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Abstract 

 

The Investment Model (IM; Rusbult, 1980, 1983) has been widely used to study the 

development and maintenance of romantic relationships. Its components – satisfaction, 

quality of alternatives, investment size and commitment – are operationalized in the 

Investment Model Scale (IMS; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). Given its importance 

for personal relationships literature, this article presents the adaptation and validation of 

the IMS to Portugal, and the development and validation of a shorter version, the IMS-

S. A confirmatory factor analysis replicates the IMS’s original four factors structure. A 

similar structure was found for the IMS-S. For both versions, results show the 

instruments to have validity and good reliability Results are discussed considering the 

scales’ importance for studying romantic relationships. 
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Romantic relationships are defined by the experience of positive affect and sexual 

desire (Moser, 1994), allowing individuals to fill their needs for affiliation and avoid 

loneliness and/or social anxiety (e.g., Berscheid, 1985; Dwyer, 2000).  

In established voluntary romantic relationships, individuals strive to maximize the 

benefits and minimize the costs of having such relationships (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). 

Based on this notion, Rusbult (1980, 1983) proposed the Investment Model (IM), which 

assumes the level of commitment as central for the happiness and well-being of the 

couple. In turn, commitment is influenced by the satisfaction felt in the relationship, the 

perception of less quality among alternatives, and the investments applied in the 

relationship (referred as its antecedents). The construct of commitment is important not 

only to theoretical models of love, such as the Triangular Theory of Love (Sternberg, 

1986, 1987), but also to predict the maintenance or the abandon of one’s romantic 

relationship (e.g., Le & Agnew, 2003). 

Given the importance of the IM to romantic relationships research, this study aims at 

validating and analyzing the psychometric properties of the Investment Model Scale 

(IMS; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998), as well as at developing and validating a 

shorter version of this instrument, the IMS-S. The relevance of this study is two-fold: 

(1) extend the empirical evidence regarding the validation of the IMS to Portugal, and 

present its shorter version IMS-S, and (2) extend the validation sample to include 

individuals involved in distinct types of romantic relationships (single in a committed 

romantic relationship, domestic partnership, married). Furthermore, this study will 

provide Portuguese-speaking researchers with an important tool to study romantic 

relationships and the factors that can influence its maintenance or break-up. 
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The Investment Model (IM) 

 

The IM (Rusbult, 1980, 1983) was originally developed taking into account Kelley 

and Thibaut’s (1978) Interdependence Theory postulates. According to this theory, 

individuals seek the maximization of rewards and the minimization of costs in their 

romantic relationships. When individuals perceive a positive balance, i.e., more rewards 

than costs, the baseline of comparison is high and other potential romantic relationships 

are not perceived as a threat. Hence, such situation should not lead to question the 

maintenance of the current relationship. However, when individuals perceive a negative 

balance, i.e., more costs than rewards, especially when associated with high 

expectations regarding the relationship, the comparison threshold is lower. As such, 

alternative relationships may be perceived as more attractive, raising questions 

regarding the maintenance of the current relationship.  

Based on these notions of rewards and costs, Rusbult (1980, 1983) developed a 

model aimed at explaining how individuals maintain and promote their romantic 

relationship, and why some individuals decide to leave their current relationship. 

According to the author, these stay/leave behaviors are related with the level of 

commitment towards the partner and the romantic relationship. Specifically, 

commitment reflects the individual’s “intent to persist in a relationship, including long-

term orientation towards involvement as well as feelings of psychological attachment” 

(Rusbult, Coolsen, Kirchner, & Clarke, 2006, p. 618). The commitment, in turn, is 

influenced by satisfaction, perception of quality among alternatives, and investments on 

the relationship (i.e., the antecedents of commitment; Rusbult et al., 1998). The 

satisfaction with one’s relationship is dependent on the experience of positive affect and 
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attraction towards the partner, and on the fulfillment of one’s basic relational needs 

(e.g., intimacy). The alternatives refer to any situations, other than being with or 

spending time with one’s partner (e.g., being alone; being with friends; being with 

another lover). The alternatives are usually external to the relationship and are perceived 

as having high quality to the extent that they fulfill relational needs that are not being 

fulfilled with the current partner/relationship. The investments can be intrinsic (e.g., 

time shared with the partner, disclosure of intimate topics) or extrinsic (e.g., assets 

acquired together), and correspond to every resource applied to the relationship that 

would be lost if the relationship ended. 

Hence, and according to the IM, an individual is more committed when he/she 

experiences more satisfaction with the partner and the relationship, when he/she 

perceives alternative situations/partners as having lesser quality and interest, and when 

there are more investments applied in the relationship. The importance in studying these 

components in romantic relationships derives from their importance to the couple’s 

well-being, stability and happiness, being an indicator of the decision to stay or leave 

one’s relationship (e.g., Le & Agnew, 2003; Rusbult et al., 2006). When faced with a 

situation perceived as a possible threat to the stability of the romantic relationship (e.g., 

an attractive other; Simpson, Gangestad, & Lerma, 1990), a higher level of commitment 

can promote a set of stability-protection mechanisms. These include behaviors such as 

accommodation (rather than retaliation), willingness to sacrifice oneself over the 

situation, comprehend, justify and/or forgive the partner, derogate potential alternatives, 

or engage in the construction of positive illusions towards the partner and/or 

relationship (for an overview, see Rusbult & Righetti, 2009). 
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Indeed, research has been showing the IM as a robust model to predict the 

commitment and the decision to stay/leave one’s current romantic relationship (see Le 

& Agnew, 2003 for a meta-analysis). To operationalize the theoretical components of 

the IM, Rusbult and colleagues (1998) developed the Investment Model Scale (IMS), an 

objective, valid and reliable instrument. 

 

The Investment Model Scale (IMS) 

 

Originally, the IMS comprises two sets of items associated with the four central 

constructs of the IM: facet items and global items. Facet items measure the antecedents 

of commitment – satisfaction, quality of alternatives and investment size. These facet 

items are included in the IMS to activate in memory and illustrate each of the respective 

constructs, in order to facilitate its correct apprehension and the response to the global 

items. The set of global items measure satisfaction, quality of alternatives and 

investment size, as well as the commitment level towards the relationship. 

Results from Rusbult and colleagues’ (1998) investigation show that the scale is 

composed by four correlated factors, corresponding to the four IM’s theoretical 

components, with good indexes of reliability, as well as convergent and discriminant 

validity. The authors also validated the assumptions of the IM with this scale, as 

commitment level positively correlated with satisfaction and investment size, and 

negatively correlated with quality of alternatives. In turn, quality of alternatives 

negatively correlated with both satisfaction and investment size. In a more detailed 

analysis, the authors also showed that the satisfaction, quality of alternatives and 

investment size significantly predicted the level of commitment. Furthermore, a higher 
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level of commitment, due to a higher satisfaction, the perception of lesser quality in 

alternatives, and a higher size of investments, was found to be associated with a better 

functioning on the relationship, a better adjustment between both partners, a higher 

inclusion of the other in the self, a higher level of trust, and a higher love and liking 

towards the partner (Rusbult et al., 1998). Apart from the original version, this scale 

was translated and validated in Canada (Giguère, Fortin, & Sabourin, 2006), and in The 

Netherlands (Branje, Frijns, Finkenauer, Engels, & Meeus, 2007) with similar results. 

Taking this into consideration, we conducted a study to analyze the psychometric 

properties of the Portuguese version of the IMS, and develop and validate a shorter 

version of this scale, the IMS-S. 

 

Method 

 

Participants 

 

In this study participated 356 heterosexual individuals (82% female), with ages 

varying from 17 to 55 years (M = 27.21, SD = 7.49). All participants were involved in a 

romantic relationship at the time of their participation, from which 63.2% were single in 

a committed romantic relationship, 15.2% were in a domestic partnership and 21.6% 

were legally married. The length of the relationships varied from 1 to 336 months (M = 

64.29, SD = 63.90). 

In order to conduct our analyses, we randomly extracted two subsamples from our 

main sample: (1) the first subsample, with approximately 65% of the cases, was used 

for the confirmatory factor analysis of the IMS, and consisted of 228 heterosexual 
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participants (82% female; MAge = 27.52 years, SD = 7.86); and (2) the second 

subsample, with approximately 35% of the cases, was the focus of the confirmatory 

factor analysis of the IMS-S, and comprised 128 heterosexual participants (83.6% 

female; MAge = 25.94 years, SD = 6.15). 

 

Instrument 

 

The original IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998) has a total of 37 items (22 global items and 

15 facet items) divided in four sets of questions, each corresponding to one of the IM 

components. Satisfaction level is measured by a total of 10 items: five facet items (e.g., 

“My partner fulfills my needs for intimacy [sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.]”) 

with a high level of reliability (.79 < α < .93), followed by five global items (e.g., “I feel 

satisfied with our relationship”), also with high reliability (.92 < α < .95). Quality of 

alternatives is measured by a total of 10 items: five facet items (e.g., “My needs for 

intimacy [sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.] could be fulfilled in alternative 

relationships”) with high reliability (.88 < α < .93), followed by five global items (e.g., 

“The people other than my partner with whom I might become involved are very 

appealing”), also with a high level of reliability (.82 < α < .88). Similarly, investment 

size is measured by a total of 10 items: five facet items (e.g., “I have invested a great 

deal of time in our relationship”) with high reliability (.73 < α < .84), followed by five 

global items (e.g., “I have put a great deal into our relationship that I would lose if the 

relationship were to end”), also with high reliability (.82 < α < .84). Finally, 

commitment level is assessed through seven global items (e.g., “I want our relationship 

to last for a very long time”) with a high level of reliability (.91 < α < .95). Originally, 
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responses to the facet items are given in five-point scales, varying from 1 = Do not 

agree at all to 5 = Agree completely, while responses to the global items are given on 

nine-point scales, varying from 0 = Do not agree at all to 8 = Agree completely. 

In the present research, the original items of the IMS were submitted to a translation 

– back-translation process. All the items were translated to Portuguese by a team of 

social psychologists and disagreements were resolved through discussion 

(approximately 95% level of agreement between judges). A Portuguese native speaker 

with residence in the US made the back-translation of the items to their original 

language, compared the final and the original items and adjusted any discrepancy in 

order to converge with the original items. Also, the response scales of both facet and 

global items were standardized to seven-point scales, varying from 1 = Do not agree at 

all to 7 = Agree completely. 

 

Procedure 

 

The items of the IMS were inserted on Qualtrics web platform 

(http://www.qualtrics.com/), and the resulting hyperlink for the on-line questionnaire 

was published in social network sites and sent by e-mail to mailing lists. By clicking on 

the hyperlink, participants were informed they would be taking part in a study about 

interpersonal relationships, more specifically on the dynamics that can be established 

between partners in a romantic relationship. The questionnaire started with a set of 

questions to characterize the sample of participants (age, type of relationship, length of 

the relationship), followed by the items of the IMS, and then a second set of questions 

to further characterize the sample of participants (sexual orientation). At the end, 
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participants were presented with a screen thanking their collaboration, and were given 

an email address to contact the research team in order to obtain further information or 

place questions/comments regarding the study. There was no time limit to fill-in the 

questionnaires, and mean time of response for the whole questionnaire was about 16 

minutes. Only complete questionnaires were retained for further analyses 

(approximately 90% of collected questionnaires). 

 

Results 

 

Overview 

 

Given the stability of the factorial solution of the IMS (cf., Branje et al., 2007; 

Giguère et al., 2006; Rusbult et al., 1998), we opted to test its original four-factor 

structure using a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). A separate CFA was also 

conducted using facet items solely. Reliability analyses followed these procedures. 

Furthermore, we analyzed the correlations between facet and global items.Further down 

we present the IMS-S development, the test of its factorial structure using a CFA and 

reliability analyses of the factors. Finally, the association between factors in both the 

IMS and the IMS-S factors was determined. 
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IMS Construct Validity 

 

Confirmatory factor analysis. 

 

The first subsample of participants was used for CFA purposes, aimed at testing the 

original IMS structure as well as an alternative structure. Thus, we tested the four 

factors structure underlying the 22 global items of the IMS by calculating fit indexes on 

a four correlated factors model (our hypothesized model), and on a totally uncorrelated 

model (the alternative model) using Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). Relative and 

absolute goodness of fit indexes were obtained: (a) the chi-squared statistic (χ2 and 

χ2/df), (b) the comparative fit index (CFI), (c) the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), (d) the 

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and (e) the standardized root mean 

squared residual (SMSR). Based on the standards established in the literature for fit 

indexes (Bentler, 1990; Browne & Cudeck, 1986; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1984), our 

hypothesized model shows acceptable fits, χ2 = 404.07, χ2/df = 2.00, CFI = .94, TLI = 

.93, RMSEA = .07 (CI: .06; .08), and SMSR = .07, with moderate to high standardized 

regression paths between the items and their latent factors (ls varying from .46 to .94), 

and latent factors correlations varying from moderate to high (fs from -.36 to .75). The 

uncorrelated model presented poorer fit indexes, χ2 = 612.35, χ2/df = 2.94, CFI = .87, 

TLI = .86, RMSEA = .09 (CI: .08; .10) and SMSR = .22, thus emerging as an 

inadequate alternative model for the structure underlying the IMS. 
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Correlation between global and facet items 

 

As previously noted, the IMS comprises a set of facet items in each of the model 

antecedent’s subscales. According to Rusbult et al. (1998), these 15 facet items serve to 

illustrate and activate in memory the constructs measured by the global items in their 

respective subscale. As such facet items allow enhancing the comprehensibility, validity 

and reliability of the constructs underlying satisfaction, quality of alternatives and 

investment as measured by global items. The authors argue that a three-factor structure 

underlies these facet items. We ran a CFA to test this structure on the first subsample of 

participants. Furthermore, and given Rusbult et al.’s (1998) original proposal, facet and 

global items are expected to correlate within each IMS subscale. We analyzed this 

pattern of correlations in order to provide further evidence for the IMS construct 

validity. 

We ran a CFA with the IMS facet items and calculated the fit indexes of two distinct 

models using Mplus: a three correlated factors model (our hypothesized model), and a 

totally uncorrelated model (the alternative model). Relative and absolute goodness of fit 

indexes were obtained: (a) χ2 and χ2/df, (b) CFI, (c) TLI, (d) RMSEA, and (e) SMSR. 

Based on the standards established in the literature for fit indexes (Bentler, 1990; 

Browne & Cudeck, 1986; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1984), our hypothesized model shows 

acceptable fits, χ2 = 182.14, χ2/df = 2.14, CFI = .94, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .07 (CI: .06; 

.09) and SMSR = .06, with moderate to high standardized regression paths between the 

items and their latent factors (ls varying from .41 to .94), and latent factors correlations 

varying from moderate to high (fs from -.20 to .56). The uncorrelated model presented 
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poorer fit indexes, χ2 = 240.11, χ2/df = 2.73, CFI = .91, TLI = .89, SMSR = .09 (CI: .07; 

.10) and SRMR = .14. 

Cronbach’s alphas reveal high reliability for satisfaction (.89), quality of alternatives 

(.88), and investment size (.72). Furthermore, the corrected item-total of the factor 

correlations show that each item contributed to the reliability of its respective factor: .58 

< r < .80 for satisfaction; .44 < r < .83 for quality of alternatives; and .43 < r < .64 for 

investment size. 

Converging with the expected correlations between both types of items within each 

IMS subscale, our results show that the facet and global items are highly correlated in 

each factor: satisfaction, r = .90, p < .001, quality of alternatives, r = .58, p < .001, and 

investment size, r = .61, p < .001.  

 

Development of the IMS-S and Construct Validity 

 

Based on Lehmiller and Agnew (2008), we also developed a short version of the 

IMS, the IMS-S. Following the authors’ procedure, and respecting the proportion of 

items within each IMS subscale, we selected three items for each of the antecedents’ 

subscales and four items for the commitment subscale. This selection was based on the 

CFA paths between each item and their respective factor. Hence, for the antecedents of 

commitment we selected the three items with the higher standardized regression paths 

between the items and their latent factors. Specifically, for satisfaction we selected the 

items 2 (l = .93), 4 (l = .93), and 5 (l = .94); for quality of alternatives we selected the 

items 2 (l = .74), 5 (l = .86), and 6 (l = .74); and for investment size we selected items 

2 (l = .84), 3 (l = .90), and 4 (l = .58). In addition, and regarding commitment, four 
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items with the highest correlation were selected, i.e., items 1 (l = .86), 2 (l = .75), 6 (l 

= .89), and 7 (l = .81). In its final versions, the IMS-S comprises a total of 13 items. 

 

Confirmatory factor analysis. 

 

Using the second and independent random subsample of participants, we ran two 

CFAs in Mplus testing a correlated four factors model (our hypothesized model) and an 

uncorrelated four factors model (the alternative model). Relative and absolute goodness 

of fit indexes were obtained: (a) χ2 and χ2/df, (b) CFI, (c) TLI, (d) RMSEA, and (e) 

SMSR. Based on the standards established in the literature for fit indexes (Bentler, 

1990; Browne & Cudeck, 1986; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1984), our hypothesized model 

shows acceptable fits, χ2 = 99.03, χ2/df = 1.68, CFI = .95, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .07 (CI: 

.05; .10), and SMSR = .06, with moderate to high standardized regression paths 

between the items and their latent factors (ls varying from .38 to .93), and latent factors 

correlations varying from moderate to high (fs from -.51 to .63). The uncorrelated 

model presented poorer fit indexes, χ2 = 189.71, χ2/df = 2.92, CFI = .84, TLI = .81, 

RMSEA = .12 (CI: .10; .14) and SMSR = .24. 

Further analyses reveal each factor of the IMS-S to have high reliability, as shown by 

the Cronbach’s alpha for satisfaction (.94), quality of alternatives (.80), investment size 

(.82), and commitment (.89). Testifying for the internal consistency of the items 

comprising each factor, results also show high corrected item-total correlations with 

each factor: .87 < r < .89 for satisfaction; .60 < r < .70 for quality of alternatives; .53 < r 

< .77 for investment size; and .64 < r < .84 for commitment. 
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Association Between IMS and IMS-S Factors 

 

Based on the IM postulates, we analyzed the pattern of correlations between the 

factors comprising the IMS global items. Converging with the results from Rusbult and 

colleagues (1998), our results show that satisfaction was negatively correlated with 

quality of alternatives, r = -.27, p < .001, and positively correlated with investment size, 

r = .16, p = .002, while quality of alternatives was negatively correlated to investment 

size, r = -.15, p = .004. Similarly, the pattern of correlations between commitment level 

and its antecedents replicated the postulated by the IM. Specifically, commitment was 

found to be positively correlated with satisfaction, r = .71, p < .001, and with 

investment size, r = .25, p < .001, while negatively correlated with quality of 

alternatives, r = -.40, p < .001. 

We also analyzed the pattern of correlations between the IMS-S factors. Similarly to 

the IMS, we found satisfaction to be negatively correlated to quality of alternatives, r = 

-.29, p < .001, and positively correlated to investment size, r = .15, p = .004, while 

quality of alternatives was negatively correlated to investment size, r = -.20, p < .001. 

Furthermore, the commitment level was found to be positively correlated to both 

satisfaction, r =.68, p < .001, and investment size, r = .30, p < .001, and negatively 

correlated with quality of alternatives, r = -.35, p < .001. 

 

Discussion 

 

The objective of this research was to obtain the main psychometric properties of the 

IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998) and of a short version of this instrument, the IMS-S. 
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Compared to previous publications regarding the IMS, the innovation of the present 

article was twofold: (1) extend the available empirical evidence regarding the IMS and 

develop the IMS-S; and (2) extend the validation sample to include individuals involved 

in different types of romantic relationships. The original scale was developed in order to 

reliably measure the factors of the IM (Rusbult, 1980, 1983), that is, assess the 

satisfaction with one’s romantic partner, the perception of quality among the available 

alternatives, the size of the investments applied in the relationship, and the commitment 

level towards one’s romantic relationship. 

Taken together, our results suggest the Portuguese version of the IMS to have good 

psychometric properties, namely adequate construct validity and reliability. A CFA 

shows the adequacy of our results to both the original factorial structure (Rusbult et al., 

1998), as well as the structure obtained in subsequent validations of the IMS (Braje et 

al., 2007; Giguère and et al., 2006). Moreover, our results show the expected pattern of 

correlations between the different IMS factors, replicating the IM postulates regarding 

the different predictors of relationship commitment, as well as convergence between 

facet and global items of the antecedents of commitment (cf., Rusbult et al., 1998). 

Furthermore, we developed a shorter version of the IMS, the IMS-S, based on the 

procedure presented by Lehmiller and Agnew (2008). This shorter version comprises 13 

items, and results also show the IMS-S as having good psychometric properties, validity 

and reliability. Indeed, we found good fit indexes regarding the four factors theoretical 

model underlying the original IMS structure, as well as high internal consistency and 

the expected correlations between commitment and its antecedents. 

In the present study we were not able to conduct analyses regarding the 

existence/inexistence of specific differences between different-sex and same-sex 
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romantic relationships. Some evidences in the literature suggest that we should not 

expect such differences in the satisfaction, perception of quality on alternatives, 

investment size, and commitment reported by individuals with different sexual 

orientations (Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986; Le & Agnew, 2003; Peplau & Fingerhut, 2007; 

Rusbult et al., 1998). However, these results are not consistent in the literature as 

Lehmiller and Agnew (2005; see also Lehmiller, 2010) also found that individuals in 

marginalized relationships, in which are included same-sex relationships, have lower 

commitment and lower investments. According to the authors, this occurs because 

individuals perceive their relationships as being disapproved by others, which in turn 

has a negative impact on how individuals perceive, feel and invest in their own romantic 

partner and relationship. 

This is an extremely important and relevant topic to address in future studies with the 

IMS/IMS-S, and subsequently the IM, more so when we take into consideration the 

recent changes in the Portuguese social context regarding the legal recognition of same-

sex domestic partnerships and same-sex marriages (Nogueira & Oliveira, 2010). By 

being legally allowed, and possibly more socially accepted, to publicly assume their 

romantic relationship, individuals in same-sex relationships may not feel marginalized 

by others and thus may have similar levels of commitment and investments, when 

compared to individuals in different-sex relationships. Similarly, it is important to 

analyze differences between couples that adhere to prevailing monogamic norms of 

functioning (“traditional couples”), and couples that develop their own set of 

functioning norms (e.g., permission to have casual sexual encounters with other people), 

independently of the individual’s sexual orientation. 
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Associated with this question arises another relevant one that should deserve 

attention in future studies. Literature shows that no differences should be expected in 

responses to the IMS between dating and married relationships (e.g., Le & Agnew, 

2003; Rusbult, Johnson, & Morrow, 1986). In fact, and following IM assumptions, one 

should only expect such differences based on the commitment level, independently of 

the relationship status. As such, a married individual may not necessarily experience a 

higher level of commitment, in comparison to a dating individual, especially if both 

these individuals are equally involved in their romantic relationships. However, there 

may be some instances where married individuals report a high commitment level due 

to other causes, namely social and family barriers when questioning the abandon of the 

relationship (e.g., offspring, family pressure). This could lead the individual to decide to 

stay and maintain the relationship, and not necessarily be associated with a higher 

satisfaction, the perception of lesser quality of alternatives and/or higher investments on 

the relationship. This converges with the notions of moral and structural commitment 

(Johnson, Caughlin, & Huston, 1999), which regards the decision of maintaining a 

relationship exclusively motivated by moral obligations and/or social pressure not to 

end the relationship (e.g., religiosity, costs of the separation and difficulties when 

dealing with the sharing of assets). 

More importantly, the notion of moral commitment is not entirely convergent with 

the notion originally proposed by the IM, as a general disposition to feel 

psychologically involved and attached to one’s partner (Rusbult, 1980, 1983; Rusbult et 

al., 2006). In fact, it refers to a sense of moral obligation to maintain the relationship, 

and the need for consistency when assuming a commitment (Johnson, et al., 1999). 

Hence, future studies should analyze this question into greater detail, in order to 



IMS and IMS-S Construct Validation     19 

 

understand the association between moral commitment and the commitment level as 

measured by the IMS/IMS-S, as well as its association with satisfaction, quality of 

alternatives and the investment size, i.e., the importance of moral commitment for the 

IM factors. 

In short, the present study shows that the Portuguese version of IMS possesses good 

psychometric properties, validity and reliability. These same results can also be 

extended to the shorter version of this scale, the IMS-S, proposed in this article. Such 

results give us confidence in using this instrument and open several lines of future 

research focused on romantic relationships. 
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