self-identified as White (non-

Hispanic) and in either of the aforementioned dating categories were randomly selected. The 

final sample used included 92 Black men and 92 White men (n = 184). 

Overall, 29.9% of the selected participants were freshmen, followed by sophomore, 

juniors, and seniors (25%, 23.4%, and 11.4% respectively); 10% of the students did not list their 

school year. Their average age was 19.96 years (SD = 2.045; range was 17-28 years). Of the 184 

students, 100 (54.3%) reported being in an exclusive dating relationship and 84 students (45.6%) 
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were in non-exclusive dating relationship. Of the Black men, 54 (58.7%) were in exclusive 

relationships, and 38 (41.3%) were in non-exclusive relationships. Of the White males, 46 

(50.0%) were in exclusive dating relationships, and 46 (50.0%) were in non-exclusive dating 

relationships. Approximately 45% of the participants were in their relationship for less than one 

year. Only 10.3% or 19 of the participants were cohabiting with their partners. Of the cohabiting 

males, 13 (14.1% of the overall sample) were Black, and 6 (3.3%) were White.    

3.3 Measures 

 Several items were identified in the surveys and used to measure the various constructs in 

the study. All of the items were included in the surveys given each semester. 

 Investment.  In this study, investment was operationalized in terms of satisfaction with 

sacrifice (Stanley & Markman, 1992), and a 6-item scale was available. Responses ranged from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) to items such as, ―I get satisfaction out of doing things 

for my partner, even if it means I miss out on something I want for myself.‖ Items are scored so a 

higher score reflects greater investment in the relationship.                           for the 

sample. 

 Alternatives. Alternatives were conceptualized as relationship exclusivity, based on the 

idea that being in a non-exclusive relationship is likely due to other potential partners that one 

might view better than his current partner (Rusbult, 1980, 1983). One item was available and 

asked, ―How would you describe your relationship?‖ Only those who described their relationship 

as dating exclusively or dating non-exclusively were selected for this study, assuming that 

exclusivity reflects the attractiveness of one‘s current partner over other potential partners. 

Although this is not a preferred measure of alternatives because it omits a direct indicator of 

comparison among potential partners, this was the best indicator available. Associated 

limitations of this measure are addressed later.    

 Relationship satisfaction. One item was available to assess relationship satisfaction. 

Participants were asked, ―In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?‖ Responses 

ranged from worse than all others (extremely bad) (1) to better than all others (extremely good) 

(7).  Higher scores reflect more relationship satisfaction. 
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 Commitment.  Johnson, et al.‘s (1999) conceptualization of personal, moral, and 

structural commitment was measured. Personal commitment was operationalized as dedication, 

and four items were used from Stanley and Markman‘s (1992) commitment assessment 

(                 ). Participants were asked to report their level of agreement with 

statements like, ―My relationship with my partner is more important to me than almost anything 

else in my life,‖ or ―I want this relationship to stay strong no matter what rough times we may 

encounter.‖  Responses are reported on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) 

to strongly agree (5). Items are coded such that higher scores represent more personal 

commitment. 

 Moral commitment was not included in this study, because there were unintended errors 

found in the survey for the items that could be used to measure this construct. Specifically, the 

likert scale on the items ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly disagree (5) instead of the 

intended range from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). 

 Structural commitment was operationalized with three indicators: cohabitation, distance 

from partner, and relationship duration. Participants were asked to select if they live together 

with (1) or separately from their partner (2). They were also asked, ―How far away from you 

does your partner live,‖ to which they responded 0-10 miles, 11-20 miles, 21-50 miles, 51-100 

miles, 101-200 miles, and 200+ miles. The duration of the relationship was reported in years. 

Control variables. Age was the only control variable used in the study, and participants 

responded to a question asking them to report their current age. 

 Testing the hypotheses. To test H1, Black men will report lower relationship 

satisfaction, invest less in the relationship, and perceive higher quality alternatives than White 

men, which will be associated with lower commitment, I first conducted a series of ANOVAs 

and chi-square analyses to determine difference in these variables by race. Next, I conducted a 

hierarchical regression with interactions terms (race x satisfaction, race x investment and race x 

exclusivity) to determine differences by race in the relationship between relationship satisfaction, 

investment (satisfaction with sacrifice), alternatives (relationship exclusivity), and personal 

commitment (dedication) and two indicators of structural commitment (distance and relationship 

duration). This was followed with a binary logistic regression also with interactions terms (race x 
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satisfaction, race x relationship exclusivity) to determine differences by race in the relationship 

between relationship satisfaction, investment, and alternatives and on final indicator of structural 

(cohabitation). 

 To test H2, controlling for age, men who are more satisfied, invest more, and perceive 

fewer alternatives will be more committed in their relationship, I conducted a hierarchal 

regression analysis to determine which variables best explain the variance in personal 

commitment and two indicators of structural commitment in the Black men in the sample.  In 

Model 1 I included age as the control variable; then in Model 2, I added the variables 

representing the investment model (satisfaction, investments, and alternatives) to the analysis.   

Missing data. Missing data beyond defining the subpopulation of interest were imputed 

using mean substitution for subgroups (Acock, 2005), because the data was found to be missing 

at random and was less than 3% missing.    
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

 

 

4.1 Preliminary Analyses: Bivariate Correlations 
 

 As shown in Table 1, for the overall sample, several associations were significant.  For 

example, age was positively associated with race (r = .17, p = .025) and cohabitation (r = .29, p = 

.000), such that Black males were older than White males, and older men were more likely to be 

cohabiting. Age was marginally correlated with distance (p = .053). Race was also negatively 

associated with relationship satisfaction (r = -.18, p = .016), suggesting that Black men were less 

satisfied in their current relationships than were White men. Relationship satisfaction was 

positively related to satisfaction with sacrifice (r = .45, p = .000) and dedication (r = .60, p = 

.000), such that the more participants were satisfied with their current relationships, they were 

also more likely to be satisfied with the sacrifice made in the relationship and more dedicated to 

those relationships. Satisfaction with sacrifice was also positively correlated with dedication (r = 

.52, p = .000). Relationship exclusivity and satisfaction with sacrifice were positively associated, 

but the relationship was marginally significant (p = .056). Distance was negatively correlated 

with cohabitation (r = -.21, p = .004); relationship duration was positively correlated 

cohabitation (r = .23, p = .002) and dedication (r = .22, p = .003).   

 Findings from the bivariate correlations for Whites and Blacks calculated separately are 

shown in Table 2.  Results for White males appear in the upper panel. These results show several 

significant correlations between the variables of interest.  Specifically, satisfaction with sacrifice 

was positively correlated with age (r =.26, p = .012) and relationship satisfaction (r = .50, p = 

.000), such that older white men and those who reported more relationship satisfaction also 

reported more satisfied with their sacrifice in their relationships. Distance was negatively 

correlated with age (r = -.21, p = .049), such that older participants were likely to live closer to 

their partners. Cohabitation was also correlated with age (r = .25, p = .016) such that older 

participants were more likely to be cohabiting with their partners. Lastly, dedication was 

positively correlated with relationship satisfaction (r = .70, p = .000), satisfaction with sacrifice 

(r = .53, p = .000), and cohabitation (r = .22, p = .038). This suggests that those white males who 



23 

 

reported more relationship satisfaction and satisfaction with sacrifice and who were more likely 

cohabiting also reported higher levels of dedication.  

 

 These results for Black men are shown in the lower panel of Table 2 and several of the 

correlations were significant.  For example, age was positively associated with cohabitation (r = 

.29, p = .006), such that older Black males reported cohabiting with their partners more 

frequently than did younger males. Relationship satisfaction was positively associated with 

satisfaction with sacrifice (r = .41, p = .000) and dedication (r = .50, p = .000), suggesting that 

participants who reported being more satisfied in their relationships also reported more 

satisfaction with their sacrifice and more dedication to the relationship. Satisfaction with 

sacrifice was also positively correlated with dedication (r = .51, p = .000), but only marginally 

correlated with relationship exclusivity (p = .057). The relationship between satisfaction with 

sacrifice and dedication suggests that Black men who reported being more satisfied with their 

Table 1 

Bivariate Correlation for Demographic and Commitment Variables (N = 184) 

 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Age          

2. Raceª .17*         

3. Relationship Satisfaction .06 -.18*        

4. Satisfaction with Sacrifice .08 -.08 .45**       

5. Relationship Exclusivityᵇ -.00 .09 .05 .14†      

6. Distance -.14† -.14 -.08 .06 .00     

7. Relationship Duration .03 -.08 -.01 .02 .12 .01    

8. Cohabitationᶜ .29** .13 .00 -.02 .06 -.21** .23**   

9. Dedication .02 -.11 .60** .52** .04 -.03 .22** .13  

M 19.96 0.50 4.88 32.61 0.54 2.37 2.06 0.10 15.06 

SD   2.05 0.50 1.15   5.99 0.50 2.09 1.15 0.31   3.38 

Range 17-28     0-1   2-6 14-42   0-1   1-6   1-4    0-1   7-20 

        .81         .84 

Note: 
a
Race: 0 = White (non-Hispanic), 1 = Black (African American). 

b
Relationship Exclusivity: 0 = non-exclusive, 

1 = exclusive. 
c
Cohabitation:  

0 = living separately, 1 = living together. 

**. p  .01; *. p  .05; †. p  .05  



24 

 

sacrifice were also more likely to report higher levels of dedication. Distance and cohabitation 

were negatively correlated (r = -.23, p = .029), suggesting that couples living closer together 

were likely to be cohabiting. Finally, relationship duration was positively related to cohabitation 

(r = .30, p = .004) and dedication (r = .27, p = .009), such that those who were in relationships of 

longer duration were more likely to cohabit and to also report higher levels of dedication.  

 

4.2 Hypothesis 1 

 To test H1, Black men will have lower relationship satisfaction, perceive more 

alternative, and invest less in the relationship than White men, which will be associated with 

lower commitment, I conducted a series of difference tests including analyses of variance and 

chi-square analyses, followed by multiple linear regressions, and a binary logistic regression. 

The results of the tests for differences between groups are shown in Table 3. These results 

Table 2 

Bivariate Correlation for Black Men (Lower Panel; n=92) and White Men (Upper Panel; n=92) for Demographic and  

Commitment Variables 

 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Age  .20      .26*    -.03  -.21*  -.10    .25*     .13 

2. Relationship Satisfaction .01      .50**     .08  -.13  -.03    .10     .70** 

3. Satisfaction with Sacrifice -.03 .41**       .10   .04  -.07    .12     .53** 

4. Relationship Exclusivity
a
 -.01 .06   .20†    .06   .11    .09 .02 

5. Distance -.05 -.08   .07 -.04  -.13  -.18    -.02 

6. Relationship Duration .19 -.02   .09 .14   .04    .19 .16 

7. Cohabitation
b
 .29** -.02  -.10 .02 -.23* .30*    .22* 

8. Dedication -.03 .50**   .51** .07 -.07 .27** .10  

M (Black Men)
 

20.29 4.68 32.11   0.59 2.09 1.97 0.14 14.68 

SD
 

  2.21 1.19   6.25   0.50 1.95 1.09 0.35   3.38 

M (White Men)
 

19.62 5.09 33.11   0.50 2.65 2.15 0.70 15.43 

SD
 

  1.82 1.08        5.71   0.50 2.20 1.20 0.25   3.35 

Note: 
a
Relationship Exclusivity: 0 = non-exclusive, 1 = exclusive. 

b
Cohabitation: 0 = living separately, 1 = living together. 

**. p  .01; *. p  .05; †. p  .05  
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revealed only one difference in the variables of interest. Relationship satisfaction was higher in 

Whites (M = 5.09, SD = 1.07) than in Blacks (M = 4.68, SD = 1.19), F(1, 182) = 5.88, p = .016.  

 

Results from the multiple linear regression predicting personal commitment as dedication 

are shown in Table 4. Model 3 shows the results for the testing of H1 with indicators of the 

investment model measured as relationships satisfaction, satisfaction with sacrifice and 

relationship exclusivity by race, I found that the only race difference was in the association 

between relationship satisfaction and dedication                  accounting for 45% of 

the variance. This suggests that the positive relationship between satisfaction and dedication was 

weaker for Black males. However, this model contributed only an additional 1% of the variance 

explained in personal commitment. I then tested the most parsimonious model with only 

relationship satisfaction               , satisfaction with sacrifice               , 

and race x satisfaction                  interaction term (not shown in table form), the 

variance explained remained at 44%.  

Table 3  

Differences by Race in Means (SD) and Percentages 

___________________________________________________________________________________________            

                                                              Race 

                                _______________________________________            

                                                Black Men (n = 92)         White Men (n = 92)  

Variables                  M (SD)              %     M (SD)                 %              �2(1, 184)or F(1, 182) 

___________________________________________________________________________________________                                  

Age  20.29 (2.21)a   19.62 (1.82)b  5.11 

Relationship Satisfaction    4.68 (1.19)a     5.09 (1.08) b  5.88 

Satisfaction with Sacrifice 32.11 (6.25) a   33.11 (5.71) a  1.29 

Relationship Exclusivity 

(% exclusive) 

                

 

 

58.70a 

     

50.00a 

 

1.40 

Distance  1.09 (1.95) a     1.65 (1.95)a  3.40 

Relationship Duration   1.97 (1.09) a     2.15 (1.20) a  1.20 

Cohabitation (% living 

together) 

     

14.10a 

     

  6.50a 

 

2.88 

Dedication 14.68 (3.38) a  15.43 (3.35) a  2.29 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note:  Means in the same row that do not share subscripts differ at p  .05
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 Results from the multiple regression analyses predicting two types of structural 

commitment (distance and relationship duration) are show in Tables 5 and 6 respectively.  These 

results indicate that none of the variables of interest in these equations including the interaction 

terms predicted either commitment variable. 

Results of the binary logistic regression analysis predicting cohabitation as the third 

indictor of structural commitment are presented in Table 7.  These results indicate that age 

increased the odds that the participants are cohabiting (e
b 

= 1.41), such that for every one year 

increase in age, the odds of cohabiting with their partner increases by 41%. However, the 

variables of interest to the hypothesis testing were not significant.  

Taken together, these results provide only partial support for H1.  Only relationship 

satisfaction was associated with personal commitment and this association differently by race 

with Whites reporting higher satisfaction than Blacks. Further the association between 

relationships satisfaction and personal commitment was stronger for Whites than Blacks.  No 

differences by race were found for any indicators of structural commitment. 

Table 4 

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Personal Commitment 

(Dedication) (N = 184)  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variables B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 

Age  0.04  0.12  .02  -0.05  0.09  -.03      -0.06  0.09 - .04 

Relationship Satisfaction     1.33  0.19  .45*      1.39  0.19  .47* 

Satisfaction with Sacrifice    0.18 0.04 .33* 0.18 0.04 .31* 

Relationship Exclusivity    -0.22  0.38 -.03     -0.24  0.38 -.04 

 Race x Satisfaction
 

           -0.81 0.38 -.14* 

 Race x Sacrifice            0.05 0.07  .04 

 Race x Exclusivity            0.21 0.77  .02 

R
2 

              .00 

        0.08 

.44 

46.37* 

.45 

1.56 F for change in R
2
 

Note: Race, relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with sacrifice, and relationship exclusivity were centered at their 

means. 

*. p  .05
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Table 5 

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Structural Commitment 

(Distance) (N = 184)  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variables B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 

Age -0.15 0.08 -.14† -0.15 0.08 -.15*      -0.15 0.08 -.15† 

Relationship Satisfaction    -0.24 0.15 -.13 -0.25 0.15 -.14 

Satisfaction with Sacrifice    0.05 0.03 .14 0.05 0.03 .15 

Relationship Exclusivity    -0.05 0.31 -.01 -0.05 0.31 -.01 

Race x Satisfaction
 

      0.15 0.31 .04 

Race x Sacrifice       -0.02 0.06 -.03 

Race x Exclusivity       -0.49 0.63 -.06 

R
2 

.02 

3.80† 

.04 

1.19 

.05 

0.31 F for change in R
2
 

Note: Race, relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with sacrifice, and relationship exclusivity were centered at their 

means. 

*. p  .05; †. p  .05 

Table 6 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Structural Commitment 

(Relationship Duration) (N = 184)  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variables B SE B β B SE B β B SE B β 

Age 0.02 0.04 .03 0.02 0.04 .04 0.03 0.04 .04 

Relationship Satisfaction    -0.02 0.08 -.02 -0.01 0.09 -.01 

Satisfaction with Sacrifice    0.00 0.02 .01 -0.00 0.02 -.00 

Relationship Exclusivity    0.26 0.17 .12 0.25 0.17 .11 

 Race x Satisfaction
 

      -0.07 0.17 -.03 

 Race x Sacrifice       0.04 0.03 0.09 

 Race x Exclusivity       -0.02 0.35 -.00 

R
2 

.00 

0.21 

.02 

0.82 

.02 

0.39 F for change in R
2
 

Note: Race, relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with sacrifice, and relationship exclusivity were centered at their 

means. 
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4.3 Hypothesis 2 

To test H2, Black men who were more satisfied, more invested, and perceived fewer 

alternatives, would also be more committed, I conducted a multiple linear regression to assess 

personal commitment (dedication)and two indictors of structural commitment (duration and 

distance), and a bivariate logistic regression for the third indicator of structural commitment 

(cohabitation). These results appear in Tables 8 - 11.  Regarding dedication as the indicator of 

personal commitment, both relationship satisfaction                and satisfaction with 

sacrifice                were significant predictors of dedication in the expected directions, 

but relationship exclusivity was not (see Table 8). This model explained 36% of the variance in 

dedication among the sample of Black men.  

Table 7 

Results of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Structural Commitment (Cohabitation) (N =184),  

Controlling for Age  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

          

Predictors   B SE B
 

e
B 

  B SE B
 

e
B 

  B SE B
 

e
B 

            

            

Age .34* .10 1.41 .36* .10 1.44 .34* .10 1.41 

          

Relationship Satisfaction    .06 .27 1.06 .04 .32 1.04 

          

Satisfaction with Sacrifice    -.04 .05 .96 -.06 .06 .94 

          

Relationship Exclusivity    -.55 .54 .58 -.22 .67 .81 

          

Race x Satisfaction       .22 .65 1.25 

          

Race x Sacrifice       .07 .11 1.07 

          

Race x Description       -.92 .98 .40 

          

Constant -9.21   -8.27   -7.22   

          

2
 11.96* 13.615* 15.66* 

          

df 1 4 7 
Note: Age is the control variable. e

B
 = exponentiated B.  

*. p  .05  
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For both distance and relationship duration as indicators of structural commitment, none 

of the predictors were significant (see Tables 9 and 10). The results of the model assessing 

predictors of cohabitation, appears in Table 11.  These results show that, as before, age was the 

only predictor that increased the odds of participants cohabiting (e
b 

= 1.37), such that for every 

one year increase in age, the odds of cohabiting with their partner increased by 37%. 

Importantly, the variables of interest were not significant. Therefore, H2 was partially supported 

in that relationship satisfaction and satisfaction with sacrifice (the measure of investments) was 

significantly associated with personal commitment measured as dedication.  Relationship 

exclusivity did not predict any form of commitment, and structural commitment was only 

predicted by age which served as the control variable in the analyses.  

 

Table 8 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Personal Commitment 

(Dedication) Among Black Men (n = 92)  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variables B SE B β B SE B β 

Age -0.05 0.16 -.03 -0.03 0.13 -.02 

Relationship Satisfaction    0.99 0.27 .35* 

Satisfaction with Sacrifice    0.20 0.05 .37* 

Relationship Exclusivity    -0.14 0.60 -.02 

R
2 

.00 

0.08 

.36 

12.20* F  

Note: Race, relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with sacrifice, and relationship exclusivity were centered at  

their means. 

*. p  .05 
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Table 9 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Structural Commitment 

(Distance) Among Black Men (n = 92)  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variables B SE B β B SE B Β 

Age -0.04 0.09 -.05 -0.04 0.09 -.05 

Relationship Satisfaction    -0.22 0.19 -.13 

Satisfaction with Sacrifice    0.04 0.04 .13 

Relationship Exclusivity    -0.24 0.43 -.06 

R
2 

.00 

0.22 

.02 

0.54 F  

Note: Race, relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with sacrifice, and relationship exclusivity were centered at  

their means. 

Table 10 

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Structural Commitment 

(Duration) Among Black Men (n = 92)  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variables B SE B β B SE B Β 

Age 0.09 0.05 .19 0.10 0.05 .19 

Relationship Satisfaction    -0.07 0.11 -.07 

Satisfaction with Sacrifice    0.02 0.02 .10 

Relationship Exclusivity    0.27 0.23 .12 

R
2 

.04 

3.23 

.06 

1.46 F  

Note: Race, relationship satisfaction, satisfaction with sacrifice, and relationship exclusivity were centered at 

 their means. 
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Table 11 

Results of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Structural Commitment 

(Cohabitation) Among Black Men (n =92), Controlling for Age  

 

 Model 1 Model 2 

       

Predictors   B SE B
 

e
B 

  B SE B
 

e
B 

        

Age .31* .12 1.37 .32* .13 1.38 

       

Relationship Satisfaction    .04 .31 1.04 

       

Satisfaction with Sacrifice    -.06 .06 .94 

       

Relationship Exclusivity    -.40 .69 .67 

       

Constant -8.29   -6.71   

       

2
 6.50* 7.79 

       

df 1 4 
Note: Age is the control variable. e

B
 = exponentiated B.  

*. p  .05 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

The purpose of this study was to explore commitment in romantic relationships with a 

focus on young Black men and from the perspective of the investment model. Overall, few 

differences were found by race in the ways in which the indicators of the investment model used 

here were able to explain personal commitment (dedication); in fact, only relationship 

satisfaction was linked with personal commitment, and this link was stronger for Whites than 

Blacks in this sample. Moreover, compared to personal commitment, the variables used to 

represent the investment model did not explain variation in structural commitment well. Le and 

Agnew (2003) concluded from their meta-analysis that the investment model best explains 

personal commitment over other types of commitment, and the results presented here support 

their conclusion. Based on the high correlation between relationship satisfaction and dedication, 

it may also be that the young White men in this sample interpreted the items assessing 

relationship satisfaction as similar to those assessing dedication, whereas Black men interpreted 

the items more distinctly. If these two groups of men do attach different meanings to the items, 

then further testing is warranted to determine if better measures are needed. 

However, indicators of the investment model did not explain structural commitment well. 

In fact, only age significantly predicted cohabitation as an indicator of structural commitment 

which was expected.  

Overall, the indicators of the investment model used here did not do a good job of 

explaining commitment as a multidimensional construct. An important argument made by 

Johnson, Caughlin, and Huston (1999) was that commitment has more than one dimension and, 

therefore, requires a model that taps this multidimensionality. By including items that ask about 

the presence of children or feelings of guilt associated with infidelity, structural and moral 

commitment may have been addressed. 

Exploring commitment among Black men only, investments (measure as satisfaction with 

sacrifice) and relationship satisfaction continued to be the significant predictors of personal 
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commitment (dedication), accounting for just over one-third of the variance. However, 

alternatives measured as dating exclusivity was not a significant predictor. This may be due to 

the measure used, which could be fixed by asking about other attractiveness of other prospective 

dating partners. From the available data I reasoned that individuals who were in an exclusive 

relationship likely see the relationship as a best option, whereas those in non-exclusive 

relationships recognized others as at least somewhat desirable. Taking a more direct approach to 

measuring alternatives might prove to be a better indicator of the construct.  Another possible, 

but less probable explanation is that the relationship between alternatives and commitment only 

differs by gender as previous research shows (e.g., Stanley et al., 2002; Gagne & Lydon, 2003). 

That is, men perceive more alternatives than do women. Nevertheless, better measures might 

result in greater understanding of men‘s relationship commitment, especially among Black men.  

5.1 Limitations 

 This study explored a previously understudied topic and provided some insight into how 

well the investment model explained commitment in young adult Black men.  However, the 

results only provided partial support for the investment model. These results must be interpreted 

with caution in light of several limitations. One limitation is that the data used were not designed 

to assess the investment model specifically, so measures were not included for some of the 

crucial components of the investment model. For example, a measure containing multiple items 

that asks participants directly about other dating prospect or how being single compares with 

their current relationship status would be an improvement over the measure used to assess 

alternatives.  

 Another limitation is that not all dimensions of commitment were represented here.  

Johnson (1973) argued for inclusion of three dimensions of commitment: personal, structural, 

and moral. In this study, it was possible to only assess personal and structural.    

 Still another limitation is not being able to determine the meanings attached to the various 

items used to assess these constructs. Knowing more about the meanings men attach to 

commitment would permit the development of better measures and allow more confidence in the 

results.  
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5.2 Future Studies 

 For those interested in pursuing this topic, use of measure that better assess the constructs 

of interest is imperative. Again, by including a multiple-item measures that better assess the 

various component of the investment model as well as the outcomes of interest might yield more 

desirable results. A multiple-item measure for relationship satisfaction would also be beneficial, 

because it may help participants to better differentiate relationship satisfaction from 

commitment, especially if the sample includes White males. More importantly, try and develop a 

model for structural and moral commitment that works in conjunction with the investment model 

to help strength the understanding of overall commitment.  

 Also, testing this model with a non-college population is essential, because some research 

shows that those with more education are more likely to commit overtime (Heaton, 2002). 

Although emerging adulthood is a time of exploration, the college context provides more 

opportunities for such exploration than may be possible outside of this context. To gain a more 

realistic view of dating relationship commitment in Black men, studying a more diverse 

population of these men is essential (Cohen & Nee, 2000).  This would allow the exploration of 

more within-group variations in relationship commitment among Black men.  For example, 

exploring variations among men as emerging adults and young adults could provide insight into 

changes in commitment with increasing age.  Also, future studies should compare those in 

exclusive and non-exclusive relationships, as well as those who are engaged or married. 

Exploring commitment in married Black men may result in a better sense of which factors 

contribute to marital commitment.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

IRB APPROVAL LETTER 
 

 

 

Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 12/16/2010 

 

To: Kimberly Mathis 

 

Address: 2000 Merchants Row Blvd Apt 827, Tallahassee, FL 32311 

Dept.: FAMILY & CHILD SCIENCE 

 

From:   Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re:     Use of Human Subjects in Research 

Dating Relationship Commitment in Black Men. U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services (Grant 90FE0022) awarded to Frank D. Fincham and has IRB approval at FSU 

(HSC#2010.4745). 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 

proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of 

the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 

46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 

 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 

weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 

and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 

required. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 

form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 

used in recruiting research subjects. 
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If the project has not been completed by 12/15/2011 you must request a renewal of approval for 

continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 

expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 

renewal of your approval from the Committee. 

 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 

the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol 

change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, 

federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 

unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 

reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 

human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 

the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 

 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 

Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 

 

Cc: Beatrice Pasley, Advisor 

HSC No. 2010.5345  
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