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Abstract

This study was undertaken to examine young women's and men's oricntations toward love in three very
different cultures: Japan (N = 223), Russia (N = 401), and the United States (N = 1,043). The love variables

examined were: frequency of love expericnces. attachment types, love styles.

love as a basis for marriage,

romantic attitudes, and predictors of failing in love. Many cultural ditferences were found in the love variables,
but the cffect of culture was not always in the expected direction. We alsc examined how the pattern of gender
differences in love variables differcd across the three societics. Some of the gender differences and similarities
tound in previous love research and also in the U.S. sample of this study were not replicated in the Japanese
and/or Russian samples. We discuss the importance of studying love and other aspects of close relationships

with data collected from more than one culture.

Love in romantic relationships has become
a popular topic of investigation in the past
decade (for reviews, see Hatfield & Rap-
son, 1993; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992).
Most of the love research, however, has
been conducted with samples obtained
from the United States or other Western-
ized societies. Furthermore, even compari-
sons among Western societies or among
ethnic groups within a particular Western
society have been rare. A scarcity of cross-
cultural data is typical of social psychology
research in general (Bond, 1988). However,
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the scarcity is particularly problematic in
the area of romantic love attitudes and ex-
periences, which may well be highly linked
with culture (e.g., Rosenblatt, 1966; Swidler,
1980). Gender differences in the area of
romantic love would also seem to be
strongly linked with culture. Thus, the pre-
sent research set out to explore responses
to a variety of current iove measures among
samples of young women and men in Japan,
Russia, and the United States.

Because there is so little cross-cultural
theory and research on love, we were reluc-
tant to develop firm and specific hypothe-
ses concerning what cross-cultural differ-
ences and similarities might be found.
Indeed, we want to emphasize the explora-
tory nature of these comparisons. Never-
theless, there is some basis for expecting
culture to play a role in love and for cultural
differences to vield different love experi-
ences. Though culture is a “fuzzy concept”
(Triandis, Bontempo, & Villareal, 1988),
cultures can be differentiated along mean-
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ingful dimensions. One such dimension that
has proven fruitful in recent work is collec-
tivism versus individualism. Dien and Dion
(1988, 1993) analyzed how this dimension
might be related to romantic love. Collec-
tivist cultures (e.g.. many Asian cultures)
emphasize “reduced privacy. emotional de-
pendence on organizations and institutions,
a belief in the superiority of group over
individual decisions, and one’s identity be-
ing defined by one’s place in the social sys-
tem” (Dion & Dion, 1988, p. 2830). The
group may be family, an ethnic group, a re-
ligion, or an organization (Triandis et al.,
1988). Individualistic societies (e.z.. West-
ern cultures). on the other hand. emphasize
“rights over duties, personal autonomy.
self-realization, individual initiative and
achievement, and the superiority of individ-
ual decisions™ (Dion & Dion, 1988, p. 280).
Just what effect these ditferences might
have on romantic love is not entirely clear.
Some analysts (e.g., Waterman, 1981, 1984)
suggest that individualism is beneficial for
love and interdependence. Others (e.g.,
Bellah, Madsen. Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton,
1985) suggest that individualism and love
are not necessarily compatible, and, in fact,
America’s individualistic culture may make
it difficult for individuals to be loving to-
ward others. In the present study, Japan rep-
resents a traditionally collectivist culture
and the United States, a prototypically indi-
vidualist culture. Russia, with its central
European heritage and its literally collec-
tivist experience of the last 70 years. would
seem to be in between.

Two further cultural dimensions possibly
relevant to love are ideology of love and
economic wealth. European-based cultures
(including Russia and the United States,
but not Japan) share a love ideology that
includes a heritage of courtly romantic love
(Fiedler & Rechtien, 1988). The European
heritage of romantic love may be especially
strong in Russia, where there is not only a
strong romantic literary and artistic tradi-
tion, but also an official ideology—if not
always official practice—that has empha-
sized the importance of love following
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Marx and Engels’ very romantic views on
the subject (Shlapentokh, 1984). Economic
wealth also seems relevant to love (Levine,
Sato. Hashimoto. & Verma, in press). In a
poor or struggling society (e.g.. Russia dur-
ing the time this research was conducted),
there may be a more practical approach
toward love, whereas more affluent socie-
ties (Japan and the United States in the
present research) may be better able to af-
ford the luxury of romance.

Finally. culture may be related to gender
differences in love. Gender differences re-
ported in previous literature (mainly U.S.
studies) have been explained by models em-
phasizing biologyv (genetic, hormonal, and
physical factors). early socialization and at-
tachment experiences, and social roles. The
latter two approaches in particular have in-
dicated a diversity in gender patterns across
societies as a function of differing social
structure and in how men and women are
treated, both as children (when early attach-
ments are formed) and in adulthood. In the
present study, Japan would seem to reflect a
considerably more traditional gender differ-
entiation than either Russia or the United
States (Fukuda. 1991; Fukutake, 1981).

Thus. the samples selected provided an
opportunity to draw sharp contrasts on key
dimensions of collectivism-individualism,
love ideology, economic wealth, and tradi-
tionalism of gender roles. At the same time,
the three countries all share a status as
world powers and comprise educated, and
at least reasonably economically well-off,
populations. Furthermore, Russia and Ja-
pan are relatively unexplored territory in
the context of love research (with only a
few studies in Japan and none in Russia
using conventional measures).

The variables we measured in these
three cultures were selected to represent
current measurement approaches to love,
focusing on variables that might be particu-
larly sensitive to cultural differences (e.g.,
we mainly included measures that empha-
size love in general, rather than in a specific
relationship) and which have been theoreti-
cally interesting in their application in
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Cross-cultural perspectives on love

North American studies. Below we briefly
consider each of these variables and note
previous gender-related or cross-cultural
findings that are relevant to the present

study.

Love Yariables Examined

Frequency of love experiences. Two common
questions asked in recent studies on love
have been, “Are you in love now?” and
“How many times have you been in love?”
For example, in a sample of University of
Miami students, Hendrick, Hendrick. Foote,
and Slapion-Foote (1984) found that 46% of
the respondents said they were currently in
love;only 11% said that they had never been
in love. Other evidence also shows that most
voung adults in the United States and Can-
ada have experienced love at least once
(Averill & Boothroyd, 1977; Dietch, 1978;
Dion & Dion, 1973; Hendrick & Hendrick,
1986:; for a review, see Aron, Aron, Paris,
Tucker, & Rodriguez, 1989). Hendrick and
Hendrick (1986; Hendrick et al., 1984) also
reported gender differences. In their studies,
a greater proportion of women than of men
reported that they were in love (61% vs.
43% in one study; 64% vs. 46% in another).
Hendrick et al. (1984) reported no gender
differences in the number of times in love. In
their 1986 study, however, they found that
men, more frequently than women, either
had never been in love or had been in love
three or more times. Romantic love has
often been identified as a Western phe-
nomenon (deRougemont, 1983), but other
scholars have argued that romantic love is
universal (e.g.. Hatfield & Rapson, 1987).
However, we were not able to locate any
data comparing incidence and frequency of
falling in love involving a non-Western cul-
ture.

Attachment types. The prominent attach-
ment perspective on love was proposed by
Hazan and Shaver (1987), who extended to
romantic love in adulthood the theory and
research of Bowlby (1969) and Ainsworth,

Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978) that was
conducted on attachment types in infants.
According to Hazan and Shaver, early-care-
taker—child relationships affect the attach-
ment stvles manifested in adulthood. The
three attachment types are “secure.”
“avoidant,” and “anxious-ambivalent.” In
their original study (conducted in the
United States), 55% of adults had a secure
attachment styvle. 25% were avoidant, and
20% were anxious-ambivalent. This distri-
bution has been replicated fairly consis-
tently across many studies conducted (pri-
marily in the United States) since 1987 and
has been quite consistent across genders
(Brennan, Shaver, & Tobey, 1991; Collins &
Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller,1990; Hazan &
Shaver, 1987; Levy & Davis, 1988; for a re-
view, see Shaver & Hazan, 1993). Although
no previous research has directly examined
whether cultural differences exist in the dis-
tribution across attachment types, Feeney
and Noller (1990) in Australia and Mikulin-
cer, Florian, and Tolmacz (1990) in Israel
found distributions similar to those found in
the U.S. studies. However, children’s pat-
terns of attachment have been examined
across various cultures and have been found
to differ. For example, in a meta-analysis
study conducted with data from 32 samples
in eight different cultures, van Ijzendoorn
and Kroonenberg (1988) found that more
children were classified as anxious-ambiva-
lent in Japan and Israel than in the United
States or West European countries.

Love styles. Another prominent love taxon-
omy, originally proposed by Lee (1973) and
more recently operationalized by Hendrick
and Hendrick (1986, 1990), describes six
love attitudes or styles: Eros (romantic.
passionate love), Ludus (game-playing
love), Storge (friendship love), Pragma
(logical, shopping-list love), Mania (posses-
sive, dependent love), and Agape (selfless
love). Previous research by Hendrick and
Hendrick and others focused on examining
how the love styles are related to such indi-
vidual difference variables as gender and
self-esteem (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986:
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Woll, 1989) and to other relationship atti-
tudes and experiences (Hendrick & Hen-
drick, 1938, 1989; Levy & Davis, 1988).
Across several studies (all conducted in
North America), the most consistent gen-
der difference found is that men score
higher than women on Ludus (e.g., Hall,
Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1991; Hendrick &
Hendrick, 1986; Hendrick et al., 1984). Fur-
thermore, in several studies, women have
been found to score higher than men on
Storge, Pragma and Mania. Less consistent
results have been found concerning the ef-
fect of gender on Eros and Agape. The only
cross-cultural study we have located on
love styles (Murstein, Merighi, & Vyse,
1991) found that U.S. students, compared to
French students, had higher levels of Storge
and Mania and lower levels of Agape, but
did not significantly differ on the other love
styles. In their total sample (French and
American samples combined), men scored
higher than women on both Ludus and
Agape; the only within-country significant
gender difference was that French men
were higher than French women on Ludus.
Comparing ethnic groups within the United
States, Hendrick and Hendrick (1986)
found that Asian students (making up 7.7%
of their total sample), compared to students
from other ethnic backgrounds, scored
lower on Eros and higher on Storge and
Pragma. (These data suggested that we
might find parallel results for our Japanese
sample compared to the U.S. and Russian
samples.) Hendrick and Hendrick, how-
ever, did not report whether there were in-
teractions of ethnic group and gender. (See
also Contreras, Hendrick, and Hendrick,
1993, for research comparing Hispanic and
Anglo adults on love styles.)

Love as a basis for marriage. In the United
States, it seems to be generally assumed
that two people will marry each other only
if there is love between them (e.g., Burgess
& Wallin, 1953). In the 1960s, Kephart
(1967) asked more than a thousand U.S. col-
lege students the following question: “If a
boy (girl) had all the other qualities you
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desired, would vou marry this person if you
were not in love with him (her)?” Kephart
found that 65% of the males but only 24%
of the females said no (*no” means they
would only marry someone they love).
More recently, Simpson, Campbell, and
Berscheid (1986), in both 1976 and 1984,
and Allgeier and Wiederman (1991) found
that over 80% of both female and male
college students responded no to this ques-
tion. Levine et al. (in press) administered
the Kephart question to students in 11 dif-
ferent countries (including Japan, but not
Russia) and found a similar high percent-
age (86%) for US. students (with lower
percentages for all other countries). The
percentage for Japan was 62%. Levine et al.
also reported substantial correlations
across countries between the average re-
sponse to this item and an index of a coun-
try’s individualism/collectivism (r = .36)
and economic strength (r = .75). Individu-
als from individualistic countries were more
likely to rate love as a basis of marriage
than were individuals from collectivistic
countries, and individuals from countries
with greater economic wealth were more
likely to rate love as a basis of marriage
than were individuals from less wealthy
countries. However, they did not find sig-
nificant gender differences on love as a ba-
sis for marriage, either overall or in any of
the 11 countries. Regarding Russia, Shlap-
entokh (1984) noted that love as the basis
of marriage has been official Soviet (Rus-
sian) ideology from the earliest days of the
Russian Revolution, and survey data (from
the 1970s) suggest that people’s values are
consistent with this official ideology. The
surveys suggest that about 90% of young
people view love as a very central value,
with Russian women seeing it as more cen-
tral than Russian men. (On the other hand,
Russian newlyweds rank love below such
motivations as mutual respect and fidelity
as a motivation to marry.)

Romantic arttitudes. The belief that love
should be a basis for marriage can be con-
sidered one component of a larger constel-
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lation of beliefs that can be called the ro-
mantic ideology. Other beliefs associated
with the ideology of romanticism include
love at first sight, there is onlv one true love,
true love lasts forever, idealization of the
partner and the relationship, and love can
overcome any obstacles (Cunningham &
Antill, 1981; Knox & Sporakowski, 1968;
Lantz, Keves, & Schultz, 1975; Sprecher &
Metts, 1989). In most studies on romantic
attitudes, conducted primarily in the United
States, men have been found to be more
romantic than women (e.g., Fengler, 1974;
Heiger & Troll, 1973; Hobart, 1958;
Kephart, 1967: Knox & Sporakowski, 1968;
Sprecher & Metts, 1989). A study con-
ducted with a sample of adults in Australia,
however, found no gender differences in
romanticism (Cunningham & Antill, 1981).
In one cross-cultural study, Simmons, Vom-
kolke, and Shimizu (1986) administered the
Hobart (1958) and Knox and Sporakowski
(1968) romanticism scales to university stu-
dents in Japan, West Germany, and the
United States. On some of the subscales,
Japanese students scored as least romantic
and West German students scored as most
romantic. On other subscales, no differ-
ences were found across the societies. As
noted above, surveys in the Soviet Union
(Russia) suggest that love is among the
most central values of young people.

Predictors of falling in love. In three studies
of retrospective accounts of falling in love
conducted in the United States and Can-
ada, Aron, Dutton, Aron, and Iverson
(1989) found that the other’s desirable
characteristics (e.g., physical attractiveness,
personality) and being liked by the other
were extremely likely to be mentioned as
preceding falling in love; readiness to de-
velop a relationship, arousal/unusualness of
the situation, and similarity appeared mod-
erately frequently. Unpublished data from
these studies suggest that physical attrac-
tiveness is more important for men—a re-
sult similar to that found in the United
States by Feingold (1990) and by Buss
(1989) cross-culturally. Also, Feingold’s
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(1991) data suggest that similarity may be
more important to women than to men.

In sum. this study explores love attitudes
and experiences in three societies—Japan,
Russia. and the United States—repre-
senting diverse poles on collectivism/indi-
vidualism, love ideology,economic strength,
and traditional gender roles; it employs a
variety of relevant, current, and widely used
love measures that have previously re-
ceived little cross-cultural attention.

Method

Sample

The data for this report come from a larger
survey study conducted with college stu-
dents recruited from universities in Japan,
Russia, and the United States between 1991
and 1992. After eliminating subjects for
whom no information was available on gen-
der, we had a total sample size of 1,667
respondents. Of these 1,667 respondents,
695 were males and 972 were females.

The 223 participants in the Japanese
sample were from Nanzan University in
Nagoya (n = 108) and Tohoku University
in Sendai (n = 115). The Russian sample
consisted of 401 participants from Vladimir
Poly-Technical Institute, which is about 120
miles east of Moscow. The U.S. sample con-
sisted of 1,043 participants from five differ-
ent universities or colleges: Illinois State
University (n = 478), Southern Methodist
University in Dallas, Texas (n = 326), the
University of Hawaii in Honolulu (n =
104), Bradley University in Peoria, Illinois
(n = 79), and Millikin College in Decatur,
Hlinois (n = 56). Table 1 presents back-
ground information on the samples from
the three countries.

In all three countries, questionnaires
were distributed as part of a regular class
session in a general social science or psy-
chology course, and nearly all those present
completed the questionnaire. Thus, the sam-
ples are probably reasonably representative
of college students who take such courses at
each of these universities. And the universi-
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Table 1. Background information on the Japanese, Russian, and U.S. samples

United States
(N = 1,043)(%)

Japan Russia
(N =223) (%) (N =401) (%)

63% females
75% aged 18-21
Median = 20

50% females
60% aged 18-21
Median = 21

Gender 53% females
Age 84% aged 18-21
Median = 20

Race/Ethnic 94% Asian 94% White 77% White
background® 6% other 6% other 9% Asian
9% Black
5% other
Setting grew up in
Rural 7 L4 8
Small town 20 12 18
Large town or small city 35 44 20
Suburb 20 3 39
Large city 18 28 14
Family’s social class?
Upper | 3 7/
Upper middle 23 12 37
Middle 56 49 44
Lower middle 15 11 8
Working 5 24 4
Lower L L 1
Romantic relationship status
Not involved 54 34 31
Casual dating 18 19 16
Serious dating 23 18 36
Engaged or living together 6 7 7
Married 4 18 7
Other L 4 2

aWe have more confidence in the validity of the ethnic/race question for the U.S. sample than for the Russian or
Japanese samples. For example. the 6% of the subjects from Japan who chose a category other than “Asian”
were probably Asian (Japanese), as reported by the two individuals who distributed the questionnaire in their
classes. Furthermore, an expert on the Russian language from the United States reported that the question on
ethnicity was inappropriate for the Russians. Although we did not ask about whether subjects were native-born,
we believe that either 100% or nearly 100% of the subjects in each country were native-born, as indicated by
those who distributed the questionnaires.

®One of the experts on the Russian language from the United States noted that the Russians would probably be

confused by the question that asks about social class and would not be able to identify which social class they
belong to. Thus, it may not be meaningful to compare this item across cuitures.

ties, in turn, would seem to be reasonably
representative of the mainstream of college
students in their countries.

Procedure

The questionnaire was self-administered,
with responses placed on an op-scan sheet.
At Nanzan University in Japan and in Rus-
sia and the United States, the questionnaire
was completed during regularly scheduled
class periods. At Tohoku University in Ja-

pan, subjects completed the questionnaire
at home. In all cases, students were reas-
sured that the questionnaire was voluntary
and anonymous.

The questionnaire remained in English
for the Japanese sample. This procedure
was followed because the Japanese students
who were contacted had excellent com-
mand of the English language. For example,
many of the Japanese subjects were Eng-
lish-language or American Studies majors
and thus had many years of formal instruc-
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tion on the English language. Japanese sub-
jects were also allowed to use Japanese-
English dictionaries if necessary. Professors
who distributed the questionnaire in their
classes reported that the subjects did not
seem to have any problems completing and
understanding the questionnaire.

For the Russian sample, the question-
naire was translated into Russian. Although
there was no opportunity to have the Rus-
sian version of the questionnaire back-
translated into English and compared to the
original draft before data were collected in
Russia, this comparison was made later to
check the accuracy of the translation. The
questionnaire was initially back-translated
by a professor from the Foreign Languages
department at Vladimir Poly-Technical In-
stitute. Later, a professor of Russian lan-
guages from a university in the United
States also back-translated the Russian
questionnaire into English and assessed the
accuracy of the original translation. Further-
more, an independent assessment was made
by a second professor of Russian languages
from another American university. Both ex-
perts concluded that the original translation
was good. Only a few problems in the
lengthy questionnaire were noted, and those
relevant to this report will be discussed in
the Measurement section that follows.

Measurement

The 15-page questionnaire completed by
the participants contained several scales
and measures referring to feelings and ex-
periences with love. (Other aspects of the
survey focus on the subjects’ sexual atti-
tudes and behaviors, which are the focus of
other papers being written from the data.)
The measures used for this study are de-
scribed below.

Frequency of love experiences. We asked the
two love-experience questions that have
been asked in previous research on love
(e.g., Hendrick & Hendrick, 1989). These
are: “Are you currently in love with some-
one?” (yes; no); and “How many different
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people have you been in love with (not
counting childhood crushes)?” (Options
ranged from “0” to “eight or more.”)

Attachment types. Attachment type—se-
cure,avoidant, or anxious-ambivalent—was
assessed by Hazan and Shaver’s (1987)
forced-choice, single-item measure, in
which subjects select from three short de-
scriptions the one that best describes their
feelings.

Love styles. Each of Lee’s (1973) six love
styles was measured by three items from the
corresponding subscale of Hendrick and
Hendrick's (1986) Love Attitudes Scale.
(Although it would have been desirable to
include all 42 items from the Hendrick and
Hendrick scale, our decision to measure
many variables in the questionnaire prohib-
ited using their entire scale.) The three items
selected for each style were those reported
by Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) to have
the highest factor loadings for the corre-
sponding factor. The subjects responded to
each of the 18 items on a (1) strongly dis-
agree to (5) strongly agree response scale.
The expert from the United States who
back-translated the Russian questionnaire
identified a problem with the original trans-
lation of one item from the Agape scale.
Thus, we deleted this item from the cross-
cultural analyses. For the total sample, the
alpha coefficients for these short forms of
the love styles scales were .66 for Eros; .58
for Ludus; .59 for Storge; .42 for Pragma; .53
for Mania; and .57 for Agape (2 items).!

1. Coefficient alphas for the love style scales for the
three countries were:

Japan Russia US.
Eros .56 61 .66
Ludus .26 50 .60
Storge 57 R .60
Pragma 37 43 D3
Mania 38 45 .62
Agape (2 items) S8 48 .59
Agape (3 items) .57 N.A. .70

Although there were a few low reliabilities, these are
to be expected with 3-item scales.




Love as a basis for marriage. Kephart's
(1967) question, “If a person had all the
other qualities you desired, would you
marry him/her if you were not in love?”
was included in the questionnaire. Two pos-
sible responses were presented: yes or no.
(Kephart and other researchers using
this scale have also included an “unde-
cided” option. However, we thought that
the inclusion of this option would unneces-
sarily complicate the cross-cultural com-
parison.)

Romantic arritudes. The Sprecher and Metts
(1989) Romantic Beliefs Scale was included
as a measure of romantic attitudes or be-
liefs. This scale contains 15 items that meas-
ure a variety of romantic beliefs: love finds
a way (e.g., “If I love someone, I know I can
make the relationship work, despite any ob-
stacles™);2 one and only (e.g., “There will be
only one real love for me™); idealization
(e.g., “I'm sure that every new thing I learn
about the person I choose for a long-term
commitment will please me”); and love at
first sight (e.g., “When I find my ‘true love’
[ will probably know it soon after we
meet™). Participants responded to each of
the 15 items on a (1) strongly disagree to (7)
strongly agree response scale. In our analy-
sis, we consider only the total score (mean)
of the 15 items. The coefficient alpha was
.79 for the total sample, .78 for the Japanese

2. The expert from the United States who back-trans-
lated the Russian questionnaire identified a prob-
lem with one of the items designed to measure the
belief, love finds a way. The original item was “If a
relationship T have was meant to be, any obstacle
(e.g., lack of money, physical distance, career con-
flicts) can be overcome,” whereas the back-trans-
lated version of the Russian translation of this item
was “If the relationship which I entered into was
well intended, any obstacle (for example, absence of
money, physical incompatibility, conflicts over ca-
reer advancement) can be overcome.” Thus, “meant
to be” was translated to be “well intended.” How-
ever, because the emphasis of this item is on over-
coming obstacles, we believe that the basic meaning
was retained for the Russians, and thus we decided
not to eliminate this item from the analysis.
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sample, .77 for the Russian sample, and .82
for the U.S. sample.

Predicrors of falling in love. Based on work
by Aron et al. (1989) on the experience of
falling in love, questions were written that
assessed the importance of various factors
as antecedents of love. Participants were
asked to think about their most recent ex-
perience of “falling in love” or developing
an infatuation and to remember the cir-
cumstances surrounding the experience.
Those who had never experienced love or
infatuation were directed to answer the
questions for how they imagine it would
happen. Each question was stated in the
following format. “How much of an impact
did have on your first feelings of
strong attraction?” Participants responded
to each item on a 7-point response scale: 1
= negative impact, 2 = no impact, 3 =
slightly positive impact, 4 = somewhat
positive impact, 5 = very positive impact, 6
= extremely positive impact, 7 = not rele-
vant—had no information about this factor.
(Later, we recoded the not relevant option
to 2 = no impact.)

The eleven factors were: (a) physical at-
tractiveness, (b) similarity to you (in atti-
tudes, experiences, background, etc.), (c)
family’s and/or friends’ approval, (d) famili-
arity (having spent a lot of time together),
(e) personality, (f) social standing (career
success or potential career success, social
status, family standing), (g) other’s liking
and affection for you, (h) something very
specific (his/her eyes, voice, similarity to a
person who has been important to you), (i)
your readiness to enter a relationship, (j)
isolation the two of you had from others,
and (k) some “mystery” about the other
person. Aron et al. included two additional
predictors: filling needs and arousal/unusu-
alness of the situation. However, these con-
cepts were found to be difficult to under-
stand when operationalized in this format
by a small group of American students who
pretested the items and/or by the Russian
sociologist who had to translate the ques-
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tionnaire. Furthermore, we departed from
the Aron et al. (1989) list by having three
items measure desirable characteristics of
the other: personality, physical attractive-
ness, and social standing.

Results

Overview

For each of the love variables, we con-
ducted analyses to address three questions:
(1) Are there cross-cultural differences??
(2) Are there gender differences? and (3)
Are the gender differences and similarities
consistent across the cultures? To answer
these questions, an ANOVA was conducted
for the interval variables, and chi-square
analysis was conducted for the categorical
variables. We conducted the regression ver-
sion of ANOVA, which makes it possible to
examine the effect of culture while control-
ling for gender (and vice versa). For analy-
ses involving the full sample, we set the sig-
nificance level to p = .01. Table 2 presents
the data on cultural differences and simi-
larities, and Table 3 presents the data on
gender differences and similarities within
each culture (results related to gender dif-
ferences for the total sample are presented
below). Table 4 summarizes the effects from
the ANOVAs and chi-squares.

Love experiences

Significantly more Russian subjects were
currently in love than were U.S. subjects or
Japanese subjects. Because current love
status is likely to be affected by marital
status (and more Russians were married),
we ran the analysis a second time with the

3. The examination of subcultural differences (within
each country) is beyond the scope of this article, al-
though exploratory analyses indicate that the three
subsamples in the United States (which varied on a
number of factors, including geographical location,
gender ratio, ethnicity, and religious background)
differed on some of the love attitudes and experi-
ences.
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married respondents eliminated. Similar
cultural differences were found, but the dif-
ferences did not reach significance (p =
.06). In the total cross-national sample,
there was also a significant gender differ-
ence in current love status. A greater pro-
portion of women (65%) than men (53%)
said they were currently in love. This
greater proportion of women than men cur-
rently in love was also found within each of
the three countries (see the percentages in
the first row of Table 3).

We analyzed in two ways the item asking
subjects how many times they had been in
love. First, we compared the three cultures
on the mean response on the 9-category
response scale (which ranged from 0 to 8 or
more). A cross-cultural difference was
found for the mean response. The Japanese
sample reported a higher mean number of
times in love than did both the U.S. sample
and the Russian sample. Further explora-
tion with the data indicated that Japan’s
higher mean score to this item was due to a
higher proportion of subjects (39%) who
had been in love three or more times (it was
21% in the United States and 18% in Rus-
sia). Therefore, as a second way of analyz-
ing this item, we compared the proportion
who chose none versus all other categories
across the three cultures. The Japanese sam-
ple had a greater proportion of subjects
who had never been in love (22% com-
pared to 13% for Russia and 11% for the
United States). This cross-cultural ditfer-
ence was significant (x2 = 19.59; p < .001).¢

Men and women did not significantly
differ in the mean number of times in love.
There was a trend (x2 = 4.24; p < .03), how-
ever, for a greater proportion of men (15%)
than of women (11%) to report never hav-
ing been in love. The gender-by-culture in-
teraction was not significant for this item

4. The high proportion of never-been-in-love subjects
in Japan cannot be accounted for completely by
their younger age relative to other samples. When
this analysis was conducted again including only
subjects age 21 or younger, a similar cross-cultural
difference was found.
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Table 2. Scores on the love variables for the Japanese, Russian, and U.S. samples

Japanese Sample Russian Sample U.S. Sample
Love experiences
In love now 53%, 67%s 59%.*
No. of times ever in love 2.19; 1.69 1.81.*
% never have been in love 22%., 13%s 11%,*
Attachment type
Secure 37% 359, 49%,*
Avoidant 46% 47% 37%
Anxious-Ambivalent 18% 15% 14%
Lovestyles
Eros 323, 3.66; 2010%
Ludus 220 2.89, 2172
Storge 3.1y 3.04 3.47.F
Pragma 2.48 2.41 2.44
Mania Bo 3.2%, s
Agape (2 items) 2.83, 341, 3.20.*
Agape (3 items) 2.95 N.A. 3.06
Romantic attitudes
Love should be basis of marriage 81%, 64%,, 89%..*
Romantic beliefs 4.03, 4.34, 4.26,*
Predictors of love
Personality 452, (1) 4.03, (2) 307, {1)*
Reciprocal liking 420y (2) 4.165 (1) 4.69, (2)*
Physical appearance 4.00, (3) 3.99, (3) 4.66, (3)*
Familiarity 377 (4) 395 (4) 4.03 (6)*
Something specific 3.64, (5) 3.87, (5) 420, (4)*
Similarity 3.48. (6) 3.14, (9) 4.06, (5)*
Readiness 3580 () 362 (7) 3.64 (9)*
Isolation 3.10p (8) 3.74, (6) 3.83, (7)*
Mystery 3.09, (9) 3.44, (8) 3.69. (8)*
Social standing 3.04 (10) 200, (1) 31511
Family and friend approval., 2.98, (11) 3.005 (10) 3.29.(10)*

Nate: *There was a significant (p = .01) cross-cultural difference in response to these love variables. See Table 4
for the exact Fs and chi-squares. The subscripts show which cultures have significantly different (p = .01) scores
within a row, based on post-hoc Scheffe tests (for interval-level variables) or chi-square tests comparing two
countries at a time (for categorical variables). The numbers in parentheses next to means for predictors of love
represent the rank order (based on mean scores) within the particular culture.

that asked about the number of times in
love.

Attachment types

Asshown in Table 2, a greater proportion of
the U.S. sample than the other two samples
had a secure attachment type. On the other
hand, a greater proportion of the subjects
were avoidants in the Russian and Japanese
samples than in the U.S. sample. Cultural
differences in response to the attachment
item were significant.

A gender difference was also found in
attachment types. In the total cross-national
sample, 41% of men and 46% of women
were secure, 39% of men and 42% of
women were avoidant, and 20% of men and
12% of women were anxious-ambivalent.
Thus, men were more likely than women to
be anxious-ambivalent, and women were
slightly more likely than men to be either
secure or avoidant. Further analyses con-
ducted within each country indicated that
the gender differences in attachment types
were found in Japan (x* = 1651, p < .001)
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Table 3. Scores on the love variables for men vs. women in the three cultures

Japanese Sample

Russian Sample U.S. Sample

M 1 M F M F
Love experiences
In love now 41% 63 % * 61% TRIL* 53% 63%*
No. of times ever
in love 2.06 221 1.82 1.56 1.91 175
% never have been
in love 30% 14%* 12% 14% 13% 10%
Attachment types
Secure 25% 49%* 39% 31 %" 47% 50%
Avoidant 33% 43 % 36% 57% 37% 38%
Anxious-
ambivalent 23% 9% 25% 12% 16% 12%
Lovestyles
Eros 3.16 320~ 3.73 3.59 3.82 3.96
Ludus Pl 223 2.92 2.87 2.40 2.04%
Storge 3.07 3.16 3.03 3.05 3.30 9 57+
Pragma 2.37 2.58 2.48 2.34 2.35 2.50%
Mania 3.36 3.08* 3.15 3.44% 2.92 3.15%
Agape (2 items) 3.08 262 3154 323 3.28 315
Agape (3 items) 307 2.76* N.A. N.A. 3.17 3.00
Romantic attitudes
Love should be a
basis of marriage 80% 81% 70% 59% 87% 91%
Romantic beliefs 4.09 3.98 423 4.45 423 428
Predictors of love
Personality 423 (1) 478 (1)* 3.97 (2 4.09 (2) 4.83 (2) 521 (1>
Reciprocal liking 4.08 (3) 4.32 (2) 3.96 (4) 43701 * 455 (3) 477 (2)*
Physical appearance 4.17 (2) 3.84 (3) 439 (1) 3.59 (6)* 491 (1) 4.51 (3)*
Familiarity 3.80 (4) 374 (4 3.87 (6) 4.03 (3) 3.85 (6) 4.14 (5)*
Something specific  3.75 (5) 3.531(5) 3.97(3) 37T (5) 4.06 (4) 4.28 (4)
Similarity 3.57 (6) 3.41 (6) 3.20 (9) 3.09 (9) 4.05 (35) 4.06 (6)
Readiness 343 (7) 3335(7) 3.92 (5) 339N 3.62 (8) 3.63 (9)
Isolation 3.16 (9) 3.05 (9) 3.65 (7) 3.83 (4) Fd5 (7) 3.87 (7)
Mystery 3.22 (8) 2.97(10) 3.62 (8) 3.26 (8)* 3.50 (9) 3.80 (8)*
Social standing 2.77(11) 3.28 (8)* 2.69(11) 2.84(11) 2.97(11) 3.26(11)*
Family and friend
approval 3.10(10) 2.88(11) 2.93(10) 3.07(10) 3.08(10) 3.41(10)*

Note: *There was a significant (p = .01) gender difference within the specific country for these love variables.
The numbers in parentheses next to means for predictors of love represent the rank order (based on mean

scores) within the particular column.

and in Russia (x? = 19.44, p < .001), but not
in the United States (x? = 3.30, n.s.). (See
the percentages in Table 3.)

Love styles

The ANOVA results indicated significant
cultural differences in responses to five of
the six love styles: Eros, Ludus, Storge, Ma-

nia, and Agape. As shown in Table 2, the
mean score for Eros was significantly higher
for the U.S. sample than for the Japanese
and the Russian samples, and, furthermore,
the Russian sample had a higher Eros score
than the Japanese sample. The U.S. sample
also had a significantly higher score on
Storge than did the Russian and the Japa-
nese samples. On the other hand, the Rus-
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Table 4. Effects of gender and culture on love variables: Results from ANOVAs and

chi-squares

Gender-By-Culture
Interaction

Effect Effect (applicable only
of Culture of Gender from ANOVA)
Love experiences
In love now x? = 13.19%=* x® = 22.83%* N.A.
No. of times ever in love F = 8.37%* F= 3 F =237
% never have been in love x* = 19.59%* - =42 N.A.
Attachment types X2 = 25.36%* X- = 19.37%* N.A.
Lovestyles
Eros F = 59.89%* F=.75 F=392
Ludus = 67.36%* F=401 F=35094%
Storge = 28.02%+* F=478 F=271
Pragma = .37 F=209 F=496%
Mania = 13.13+* F=246 F = 8.34%*
Agape (2 items) F=7.50%* F=2574%* F=174
Romantic attitudes
Love should be a basis
of marriage x2 = 122.34%* x® = .68 N.A.
Romantic attitudes F = 8.03** F= .89 F=1224
Predictors of love
Personality F=108.63%* F = 2589%* F=1296
Reciprocal liking =082 F=114.05%* F=.83
Physical appearance = 66.89%* F=51.01** F=442%
Familiarity =233 F=242 F=1.53
Something specific F = 16.08** F= .67 F=422
Similarity F=i13.328 F=1.18 F=54
Readiness =272 F=6.61* F = 6.74%*
Isolation = 22.31** F=.51 F=.6
Mystery F =15.65+* F=157 F = 0.64%
Social standing F=1031** F=16097** F=142
Family and friend approval F = 6.68%* F=1.06 F=3094

Note: *p = .01, **p < .001.

sian sample scored significantly higher on
Ludus than the U.S. and the Japanese sam-
ples, and the Russian sample scored signifi-
cantly higher on Mania than the U.S. sam-
ple. Because the subjects from the different
countries may use response scales in differ-
ent ways, we also examined which love
styles were most highly endorsed within
each country. The three samples were simi-
lar in that all three samples scored highest
on Eros. The love style that was the second
most likely to be endorsed was Storge for
the U.S.sample, Agape for the Russian sam-
ple,and Mania for the Japanese sample.

In the total cross-national sample, only
one gender difference was found in love
styles. Men scored significantly higher on
Agape than did women (Ms = 3.34 and
3.10). (Note that these analyses were based
on the 2-item scale.) The gender-by-culture
interaction was significant for three other
love styles—Ludus, Pragma, and Mania—
which means that gender differences or
similarities found on these love styles were
not consistent across the three cultures. In
the U.S. sample, men were more ludic than
women (r = 531, p < .001); however, no
gender difference was found on Ludus in
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Russia {t = 47, n.s.) or in Japan (t = —.59,
n.s.). In the U.S. sample, women were more
pragmatic than men (r = —2.84, p < .01);
however, no gender difference was found
on Pragma in Russia (¢ = 1.61, n.s) or in
Japan (t = —2.23, n.s.). In the U.S. sample,
wOmen Wwere more manic than men
(t = —3.88,p < .001). This same gender dif-

ference was found in Russia (1 = —3.27,p <
.001). However, in Japan, the men were
more manic than the women (r = —2.68,
p <.01).

Romantic attitudes

Although a majority of subjects in each of
the three societies replied that love should
be a basis of marriage (i.e., they would not
marry somecne they did not love), the pro-
portion of subjects who said they would
insist on love in a marriage partner was
significantly lower in Russia than in the
United States or in Japan. (A follow-up
analysis indicated that similar percent-
ages were found in the subsample that
excluded married respondents.) In the total
cross-national sample, no gender differ-
ence was found in importance attributed
to love as a basis for marriage. Analyses
conducted within each country, however,
indicated that in Russia there was a ten-
dency for women to be more willing than
men to marry without love (x2 = 4.48,p <
.05). (See the percentages reported in
Table 3.)

Although many Russian subjects (espe-
cially women) said they would be willing to
marry without love, the Russian sample was
as romantic as the American sample on the
Romantic Beliefs Scale. Furthermore, the
U.S. and Russian samples scored signifi-
cantly higher on romantic beliefs than did
the Japanese sample. However, no gender
difference was found on the romanticism
scale in the total sample. Furthermore, the
gender-by-culture interaction was not sig-
nificant, which, given the power of our
analyses, means that the gender similarity
on romantic beliefs was about the same in
all three countries.

Predictors of falling in love

Cross-cultural differences were found in
how important 9 of the 11 predictors were
judged to be in the subject’s last falling-in-
love experience. The U.S. sample rated
physical appearance, similarity, family and
friend approval, personality, affection from
other, something special, and mystery as
more important antecedents of falling in
love than both other samples; social stand-
ing was rated as more important by the U.S.
sample than the Russian sample; and isola-
tion was rated as more important by the
U.S. sample than the Japanese sample. A
few further significant differences were
found between the Russian and Japanese
samples. The Russian sample rated similar-
ity and personality as less important than
the Japanese sample and isolation as more
important than the Japanese sample. (See
the means for each of the countries pre-
sented in Table 2.)

Several gender differences were also
found, many in the direction that would be
predicted from previous literature. In the
total sample, men rated physical appear-
ance (M = 4.65 vs. 4.24) and readiness (M
= 3.68 vs. 3.54) as more important than did
women. Women rated personality (M =
4.93 vs. 4.49), social standing (M = 3.18 vs.
2.86), and reciprocal liking (M = 4.64 vs.
4.31) as more important than did men. (The
gender main effect for readiness is due pri-
marily te a gender difference found in Rus-
sia, as discussed below.)

There were also three significant gen-
der-by-culture interactions for the predic-
tors of falling in love. To interpret these
interactions, we conducted follow-up ¢ tests
to compare men and women within each
of the societies. One significant interaction
found was for physical appearance of the
partner. In all three societies, men rated
physical appearance as a more important
predictor of falling in love than did women,
but the difference was greater in Russia
(t = 6.73,p <.001) and in the United States
(r=1532,p <.001) than in Japan (¢t = 2.14,
p < .05). The second interaction was for
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readiness. No gender difference in readi-
ness was found in the United States (r =
—.32, n.8) orin Japan (¢ = .61, n.s.), but in
Russia men rated readiness as more impor-
tant than did women (¢ = 4.84, p < .001).
Finally, there was a significant gender-by-
culture interaction for mystery. In the
United States, mystery was more important
to women than to men (+ = —=3.28, p =
.001); in Russia, mystery was more impor-
tant to men than tec women (r = 2.80, p <
.01), and in Japan, no significant gender dif-
ference was found (r = 1.49, n.s.).

Although the above results show that the
U.S. sample rated many of the reasons for
falling in love as more important than the
Russian and Japanese samples, it is also im-
portant to compare the relative importance
of the 11 predictors of love. We first do this
by examining the rank ordering of the traits
(based on the mean ratings). These rank or-
derings are presented in Table 2 for the three
cultures. Generally rated high in all three so-
cieties were personality, reciprocal liking
(affection from other), and physical appear-
ance. Rated as relatively unimportant in all
three societies were social standing and ap-
proval from family and friends.

Second, we conducted what has been
called an ipsative analysis (see Bartholo-
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mew & Horowitz, 1991, for an example of
its use). We calculated a score for each re-
spondent for each predictor that was the
deviation from the mean of the subject’s
responses to all 11 predictors of love. A
positive score indicates that the predictor
was important relative to the other predic-
tors, and a negative score indicates that the
predictor was unimportant relative to the
other predictors.

Many cultural differences were found in
the relative importance of the precursors to
falling in love. Table 5 presents the ipsative
scores for each country (for men and
women combined). The U.S. sample rated
physical appearance, similarity, and person-
ality as relatively more important than the
Russian sample. The Russian sample rated
familiarity and readiness as relatively more
important than the US. sample and isola-
tion as relatively more important than both
other samples. The Japanese sample rated
personality and similarity as relatively more
important than the Russian sample and so-
cial standing as relatively more important
than both other samples.

Many gender differences were found as
well, and most were identical to those re-
perted earlier. Table 6 presents the ipsative
scores for males versus females (combined

Table 5. Effect of culture on predictors of falling in love: Results of ipsative analyses

Japanese Russian IS F value

Sample Sample Sample for Culture
Personality .95, 42y 1.035; 47.14%*
Reciprocal liking 65 59 .68 i
Physical appearance 43 .38, 63, 16.86**
Familiarity .19 Alh .00, 142724
Something specific .08 25 18 1.24
Similarity —.08, —.49;, .03, 28.909%x
Readiness -.18 01y -.40, 13.22%%
Isolation —.46, B =217 18.10**
Mystery —.47 —.16 -.33 4.69*
Social standing =52 =:87, —-.88, 8.96%*
Family and friend approval —.59 —-.64 -.74 3.09

Note: The ipsative scores are deviations from the mean of responses to all 11 predictors. A positive score means
greater importance relative to the other predictors and a negative score indicates less relative importance. The
F value is the main effect of culture. The subscripts show which cultures have significantly different (p < .01)

scores within a row, based on post-hoc Scheffe tests.
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Table 6. Effect of gender on predictors of falling in love: Results of ipsative analyses
F value for

Males Females Gender
Personality 70 1.02 2731 %%
Reciprocal liking 54 13 15:54 %%
Physical appearance .36 32 63 318
Familiarity .06 i) 236
Something specific 2] e 1.50
Similarity =07 —.14 2.28
Readiness =iz =53 9504
Isolation =17 =12 38
Mystery =279 =195 3.07
Social standing =94 —175] 17.44%*
Family and friend approval =7 =105 1.13
Note: The ipsative scores are deviations from the mean of responses to all 11 predictors. A positive score means

greater importance relative to the other predictors. and a negative score indicates less relative importance. The

F value is the main effect of gender.

across countries). Men atiributed greater
relative importance to physical attractive-
ness and readiness, and women attributed
greater relative importance to personality,
social standing, and reciprocal liking (all
significant at p < .01). Finally, a significant
gender-by-culture interaction was found
for reciprocal liking (F = 4.98, p < .01) and
mystery (F = 4.78, p < .01). In Russia,
women rated reciprocal liking as relatively

more important than did men (¢t = —4.20,

p < .001), but the difference was not sig-
nificantly different in the other two coun-
tries. Furthermore, mystery was judged to
be relatively more important to Russian
men than to Russian women (1 = 2.60, p <
.01), whereas no gender differences were
found in the other two countries.

Discussion

This research was an exploratory analysis
of cultural and gender factors in under-
standing attitudes and experiences related
to love. Because almost no prior research
using measures of love familiar to close-re-
lationship researchers has been conducted
with non-Western samples, this study
makes a significant contribution to the love
literature. Below, we discuss the major cul-
ture and gender effects found in this study.

Culture and love

Overall, the young adults from the three
countries were similar in many love atti-
tudes and experiences. Subjects from three
cultures were similar in the following ways:
Most had been in love at least once; erotic
love was the most common love style en-
dorsed; a majority believed that love should
be the basis for marriage; most were at least
somewhat romantic; and personality and
physical appearance (desirable charac-
teristics of the other) and reciprocal liking
were the most important factors leading to
one’s last falling-in-love experience. These
results are consistent with findings from
previous studies conducted with North
American samples (e.g., Aron et al., 1989;
Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; Simpson et al.,
1986; Sprecher & Metts, 1989).

We did, however, find some significant
cross-cultural differences. In summarizing
these differences, we will discuss how each
cultural group may have a particular love
pattern or style, distinct from the styles of
the other two cultures.

What is unique about the American style
of love? A greater proportion of the Ameri-
cans than the Japanese or the Russians had
a secure attachment style (e.g., Hazan &
Shaver, 1987). Whereas studies conducted
with children’s patterns of attachment have
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found their attachment patterns vary cross-
culturally, no previous study has found
cross-cultural differences in adult attach-
ment types. The secure attachment style of
Americans may be traced to nurturing
childrearing techniques. American society
also promotes intimacy and romantic love
in the adolescent culture (e.g., Simon, Eder,
& Evans, 1992), giving youth opportunities
to form secure intimate relationships. Fur-
ther differences between Americans and
Japanese or Russians may result from this
secure attachment type. Americans, for ex-
ample, scored higher than the other two
samples on erotic love (passionate love).
Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) found that
scores on the erotic subscale are positively
correlated with the secure attachment style.
And consistent with the high scores on the
Eros love style, U.S. subjects saw physical
appearance as especially salient when fall-
ing in love. The strong endorsement of the
Storge love style by Americans is consistent
with other research that suggests that there
1s a potent emphasis on friendship in the
love relationships of young adults in Ameri-
can culture (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1993).
Also consistent with this research is the
finding that similarity was a more salient
feature of falling in love for the U.S. sample
than for the others. In general, the Ameri-
can sample rated many of the precursors to
falling in love as more important than did
the other two samples. The particular fac-
tors listed may actually be more important
to Americans (whereas other unmeasured
factors might be more important in the
other two cultures), or Americans may have
just been using the response scales in differ-
ent ways.

Is there anything about the Russian style
of love that makes it unique from the styles
of one or both other countries? More Rus-
sian subjects than American subjects had an
avoidant attachment style. Perhaps Rus-
sians do not have as much security in their
childhood experiences as do Americans, or
perhaps they have fewer opportunities to
develop secure attachments with intimate
partners in teenage vears. The high propor-
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tion of avoidants may explain why Russians
scored relatively high on Ludus. Previous
research has shown that an avoidant attach-
ment style is associated with higher scores
on Ludus (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1989).
Russians were also distinctive in their rela-
tively high agapic scores, which may be ex-
plained by the influence in Russia of the
European-based love ideology. Russians
were also unique among the three cultures
in that there was a relatively large number
of the young adults who would be willing to
marry someone they did not love. This find-
ing applied to Russian men (30% would be
willing to marry without love), but it espe-
cially applied to Russian women (41%
would be willing to marry without love). It
may be that the economic conditions in
Russia at the time and the policy (under
Soviet regime) that marriage is one way to
get private housing away from parents re-
sulted in the willingness to enter marriage
for reasons other than true love. Although
Russians were willing to consider marriage
without love, they still endorsed a love ide-
ology. For example, they did not score
higher on the Pragma scale than did re-
spondents from the other two countries;
they scored similarly to the U.S. respon-
dents on romantic beliefs, and they did not
rate social standing as a more important
predictor for falling in love than did sub-
jects from the other two countries. The rela-
tively high importance Russians gave to iso-
lation as a predictor of their last
falling-in-love experience may also be due
to the importance of private space in the
Russian society. In the light of the impor-
tance of circumstances, it is notable that,
among the precursors to falling in love,
Russians gave uniquely high relative rat-
ings to familiarity, but uniquely low ratings
to personality and similarity.

The final country, Japan, is the most col-
lectivistic of the three societies and possibly
less likely to be influenced by the European
heritage of romantic love. Does this show
up in the data? Indeed, the Japanese sample
was less likely to be in love at the present
time and more likely to have never been in
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love. Interestingly, however, the Japanese
who had been in love reported more love
experiences than did their counterparts in
the other two countries. The Japanese sam-
ple also differed from the U.S. sample (and
all other samples studied in previous adult
attachment research) by the high propor-
tion of subjects who were avoidant in at-
tachment style (therefore, they were similar
to the Russian sample in this study). We
presented some explanations above for
why an avoidant attachment style might be
more commoen than a secure attachment
style in some populations—fewer secure or
positive experiences in early childhood and
a lack of opportunity to develop teenage
love. Another explanation for Japan’s high
proportion of avoidants may lie in the so-
cietal emphasis on the group, which may
make it more difficult for individuals to feel
comfortable getting close to one particular
partner.

Another way the Japanese were differ-
ent is that they were less romantic, as meas-
ured on the Romantic Beliefs Scale, than
both the Russian and the U.S. samples. This
result may be a function of their collectivis-
tic orientation, or it may be due to the lack
of influence of the European heritage of
romantic love. However, note that the Japa-
nese were still quite romantic and perhaps
more romantic than one would expect,
given their collectivistic orientation. It has
been proposed that love is less likely to be
considered as a basis for marriage in a soci-
ety, such as Japan, that emphasizes collec-
tivism (see Dion & Dion, 1993). We did find
that significantly fewer of the Japanese than
the Americans believed that love should be
a basis for marriage; however, it was still a
high proportion (81%) of Japanese who
linked love with marriage, and this propor-
tion was higher than it was in Russia. In
rating the precursors of falling in love, Japa-
nese students rated social standing as rela-
tively more important than the other two
samples (although social standing was rela-
tively unimportant in all three cultures).
This slight difference may reflect the

L
[+
w

greater cultural emphasis in Japan on
achievement and accomplishments.

Although we have discussed how each
country was unique in love attitudes and
experiences, the differences were less obvi-
ous and less predictable than cultural
stereotypes might lead us to expect. Japa-
nese, Russian, and American views of, and
experiences with, love were quite similar,
despite the fact that the three societies
probably vary markedly politically, eco-
nomically, socially, psychologically (e.g., in-
dividualism vs. collectivism), and in the im-
ages of love displayed by the media.

We note one other way that the three
countries seemed to differ, which may ex-
plain some of the cross-cultural differences
reported above. It appeared that the men
and women from the different samples used
the response scales in different ways.
Americans, who are used to completing
questionnaires, may have been more likely
to endorse scale extremes. We tried to con-
trol for different response scales in some of
our analyses. For example, when we looked
at the importance of the precursors of love
across the three cultures, we considered the
relative importance of the factors.

Gender and love

We were also interested in gender differ-
ences in the love variables, both across the
cultures and within each country. Because
men and women within each culture were
likely to interpret words and phrases in the
same way and have similar response ten-
dencies, our gender comparisons may be
more valid than our cultural comparisons.
In our total cross-national sample, men
and women were more similar than differ-
ent. For example, of the 11 love variables
analyzed in this study, gender differences
were found for only 3; and of the 11 precur-
sors of falling in love, men and women dif-
fered on 5. Women were more likely than
men to be in love now, were less likely to be
anxious-ambivalent (but thus more likely
to be secure or avoidant), and scored lower
on the agapic love style. Women rated per-
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sonality, reciprocal liking, and social stand-
ing as more important, and readiness and
physical appearance as less important as
precursors of love. The gender differences
found for current love status and precursors
for falling in love are consistent with pre-
vious research (see Buss, 1989; Feingold,
1990). The gender difference found for
Agape, however, is not consistent with the
previous studies conducted with North
American samples, but is consistent with a
few studies conducted in other countries
(e.g.,Feeney & Noller, 1990; Murstein et al.,
1991). The finding that men and women dif-
fered on the distribution of attachment
types was also not consistent with previous
research (Shaver & Hazan, 1993). As we
will discuss below, the latter gender differ-
ences that were found in the total sample
were primarily due to differences specific to
the Russian and Japanese samples.

Although gender differences were found
when all three samples were combined, the
effect of gender on some of the love vari-
ables varied across the three cultures. We
expected that Japan, with its more tradi-
tional gender differentiation, would have
the most differences between how men and
women viewed and experienced love. We
actually found that the Japanese sample
had the fewest gender differences (6) and
the U.S. sample had the most gender differ-
ences (12) on the love variables. However,
part of this difference in number of signifi-
cant gender differences was due to different
sample sizes (a larger sample size has more
power to detect differences).

Based on the cross-cultural comparisons
of the within-country gender differences
and similarities, we found some effects for
the Japanese or Russian samples that were
not found in this U.S. sample or in any pre-
vious studies. We highlight some of these
cross-cultural differences in the effects of
gender. Hendrick and Hendrick (1992) re-
ported that the largest gender difference
found in previous research for any love
style is for Ludus—men score higher on
Ludus than de women. We also found this
gender difference in our U.S. sample. How-
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ever, this gender difference, which was as-
sumed to be almost universal, was not
found in Japan and Russia. Indeed, there
was not even a trend toward this gender
difference. Similarly, another gender differ-
ence found in most previous research con-
ducted with the love styles is a higher score
for women than for men on Storge. We

found this gender difference in the U.S.

sample, but it was not found in the Russian
and Japanese samples. Finally, we note that
a gender similarity found in previous re-
search and in our U.S. sample did not show
up in the Japanese and Russian samples.
The gender similarity on attachment types
found in our U.S. sample was consistent
with a great deal of previous research (see
Shaver & Hazan, 1993), but was not found
in Japan and Russia, In Russia, more men
than women rated themselves as secure,
whereas in Japan more women than men
were secure. These results suggest that gen-
der differences (or similarities) in love may
not be as universal as has been thought.
Socialization, attachment experiences, and
social roles for males and females may vary
across cultures.

Limitations of the data

The problematic comparability of meaning
across cultural samples is a limitation of any
cross-cultural study. In all cross-cultural
studies it can be difficult to interpret the
meaning of differences found across cul-
tures. This difficulty occurs because one
cannot assume that words, and hence ques-
tionnaire items and scales, have the same
meaning from culture to culture. This effect
may be particularly true for the items in-
cluded to measure love styles and romantic
beliefs. Furthermore, the results for the love
styles must be especially viewed with cau-
tion because we used only a brief version of
each subscale. In addition, and as discussed
above, it is not clear whether respondents in
all three cultures used the rating scales
equivalently. A second limitation is that the
samples were not representative of the par-
ticular country and therefore may differ on
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factors other than nationality (culture),
which may also be related to scores on the
love variables. For example, it could be ar-
gued that the Japanese and Russian sub-
jects were more likely to represent the
*elite” in their countries than the U.S. sub-
jects because a larger proportion of the U.S.
population attends college. Furthermore, it
could be argued that the Japanese subjects,
most of whom were English-language or
American Studies majors, were more famil-
iar with the American culture than were
other students in Japan and thus may have
adopted American attitudes about love.
Hence, larger cross-cultural differences in
love attitudes and experiences may have
been found if more representative samples
had been obtained in Russia and Japan.

Conclusion

Although this study is a start in under-
standing the cultural diversity that exists in
love attitudes and experiences with love,
there are several ways that cross-cultural
research on love could be improved and
extended. First, it is crucial to obtain sam-
ples that are representative of the entire
population. Although this study goes be-
yond previous studies that have collected
data from only one university in one coun-
try (we collected data from eight universi-
ties in three countries), we know that these
samples may not be representative of uni-
versity students as a whole and certainly
not of the country as a whole. Most likely,
we would have secured more traditional
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