
    
      [image: Cover image]
    

  Victor Karandashev
Cross-Cultural Perspectives on the Experience and Expression of Love
[image: ../images/467988_1_En_BookFrontmatter_Figa_HTML.png]


Victor KarandashevDepartment of Psychology, Aquinas College, Grand Rapids, MI, USA





				ISBN 978-3-030-15019-8e-ISBN 978-3-030-15020-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15020-4
© Springer Nature Switzerland AG 2019
This work is subject to copyright. All rights are reserved by the Publisher, whether the whole or part of the material is concerned, specifically the rights of translation, reprinting, reuse of illustrations, recitation, broadcasting, reproduction on microfilms or in any other physical way, and transmission or information storage and retrieval, electronic adaptation, computer software, or by similar or dissimilar methodology now known or hereafter developed.
The use of general descriptive names, registered names, trademarks, service marks, etc. in this publication does not imply, even in the absence of a specific statement, that such names are exempt from the relevant protective laws and regulations and therefore free for general use.
The publisher, the authors, and the editors are safe to assume that the advice and information in this book are believed to be true and accurate at the date of publication. Neither the publisher nor the authors or the editors give a warranty, express or implied, with respect to the material contained herein or for any errors or omissions that may have been made. The publisher remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

          This Springer imprint is published by the registered company Springer Nature Switzerland AG

          The registered company address is: Gewerbestrasse 11, 6330 Cham, Switzerland

        


            To my colleague Elaine Hatfield, who devoted her passionate academic career to study love
          

Acknowledgments
Over the recent decades, a number of scholars have contributed to cross-cultural research of love. Numerous references and citations in the book acknowledge their important contributions. Some pioneering researchers were especially substantial and inspirational for love studies in cross-cultural perspectives. Elaine Hatfield is one of such prominent figures in this regard. Living for many years in Hawaii—one of the most multicultural places in the USA—she has always appreciated the cultural diversity of love. She has been creative in her cross-cultural love studies, as well as supportive to other researchers in their scholarly endeavors. Besides, she has a kind and beautiful personality. Personally, I am very grateful for her continuous support of my cross-cultural explorations of love throughout the years.
I also acknowledge the especially substantial contribution to cross-cultural love research of other researchers. Among those are Bernard Murstein, Susan Sprecher, Karen Dion and Kenneth Dion, David Buss, William Jankowiak, Victor de Munck, Felix Neto, Robin Goodwin, Robert Sternberg, Clyde and Susan Hendrick, Eva Illouz, Zoltán Kövecses, Philippe Shaver, and Richard Rapson. My occasional or regular communications with those on the issues of cross-cultural studies of love were very helpful and inspirational.
In addition, I express my great appreciation to Morgan Ryan, and her editorial team in Springer, who encouraged me to publish my cross-cultural reviews on love.


Introduction
The Modern History of Love Research
The scientific efforts to understand love and sex stem from the late nineteenth century and continued in twentieth century. Despite those early attempts, scholars often resisted acknowledging love as a subject of scientific research; only sex and marriage were admitted to the field of science. Nevertheless, throughout recent decades, love and romantic relationships have become popular topics of research in biological and social sciences. Scholars from various disciplines, including anthropology, sociology, psychology, and communication studies, have advanced the theory of love and identified major love constructs. Evolutionary and cultural approaches to love have gained its popularity. Love was acknowledged as a universal cross-cultural phenomenon, which manifests its variations in cultural contexts (D. Buss, K. K. Dion and K. L. Dion, H. Fisher, R. Goodwin, W. Jankowiak and E. Fischer, E. Hatfield and R. Rapson, V. Karandashev, D. Landis, R. Levine, C. Simmons, S. Sprecher, and others).
Scholars from several disciplines have explored love from different, yet overlapping, perspectives and complemented each other in their cultural and cross-cultural investigations. Philosophy, literary studies, history, anthropology, sociology, psychology, and communication studies each contributed their valuable knowledge and methods. Philosophers contemplated about the nature of love using reasoning and generalizing the facts obtained from researchers in other disciplines (e.g., Naar, 2013; Secomb, 2007; Singer, 1984a, 1984b, 1987; Solomon, 1988; White, 2001). History of emotions informed our cultural understanding of love (e.g., Abbott, 2010; Coontz, 2005; Hunt, 1959; Lee, 2007; Licht, 1972; Manniche, 1987; Murstein, 1974). Literary studies contributed to the love studies exploring people’s minds and dreams in the forms presented in novels, poems, and other writings (e.g., Allen, 1992; Ashton, 2010; Eifring, 2004; Hardin, 2000; Hogan, 2003; Kaler & Johnson-Kurek, 1999; Selinger, 1998; Suzuki, 2010; Zaerr, 2012). Cultural anthropology investigated the norms, traditions, customs, and rituals related to love manifestations in many cultures (e.g., Abu-Lughod, 2000; Danielsson, 1986; De Munck, 1996; Endleman, 1989; Fisher, 1992; Hirsch, & Wardlow, 2006; Jankowiak, ed. 1995, 2008; Lindholm, 2006; Smith, 2001; Trawick, 1990). Sociology and social psychology studied love attitudes and the prevalence of love ideas (e.g., De Rougemont, 1974; Fowler, 2007; Goode, 1959; Illouz, 2012). Psychologists proposed several theories of love and collected multiple empirical findings (e.g., Berscheid, 1985, 2010; Berscheid & Walster, 1969/1978, 1974; Hatfield 1988; Hatfield & Rapson, 1993; Lee, 1976; Liebowitz, 1983; Sternberg, 1998; Tennov, 1979). Neurophysiology, psychophysiology, neuropsychology, and clinical and behavioral research have revealed the role of biology in passionate love (see for review Hatfield and Rapson (2009)). These disciplines employed quantitative and qualitative methods and explored different, yet overlapping, areas of love feelings, processes, mechanisms, manifestations, and prevalence; they complemented each other and brought together a multifaceted picture of what romantic love is. This book aims to review the modern research on love from various disciplines and integrate the cross-cultural findings in a comprehensive review of how people experience and express love.
In recent decades, many scholars of emotions demonstrated their interest in cultural variations and attempted cross-cultural comparisons in their studies of love. Despite the earlier Western ethnocentric bias, which considered romantic love as a European contribution to the world cultures, researchers found evidence of the occurrences of romantic love—or at least passionate love—in many cultures (Fischer, Shaver, & Carnochan, 1990; Fisher, 1992; Gottschall & Nordlund, 2006; Jankowiak & Fischer, 1992; Shaver, Morgan, & Wu, 1996). Besides the question about universality of romantic love, scholars discovered that people from different cultures hold their culturally specific understanding of love. The rich texture and subtle nuances of love need to be understood within a cultural context since culture has a profound impact on people’s definitions of romantic love and on the way they think, feel, and behave in romantic settings (Dion & Dion, 1996; Hatfield, Rapson, & Martel, 2007; Karandashev, 2017; Neto, 2007; Neto et al., 2000). During recent decades, many empirical studies have reported cross-cultural similarities and differences in the concepts of love, in how people experience, express, and communicate their love, how they attract to each other, and how they develop, maintain, and preserve their romantic relationships. These findings are dispersed through journal articles, books, and other publications.
There have been several attempts to compile and review this empirical knowledge in comprehensive books (De Munck, ed, 1998; Giddens, 1992; Goodwin, 1999; Hatfield & Rapson, 1996, 2005; Hirsch & Wardlow, eds., 2006; Jankowiak, ed., 1995, 2008; Murstein, 1974; Padilla et al., 2007; Secomb, 2007). Most of them are from the 1990s to the 2000s. It is time to update and review the current cutting-edge research and theories on love.
Scholarly explorations (see for review Karandashev (2017)) revealed that love is a cross-culturally universal constellation of emotions which are experienced similarly across humans, with many individual differences; yet the feelings can be culturally modified and adapted to certain cultural forms.
The Aims and Features of the Book

                This book is intended to provide a comprehensive and systematic analysis of the scholarly explorations of the topic from cross-cultural perspective with particular focus on how people experience and express love. Whereas my previous book (Karandashev, 2017) presented a conceptual framework for the study of love
                within
                cultures, along with extensive historical, anthropological, and sociological representations of love in cultural contexts, this book presents a
                comparative
                scientific review of modern love across cultures. The book
                Romantic Love in Cultural Contexts
                (Karandashev, 2017) was intentionally descriptive and depicted love
                as it is
                —within historical and cultural contexts demonstrating that various cultures have developed their own understandings of love useful for people communicating within their societies. Despite its commonalities, the concept of love across cultures, the set of corresponding associations, interpretations, and connotations, differed greatly across time and societies.
              

                This book attempts to make an explicit and purposeful
                analytical comparison
                of how love is experienced and expressed in various cultures. The scientific and broader scholarly studies in biological and social sciences are used for a review of how culture affects people’s experiences and expressions of love, with special focus on romantic love. The research of recent decades has brought the convincing evidence that love is a universal emotion, interpersonal attitude, and relationship that is experienced by a majority of people in cultures around the world. Nevertheless, love exhibits itself in different ways—culture certainly influences the people’s conceptions of love and how they behave, feel, and think when they are in romantic settings.
              
How similar and different are the feelings and thoughts of love across cultures? How similar and different are the expressions of love across cultures? What are the cultural factors affecting the experience and expression of love? This book addresses all these questions.
The book reviews and summarizes multiple comparative cross-cultural studies of love with major focus on modern and recent cutting-edge research. This comprehensive review—along with presentation of major theories and research instruments—should set up the background and perspectives for further investigation to explore a cross-cultural diversity of people’s experience and expression of love.

                The world is becoming more and more multicultural. During recent decades, emigration and immigration have occurred at the substantially increasing rate. Such cultural migration creates blended and mixed cultural communities. The rate of intercultural romantic relationships has been substantially increasing. The need for scientific knowledge in this field is evident. Therefore, the book should promote the better comprehension of cross-cultural similarities and differences in love and help better understanding within multicultural couples and families. The key features of the book are as follows:
                	A comprehensive review of the classical and most recent theories, research instruments, and cutting-edge findings in the field

	A comprehensive review of the topic of love and culture from interdisciplinary biological and social science perspective

	A comprehensive review of the topic of love and culture from international perspective




              
Interdisciplinary Methodological Approach to Love Research
Working for this book, I was astonished by how many studies in various scientific disciplines have been completed throughout recent decades in the field of love research. For several centuries, love has been a subject of observations and contemplations in religious, philosophical, historical, and literary studies. In the twentieth century, such scientific disciplines as anthropology, sociology, psychology, communication, and linguistics joined these scholarly endeavors, following their disciplinary traditions, theoretical perspectives, and research methodology. It was surprising for me how their approaches and results obtained were often isolated from each other. Besides, even within each discipline, researchers usually reviewed the data only within a theoretical framework, which they employed in their research. Certainly, some scholars published the exceptional reviews, as listed above. However, there were not many.
Therefore, the main pursuit in writing of this book was to compile as many theories, data, and results obtained in various disciplines over recent several decades, as was feasible. In this regard, the book is eclectic, with an attempt to encourage interdisciplinary understanding and collaboration of scholars in love studies. It was challenging, as “herding cats,” since studies in different disciplines followed their own scholarly traditions, which are quite different. Nevertheless, I was able to fit all that diverse scientific knowledge about experience and expression of love in a certain framework. The most challenging task was to compile and comprehensively represent a cross-cultural diversity of such experiences and expressions.

                Another challenge was that various disciplines employ somewhat different methodologies and standards of scientific merit, with their advantages and weaknesses, which are frequently difficult to compare. I believe that love studies should benefit from such an interdisciplinary approach, and science of love can appreciate and use the best from various scientific disciplines. The particular issues, which I strived to describe whenever and wherever possible, were as follows:
                	1.The scientific conceptions and theories developed in various disciplines and how they can converge in a comprehensive framework

 

	2.The credibility of sources: whether it is a journalist’s or traveler’s observation, philosophical observation and contemplation, or the results obtained in scientific research

 

	3.The methodology and research design of exploratory endeavors: whether it is a scientific case study observation, or the documented data obtained from archival sources, or the empirical data collected in a survey

 

	4.The ways how researchers test hypotheses or conduct exploratory analyses

 

	5.The methods of data collection, paying special attention to the locations where data were collected, particular population, sample size, and language, which they used

 

	6.The methods of data presentation

 

	7.The methods of qualitative and quantitative analyses

 

	8.The methods of descriptive and inferential analyses

 

	9.The comparability of results to the results of other studies within the same and other discipline

 

	10.The possibilities for generalization and application of conclusions to a whole culture

 




              
I encourage a reader to pay special attention to these descriptive details, which allow judging the credibility, reliability, validity, representativeness of data, and possibility to generalize the results of studies.
Structure of the Book

                The structure of the book strives to represent a variety of love experiences and expressions embracing their cross-cultural diversity. Chapter
                1
                sets love in the general context of emotional life. The experience and expression of love substantially depend on the cultural context of people’s emotional life. Since love is experienced and expressed in a variety of emotions, the cultural differences of emotional organization certainly matter. A diversity of emotional experience and expression certainly reflects on love beliefs and attitudes. Chapter
                2
                illuminates the diversity of conceptions of love in different cultural contexts. Despite the cross-cultural universality of love, as an all-embracing concept, its specific interpretation differs from culture to culture. These cultural differences definitely reflect on people’s experience and expression of love. The chapter attempts to integrate methodological approaches to the constructions of the concept of love from sociology, psychology, anthropology, and linguistics and also emphasizes the role of cultural parameters affecting the culturally diverse concepts of love.
              

                Chapters
                3
                –
                13
                review the variety of possible experiences and expressions of love; the methods and measures, which researchers employed to study those; and the results that they obtained in their studies. These chapters describe in details (1) the research designs, (2) methods, (3) instruments and measures, (4) samples (including their location, sample size, and other details), and (5) data and results of studies (including descriptive statistics, such as means and size of correlations). These details are included wherever and whenever possible and suitable because I believe they really matter in terms of generalizability and applicability to the cultures under studies and in terms of the extent of similarities and differences.
              

                For examples, as for
                research design
                , the study may use anthropological case study, sociological surveys, correlational or experimental psychological research, or linguistic analysis. As for
                methods
                and
                instruments
                , they can measure people’s beliefs as to how love should be or their real experiences of love feelings. The comparison of these variables depends on how researchers measure those. This is why I have included details about measurement instruments, procedures, and scales of rating whenever it is suitable. As for the
                samples
                , I have included the specific locations, sample sizes, and demographic characteristics of participants wherever it is suitable. These details can give readers a possibility to see how culturally representative a sample is and which specific population of a culture the sample represents. As for the
                data and results
                , I have made the efforts to describe the details of descriptive statistics, to help readers understand what the differences in the means for cultural samples are and what the size of correlations is, and other statistics. All these details will allow the readers to make their independent judgments about reliability and validity of results.
              

                Chapter
                3
                describes passion as a salient emotional experience of love, along with erotic and sexual feelings, frequently associated with it. The cross-cultural universality and variety of passion are shown. The chapter discusses evolutionary and cultural factors affecting experience and expression of passion. The erotic experience in love, as aesthetic feeling, is described in comparison with sexual attraction and sensual love as yearning and longing for bodily pleasure. Erotic experience and understanding of relations between love and sex are reviewed across cultures.
              

                Chapter
                4
                discusses pros and cons of romantic love beliefs and positive and negative aspects of idealization in love. Empirical research of romantic beliefs shows cross-cultural and gender differences in romantic love idealization. The chapter reviews the variety of romantic love beliefs; the methods and measures, which researchers employed to study those; and the results that they obtained in their studies using Romantic Beliefs Scale, Hobart Scale, and Knox-Sporakowski Scale, among others.
              

                Chapter
                5
                represents the common assumption that love should be a joyful and powerful experience, inspiring the pursuit for happiness. This is why love is a desirable dream for many men and women. Yet, specific cultural beliefs reflect on this experience. The chapter also presents the cross-cultural research of happiness and well-being, the experience of empowerment, and the emotional fulfillment in love. The concept of fun and playful love from interdisciplinary perspective is discussed, and the empirical studies of
                ludus
                construct across countries are reviewed.
              

                Chapter
                6
                illuminates the possibility that love can become a maladaptive experience with several negative consequences, such as emotional instability, suffering, and obsessive and possessive feelings. Love for some men and women can become lovesickness, addiction, and obsession. Multiple cross-cultural studies of
                mania
                love style, accompanied by obsessive and possessive feelings, are described in details in this chapter. The chapter reviews the variety of maladaptive experiences and expressions of love; the methods and measures, which researchers employed to study those; and the results that they obtained in their studies.
              

                Chapter
                7
                discusses the feeling of commitment—in short terms as well as in long terms. In many cultures, it is considered as a key experience of love. The chapter also discusses the pros and cons of the beliefs and practice of exclusivity in love. The norms of exclusivity depend on cultural parameters, such as gender equality and others. Furthermore, it also describes the values and experience of long-term commitment in American, Chinese, Japanese, and Indian cultures.
              

                Chapter
                8
                describes the idea that love is an interpersonal union that includes affiliative processes. Research demonstrated that love, as a unity, is a cross-cultural idea. Longing to be together is natural for lovers. Communication develops many bonds and connections. The attitudes of equality lead to deeper partnership and friendship ties, yet, leaving the room for autonomy. Scholarship also highlights that the important aspects of love as a union are emotional investment and appreciation for what a partner did. The chapter reviews cross-cultural studies of friendship-based love in multicultural settings and across nations.
              

                Chapter
                9
                presents the experience and expression of a rational love. Although many believe in love as a romantic idea, yet for people in many societies, love is a rational and practical matter. They love through doing something good and useful to others. In the form of
                pragmatic love
                , it is viewed as normal in many cultures. A particular model of
                love as social exchange
                is also present among people in Western cultures. The chapter reviews the multicultural and cross-cultural studies of the
                pragma
                love attitude.
              

                Chapter
                10
                describes the experience and expression of love as respect, admiration, and submission to others. Scholarly literature does not commonly discuss these forms of love, even though they are widely accepted in many cultures as attributes of love. The chapter reviews cross-cultural studies of love as respect and submission. The pleasure of submission in love is illustrated with Japanese indigenous concept of
                amae
                .
              

                Chapter
                11
                highlights the old cultural idea that love is the benevolent intentions and actions toward the other; it is the wishing and doing of something good to the other. It requires the feeling of empathy, compassion, caring, altruism, and, sometimes, abnegation of self-interests. The chapter reviews cross-cultural studies of
                agape
                love attitude. The studies of cultural practices of gift-giving within romantic love model are reviewed.
              

                Chapter
                12
                reviews the experience of intimacy in love and its various interpretations and values in different cultures. It also discusses Western and Eastern ways of expression of intimacy, as well as the cultural variety of specific norms of expression of intimacy. Among those, the most studied in cross-cultural research are closeness, communication, self-disclosure, and self-expression. The role of cultural parameters, such as individualism vs. collectivism and gender equality, is discussed. The cross-cultural studies of self-disclosure and expressions are reviewed in details.
              

                Chapter
                13
                discusses the experience and expression of dependency, attachment, trust, and honesty in love. In positive ways, these experiences create the feelings of security and comfort, yet, in case of violation of expectations, make people suffering. One topic, which is not covered in this chapter, is the experience of tolerance and acceptance. Although it seems the key for endurance of love relationship, yet cross-cultural studies have not investigated this topic so far.
              

                Chapter
                14
                , the final one, along with Introduction, intends to wrap the book up. Practically, it summarizes and reviews methodological issues, problems, and attempts to propose the possible solutions for methodological challenges of cross-cultural research of love. The chapter discusses the conceptual and operational definitions, which are typically used in cross-cultural love studies. Among other issues, which the chapter discusses, are (1) the problems with equivalency of scale construction and ratings, (2) the equivalency of scale translation from one language to other, (3) the suitability of language that is used in a study, (4) the challenges of studies among multi-cultural participants, (5) the response biases of self-report surveys, and (6) the sample size and representativeness. The chapter also discusses methodology of data analysis, such as comparison of means, exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, multidimensional scaling, and cluster analysis. The variety of these statistical methods can help obtain more reliable and valid results in cross-cultural studies of love. The review of the studies presented in this chapter should help project the future directions of love research.
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1.1 Cultural Diversity in Understanding the Nature of Emotion
Diversity in Cultural Understanding of Emotion
Throughout decades of cross-cultural studies, Western views of the nature of emotions generally molded the terms for the descriptions and categorization of the emotional concepts, with which other cultures’ emotional notions

 are compared (Lutz, 1988). This, however, might be not quite adequate due to cultural differences in understanding the nature of emotions
. The abundance of anthropological, psychological, and sociological studies, conducted in the 1980–1990s and 2000s, demonstrated that societies across the world define emotions in various ways, in a larger set of concepts, with different dimensions and divisions.
The studies have discovered that people in different cultures may label and understand emotions differently (e.g., Ekman, 1972; Hochschild, 1979; Mesquita & Frijda, 1992; Shweder, 1993; Soto, Levenson, & Ebling, 2005).
People may pay more attention to their internal subjective experiences, somatic feelings, social contexts, or the relationships between the person and the event. This focus of attention may depend on the culture. Lynch (1990a, 1990b), for example, suggested an interesting and succinct summary of interpretation of the nature of emotions
 in India, China, and West. While in Western cultures, emotions tend to be internalized as forces, drives, or instincts, in India, they are more likely to be objectivized or substantialized, and in China, they are somatized.
The findings presented above and in the following sections suggest that although 
                basic human emotions
                
               are biologically based and therefore are universal in terms of physiological processes, experience, and expression, yet cultures substantially influence a complex emotional reality of people living in a culture. Many emotional experiences
, such as complex emotions and scripts, are culturally constructed. During the process of enculturation, emotions reflect the cultural surroundings in which individuals live and develop. Being in culture, individuals acquire such “socially shared scripts,” consisting of physiological, behavioral, and subjective components (Kitayama, Markus, & Matsumoto, 1995).
Emotion as Cultural Appraisal


Emotion

 involves a complex of processes and states, which lay down the foundation for emotional experience. Emotions
                
                
               are not sensations and they are not universally experienced in the same way. Instead, emotions are the appraisals that are culturally constructed; such appraisals tell people what they feel and experience (Lynch, 1990a, 1990b).
Depending on a subjective appraisal of the consequences, which an event can bring to a person, the event can elicit a specific emotion. Thus, appraisal

 can explain cross-cultural similarities and differences in emotions. It is assumed that when people from different cultures appraise situations in the same way, they experience the same emotions (Mesquita & Ellsworth, 2001). Such links between appraisal patterns and emotions are universal. In light of this hypothesis, similar patterns of appraisal across cultures evoke similar emotions, while differences in appraisal patterns lead to cultural differences in emotions. Even though cross-cultural studies of emotion and appraisal revealed more evidence for similarities, yet a considerable evidence of differences was discovered. The differences in accessibility and salience of specific appraisal dimensions in particular cultures may explain the cultural differences in appraisal and emotion (Mesquita & Ellsworth, 2001).
Such cultural differences in appraisal

 are reflected in the words describing emotions. Since the Western cultural values assume that emotion is a private, unlearned, and physiological realm, the English emotion words are generally structured around internal feeling states and their physiological descriptions (Lutz, 1982).
Different from this, in some other cultures, emotions explicitly refer to the relations between a person and an event (or another person), rather than introspect on one’s internal states. This view of emotion with corresponding use of emotion words is typical, for example, among several Oceanic peoples

, including Samoans (Gerber, 1975), A’ara speakers of the Solomon Islands (White, 1980), and Pintupi Aborigines (Myers, 1979). For people in those cultures, emotions are statements about relationships among people or between people and events. For instance, a study of lfaluk—a Malayo-Polynesian group inhabiting on Micronesian atoll in the Western Pacific—showed that the emotion words of native speakers refer to the situations in which the emotion usually occurs. The lfalukian 31 emotion words are organized on the basis of the eliciting situations. Emotions are evoked by social activity and inseparable from it.
Western Conception of Emotion
In Western scholarship, internal feeling and states

 have been generally the primary referents of emotion concepts (see for review Lutz, 1982). In this regard, the emotion words usually label a person’s internal states and communicate these states to others. Westerners perceive feelings

, rather than social appraisal

, as essential to their experience of emotions. For example, since American culture emphasizes an individual as a basic unit of society and a principal value orientation, therefore, it accentuates the privacy of emotional life: emotions are located within an individual’s self (Lutz, 1988).
According to Western cultural norms, emotions are the feelings that are known by introspection. They should be expressed, but under control of reason. Western cultures

 tend to devaluate emotions in the face of reason. These priorities are deeply embedded and embrace various domains of life. For instance, women are viewed to be more emotional than men while men are considered to be more capable for reasoning than women (Lynch, 1990a, 1990b).
For Americans, the assertion of feelings and expressive individualism are the essential aspects of their culture. The expressions of feelings

 are the ways of communication between the self and others. Relationships are created by individuals and maintained by individual feelings and individual enactments. The roots of meaningful social experience are in the self. In such a cultural context, emotions are defined as “a fundamental aspect of the self, giving meaning to social experience, and providing a necessary validation of the connections between the individual and society” (Potter, 1988, p. 193).

Social practice

 in these cultural circumstances is derived from the emotions which an individual experiences in his/her life. Personal emotion has a definite priority in this case. Since emotions are the important ways to symbolize a relationship, a person may feel a need to manipulate emotions in social and intimate relationships.
For example, in American

 culture

, love is the appropriate emotional prerequisite for marriage; a marriage without love is regarded as an impoverished social relation. Then, when love has vanished and no longer exists, it is considered as a legitimate cultural reason to dissolve the marriage. Thus, emotional experience is taken as a legitimizing basis for social action (Potter, 1988, p. 182).
Chinese Understanding of Emotion
Eastern conceptions of emotion are different from this Western view. In Chinese culture, for instance, emotions are less significant for social relationships; they are just concomitant
                
                
              , while the somatic and interpersonal processes

 are primary. People recognize that emotions exist and are aware of emotional experience
. However, they do not think of emotions as significant in social relationships and do not consider them the rationale for socially significant actions. The Chinese are sociocentric and believe that a person obtains social meaning primarily from social context, rather than from within. They believe that the social life occurs independently of any emotion, and emotions do not have the power to create, maintain, or dissolve social relationships.
While the Western cultural value expects an individual “to support the social order by reference to inner feelings,” the Chinese

 cultural value supposes “the continuity of the social order to exist independently of inner feelings

” (Potter, 1988, p. 194). For the Chinese, emotions are present in individuals, and the emotions may bear a relationship to social experience, but the emotions are concomitant phenomena in social life, not fundamental ones. They are logically secondary (Potter, 1988, p. 186).
A Chinese person considers his or her emotions as irrelevant to the social relationship. Such a person experiences social reality differently. Since in this cultural context an emotional experience does not play a substantial role in symbolization of relationship

, a person does not need to manipulate emotions for the social purposes. Emotions in Chinese cultural context are natural phenomena, not bringing important symbolic significance for the maintenance and continuation of social relationships.
Conceptions of Emotion in India
Conceptions of emotion in India, despite their diversity among various Indian

 cultural traditions
, are different from the Western and Chinese ones. Some people in the West had a stereotype that Indians renounce the value of emotion that came from some of the old
                
                
               spiritual traditions

 in India. Vedanta, Yoga, Āyurveda, as well as Brahmanism, as the philosophical frameworks of ancient Indian

 cultures, suggested a spiritual ideal of emotionlessness, which encouraged renunciation and disembodied purity. This can be achieved through the control of mind, emotions, body, and senses. This Brāhmaṇical ideal of emotionlessness probably formed a stereotypical view in the West that Indian religion opposes emotion (Bilimoria & Wenta, 2015; McDaniel, 1995). However, as McDaniel (1995) asserts, these traditions have not been dominant for centuries and they do not much influence modern India (McDaniel, 1995). Instead, the devotional and aesthetic traditions focus upon intense emotions.
It is worthwhile to note another important cultural aspect

 of Indian approach to emotion: it is distinction between notions of bhāva and rasa. 
                Bhāva
                
               is a personal emotion, while rasa is
 an impersonal or depersonalized emotion, in which a participant is distanced as an observer. In the Bengali tradition of bhakti, emotion is sacred. The goal is to intensify emotion until it becomes powerful and overwhelming. Love

 tends to increase and human emotion is transformed into divined emotion. Different from bhava, rasa is a depersonalized emotion. It is valued higher than a personal emotion because a person/participant can experience an emotion being distanced from it. Emotion in this case is appreciated as through a glass window. This perspective keeps out unpleasant feelings and protect from possible painful experience. Therefore, emotions can be controlled and become something like art objects. Emotions become aesthetic object, rather than passions and disturbances. Emotion is not a passive reaction, but an active response, involving meaning and beauty (McDaniel, 1995).
1.2 Conceptualization of Emotions Across Cultures
Giving a Voice to the Voiceless

Internal psychological experience
 is a reality that is not easy to reflect and express. It is challenging to study the cultural meaning of emotions since the nature of emotional experience
 is especially intangible, elusive, and multifaceted. While behaviors can be objectively observed, cognitions can be rationalized, the emotions as subjective experience are difficult to observe and rationalize. Emotions

 are the constellations of feelings, which are not well describable and definable. They are less objectivized than cognitions and behaviors. People are not always clearly aware of them (especially in the case of alexithymia symptoms) and may have difficulties to verbalize their subjective experience in descriptive language. Although, they can understand their internal emotional experience
, but since emotions are abstract and complex concepts, people may have difficulty to express emotions explicitly and to find appropriate words. This is why people enjoy novels, poems, songs. Writers, poets, and musicians express their subjective feelings better and more beautifully. They give a voice to the voiceless.
When people want to express something abstract or intangible, they frequently employ analogies or metaphorical expressions. Since the relations between emotions and corresponding words are not clear-cut, then people often use several words, metaphors, metonymies, and related concepts to explain what they feel inside in their mind and soul. Metaphors


                
                
               are useful to express one thing in terms of another. Therefore, the language
 that people use to talk about emotion is a fruitful source of our knowledge about the concept of love and can be used as an important tool to discover its structure and content revealing the diversity of our emotional experiences. The emotional meaning of words in a culture can be revealed through their semantics and connotations. The psycholinguistic studies of emotion concepts in the languages belonging to different cultures can reveal similarities and differences in the cultural understanding of emotions.
The Universal Concepts of Emotions
The 
                lexicons of emotion
                
              

                
                
              

                
               in world languages are similar to some extent. However, the vocabulary and categorization of emotions can be different from language to language. Even though the universal patterns

 of emotional organization cannot be captured in terms of the English categories, they can be explained in terms of cross-culturally universal human concepts. The proponents of this approach admit the psychological reality of the folk theories of emotions and suggest that the complex emotions can be decomposed into basic emotion units. Such universal basic emotions
 allow translating emotional terminology from one language to another, and thus, even without equivalent words, people can understand emotions of other cultures (Johnson-Laird & Oatley, 1992; Wierzbicka, 1992, 1999).
Despite cultural beliefs and interpretations



                
                
              , despite different ways of expression, some emotions are definitely common in many societies. This might be fear, some sort of affection, attachment, and kinship emotions. Compassion, as some sort of distanced concern for others, is presupposed in many societies and philosophies.
Since the basic emotions



                
               are biologically based, it is reasonable to expect that their understanding should be more or less the same across cultures. For example, the series of studies following prototypical approach supported these expectations and identified a substantial cross-cultural similarity of basic emotional categories in the US, China, Indonesia, and the Basque Country (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2006; Shaver, Murdaya, & Fraley, 2001; Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987; Shaver, Wu, & Schwartz, 1992). The researchers explored the structure of the conceptual domain of emotions, expressed in nouns, in four languages by	(a)determining which mental state nouns in a particular language are considered by most native speakers to designate emotions; and

 

	(b)determining how native speakers view the relations among the emotions named by these nouns (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2006, p. 839).

 





Researchers asked participants to sort emotion words into basic emotion categories and found that Americans, Chinese, Indonesians, and Basques (in four linguistically different samples) grouped the words in the common five basic emotions



                
              : joy, love, sadness, fear, and anger. Surprise was considered questionable as a basic-level category. The three dimensions—evaluation, potency, and activity—characterizing the emotional domain seems also cross-culturally universal (Shaver et al., 1987).
The Cultural Roots of Emotional Concepts
Although the idea that emotions are natural and cross-culturally universal

 seems obvious, but it cannot be taken for granted. Solomon (1995), for instance, suggested that the opposite is also possible: different cultures may have different emotions. What is meant to be natural and universal still can vary from culture to culture and be rooted in cultural symbols and interpretations. As Solomon (1995) commented, even motherly love is “a cultural artifact, created and not merely natural,” while romantic love is evidently a cultural, specifically defined and cultivated emotion (p. 266). Cultural appraisal

 and a context of interaction define an experienced emotion. In one culture, certain situations and circumstances provoke certain emotions, but in other cultural context, a corresponding emotion might be different. A French kiss is an offense in England.
The experience and expression of emotions



                
                
               are deeply culturally rooted and shared by the people belonging to a certain culture. The people living in certain conditions of social, historical, and physical environment make sense of their experiences in a more or less unified manner which helps them communicate to each other. They create objects, texts, and discourses that other members of their cultural group understand and view meaningful. They identify objects and events in a similar way. They produce and understand language in a variety of words, metaphors, metonymies, and other related concepts (Kövecses, 2015, p. 74).
Culture provides people with conceptual, verbal, and non-verbal tools for constructing their emotional experience. Language
, as an objective reality, allows understanding such internal subjective experience as emotion. Emotion words give people the accounts of their emotional experience as well as the emotional experience of others. Words really matter because they provide clues to other people’s views on emotions and give an access to the emotional realm of another culture.
The philosopher and psychologist Harre (1986) proposed the social constructionist approach in the study of emotion, which he called “emotionology
.” Social constructionism
 and emotionology, in particular, claims a high degree of cultural relativity at the expense of universality. From the social constructionist viewpoint, emotions are described by different emotion vocabularies in different cultures, and even the emotions themselves vary from culture to culture (Harre, 1986; Solomon, 1995).
The cognitive linguistic view of emotion, which was developed by Kövecses (2002b), was similar in certain degree to constructionist approach in conceptualizing of emotions. The cognitive linguistic view, however, considers both relativistic and universal factors equal in the conceptualization of emotion. Nevertheless, both theories assert that language plays an important role in understanding the nature of emotion concepts
.
Although emotion categories across different cultures and languages
 are similar to a great extent, nonetheless, the ways how people categorize basic emotions
 are closely connected with their cultures (Russell, 1991; Wierzbicka, 1986). Researchers pay attention to both the cross-culturally similar and the unique aspects of emotional concepts. Despite being universal in their constructions, emotional concepts place different culturally specific emphasis on certain aspects of their meaning.
In accord with this position, Wierzbicka (1999) recognized the diversity of emotional lexicon and doubted the belief that all languages have words for the same “basic” emotions. Although the semantic fields of basic emotional categories
 that are used in various societies may overlap, yet, the subcategories of emotions as well as self-control of emotions differ across cultures due to fairly specific situational antecedents and intensity levels (Scherer, Wallbott, & Summerfield, 1986; Shaver et al., 1987). The cultural differences reflect on emotion lexicon
 since emotion words evolve their meaning in certain cultural context.
It is possible that a great variety of emotion categories is operating across cultures. In scholarly literature, the various particular emotions are often thought to be discrete phenomena. However, the different feelings are not clearly separated from one other, and the way how people interpret their emotions depends on the lexical grid of their native language. Two feelings can be interpreted as the two different instances of “the same emotion.” or as the instances of “two different emotions.” The interpretation of these feelings depends on the language and its cultural prism (Wierzbicka, 1999, p. 26).
Diversity of Emotion Lexicon Across Cultures
The conceptualization

 of emotion in scholarly literature substantially depends on the modern English language and reflects mostly the Western views. It is interesting to know that the emotions, as a psychological category, did not exist until two hundred years ago. The term emotion replaced the earlier terms like appetite, passion, affection, affect, and sentiment (Dixon, 2003).


                Emotion
                
                
               as the modern English concept originated from the Latin emovere or exmovere (“to move out,” “move away,” “remove,” “stir up,” “agitate”), similar to Old French emouvoir (“stir up”), Middle French ésmovoir (“something moves inside when an emotion arises”); and Modern French emotion (Bilimoria & Wenta, 2015). Many other languages do not have the words exactly equivalent to the English word emotion (Solomon, 1995; Wierzbicka, 2004). Cultural traditions



                
               also created the unique taxonomies of emotions different from the traditional Western classifications of emotions.
For instance, the ancient Sanskrit and Bengali languages
 of India did not have a single term directly equivalent to the Western concept of emotion. Instead, several words intermingled. The 
                bhāva
                
               was used most frequently and denoted the complex emotive state covering a wide range of phenomena related to the internal feeling and expressed emotion (Bilimoria & Wenta, 2015; McDaniel, 1995). Anubhāva described the physical expression of the state of bhāva. The words rāga (also known as mode of Indian classical music) and ābeg referred to intense emotion like passion. The meanings of the word raga can range from love and attachment to anger and rage. The word vedanā (of Pali origins) was used in yogic literature with reference to the feeling of a negative kind, such as sorrow or pain. It is worthwhile to note that in the ancient Bengali and Sanskrit languages, the terms for emotion and thought are not opposed. For example, the words mana (meaning both heart and mind, along with corresponding clusters of implicit and explicit meanings) were frequently used for both (McDaniel, 1995).
Indian societies also inspired culturally and philosophically specific interpretation of emotional experience and developed complex taxonomies of emotions and emotion language. Indian culture perceives emotions, like food, necessary for reasonable life. However, the theoretical frameworks of Indian thought-systems implied some general presuppositions, which are distinct from Western thought. They structure emotional experience differently (Bilimoria & Wenta, 2015; McDaniel, 1995).
The popular Indian concept of 
                rasa
                
               means emotion or feeling, which derived from the aesthetic context and religious experience (Bilimoria & Wenta, 2015; McDaniel, 1995). The Indian theory of emotions, known as the rasa theory


                
                
              , developed out of aesthetic and religious traditions and it substantially differs from the Western theories of emotion. The theory suggests eight primary emotions: love, humor, courage, disgust, anger, astonishment, terror, and pity. In addition to those, thirty-three transitory emotions, including envy, jealousy, anxiety, despair, can accompany the permanent emotions (Lynch, 1990a, 1990b).
Another example is the lfalukian language

 (speaking in a Malayo-Polynesian ethnic group in the Western Pacific) which has no single word emotion, yet 31 other emotion words referring to the situations that elicit them. Native speakers describe and group the emotion words according to the situations in which the corresponding emotions typically occur (Lutz, 1982). The emotions are evoked in activity and inseparable from it (Lutz, 1982, 1988). The names of five main clusters of emotion words correspond to the five basic types of situations: good fortune, danger, loss and connection with others, human error, and overly complex and misunderstood events. This conceptualization

 of emotions in lfalukian language is quite different from English (and many other Western languages), where emotion words refer to internal feelings and physiological states and communicate those to others.
Culture, Language, and Emotions
According to the 
                linguistic relativity hypothesis
                
               (Sapir, 1929; Whorf, 1940), which was developed in the first part of twentieth century, language
 can influence how people perceive and understand the world and shape their thought and experience. The later studies of the second part of twentieth century convincingly demonstrated that language does structure the people’s thought and emotion and that this structuring is closely related to culture (Jiang, 2000; Kövecses, 2005, 2006, 2015; Sweetser, 1990; Wierzbicka, 1999). Culture and language



                
                
               are “webs of significance” (Kövecses, 2015): the meanings in cultures and the meanings in people’s language interact. It is, however, not always obvious whether a language determines cultural characteristics of people’s emotions, or vice versa, a culture determines the linguistic features of people speech.
The linguistic studies of 1990s described and analyzed data from various languages and substantially contributed to the research of emotions (see for review Athanasiadou & Tabakowska, 1998; Goddard, 1995; Wierzbicka, 1999). Despite the possible argument that the analysis of emotion lexicon
 draws lexical conclusions, rather that the conclusions about the emotional universe of a culture, Wierzbicka (1999) maintains that in cultures, emotion words may reflect prevailing 
                emotionology
                
              , cultural models, values, and the frames of reference of the society. All these aspects of verbal and non-verbal communication should be studied across cultures. The lexicon
, including untranslatable words, can offer insights into other cultural values and conceptualizations, sometimes very unique (Lomas, 2018; Wierzbicka, 1999). This approach, however, asserts that untranslatable words can be accessible—to a degree—to the people outside a culture and may have some potential universal relevance (Lomas, 2018).
Languages
                
                
              

                
               and cultures

 also differ in the number of words expressing particular emotions, which might be hypercognized or hypocognized in some cultures (Levy, 1984). For example, in Tahitian culture, the concept of anger is highly elaborated in its lexicon—hypercognized, while the concept of sadness lacks the corresponding words—hypocognized (Levy, 1973). Despite these linguistic differences, the people’s bodily reactions and circumstances still fit the Western conception of sadness and loneliness.
Another example, the Basque study (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2006) identified five smaller positive categories of emotions: surprise, Basque nationalism, desire/wishing, courage, and tranquility. The Basque cultural identity



                
               was a unique category, which was very important to the participants. Thus, the modern terms associated with love for the Basque culture and language became the names of prototypical emotions. The three small positive categories of emotions—desire, courage, and tranquility—were also culturally specific for the Basque representations of emotions, similar to Indonesian people (and writers of ancient Sanskrit), but different from the American participants, who did not group emotions in the distinct categories associated with courage or tranquility. These areas of emotional domain are probably hypocognized in the American culture.
Across cultures, emotional lives determine the differences in emphasis and expression. As Solomon (1995) mentioned, In American society,conversations often tend to focus on outrage, envy, resentment, and, in a very different mood, romantic love. We talk very little about grief, very little about gratitude, although these two emotions form the foundation of a great many extended conversations in a great many other cultures. Among the Kaluli of Papua New Guinea, for example, grief and gratitude form two of the central themes of the entire culture, while American males, to be very specific, seem to feel very uncomfortable with both of them. (p. 282)



Thus, the differences in emotions between cultures may be not in terms of basic differences in capacity to understand an emotion. Therefore, one culture can be comprehensible to the members of another culture.
We should keep in mind, however, that the lexicon


                
                
               and expression of emotion in a particular culture do not always correspond with real emotional experience.What is particularly interesting, however, is that the amount of talk about an emotion may have very little to do with its actual frequency of occurrence. In Tahiti, people seem to be obsessed with the topic of anger even though it is extremely rare to see anyone get angry (Levy, 1973). In America, I would suggest with some hesitation, talk about love tends to be much more pervasive than the actual emotion. (Solomon, 1995, p. 282).



However, these differences between emotion and talk are still relevant to the emotion.Anger is so demonized in Tahitian society that people are too terrified to get angry (and when someone does, it tends to fall into the extremely pathological category of “running amok”). Gratitude presupposes so many judgments about debt and dependency that it is easy to see why supposedly self-reliant American males would feel queasy about even discussing it. Part of the emotional portrait of any culture, accordingly, is an account of how much, how often, and how they talk about the different emotions. (Solomon, 1995, p. 282).



Metaphorical Reflections of Emotions
As research suggests (Kövecses, 2005, p. 190; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Ortony, 1993), social, psychological, and emotional experience

 is to a great extent metaphorically constituted, such lexical units

 as metaphors, metonymies, and related concepts serve us to help better understand the abstract and complex emotional experience. In this regard, metaphors represent “devices that allow us to understand one domain of experience in terms of another” (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, p. 117). In cognitive science, a conceptual metaphor

 is a linguistic manifestation of one conceptual domain in terms of another conceptual domain (Kövecses, 1991, 2002a; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). In conceptual metaphors
, the concept A (the target domain) are explained in terms of the concept B (the source domain). In metaphor “love is fire,”

 fire is the source domain, while love is the target domain. The source domains are usually more physical and more familiar domains than the target domains. These metaphors elucidate certain aspects of the concept of love by analogy. For example, the intensity of the fire represents the intensity of love (fire, flame, and sparks) with various meanings and connotations: the existence of love (I am on fire), the cause of love, the coming into and going out of existence of love (ignition of fire, extinction of the flame), the duration of love (flame), the frustration caused by love (get burned), and a person unable to function normally (consumed by fire). Flames can last for a short time and then go out completely. Passion of love may be experienced very intensely for a short time and then the feeling can abruptly come to an end. Such case is often called infatuation. Some fires (as well as loves), are not such short-lived flames and can last and go on burning for a long time (Chang & Li, 2006, p. 5).
Emotions generally, and love in particular, are easier for people to comprehend in terms of other simpler, more concrete, or more clearly delineated concepts. In this view, conceptual metaphors
 play the cognitive role for understanding one concept—love in our case—in terms of others.
As Kövecses (1991) noted, the metaphors not only help us comprehend certain aspects of love, but also have the power to create the concept. The examples when literature, movies, and social media create our conceptions of love and new experience are multiple. The metaphors construct our emotional realities. The three stages of love—


having a favorable impression of each other, falling in love and becoming soul mates—are metaphorically comparable with three stages of fire ignition, sparks, and flame.

Metaphors represent the most typical characteristics of love that are salient for people in their common use. How people conceptualize love metaphorically in various languages may reveal how universal and culturally specific the concepts of love are.
Location of Emotional Experience


Emotion

 is the field of abstract and subjective things which are difficult to locate in physical space. Where are they? Are they in the brain, in the body? Neurological and physiological basis is definitely there. What about subjective psychological experience of emotion? Mental space is too abstract to comprehend. It seems that emotion is located inside oneself. But where is it? It is natural that people use physical space, in particular, parts of body to visualize their emotions.
Since the human body is so tangible to us, it seems natural that its parts serve as a source domain for metaphorical conceptualization of such abstract thing as love (Kövecses, 2002a). So, it is understandable that there are a great number of metaphoric and metonymic expressions with body organs as source domains.
Heart and head seem very vital organs, so they are frequently employed in metaphorical expressions. Cultures and people figuratively and conventionally attribute specific faculties and mental states, for example, the intellect and the emotion, to different internal organs of the body. The heart in many Western cultures is the place where feelings and emotions are located, while the head is the place where the reason is located. The heart is viewed as the locus of emotions being opposed to the head as the locus for rational thought (e.g., Berendt & Tanita, 2011). Accordingly, a person who is guided by his heart is someone who is guided by his/her emotions, pushing the intellectual capacity into the background. Berendt and Tanita (2011) reviewed the key words and their metaphoric/metonymic expressions in the Japanese, Thai, and English languages and concluded that they reveal two different cultural views on psychological reality: monistic or dualistic.
A monistic view admits an integration of the rational and emotional modes of mental life. This is noticeable in the data from Thai language in the jai (heart) expressions. Such integrative perception is also evident in the Japanese expressions of hara (belly/abdomen). However, in Japanese, there is a multiplicity of embodiment of several sources kokoro (heart), mune (breast/chest), hara (belly). These two Eastern cultures—Thai and Japanese—tend to adhere to monistic view, even though in different ways. While Thai people use the word jai (heart) to express various aspects of mental life and behavior—“State of Mind (Conditions of the Heart), Conduct & Behavior, Thinking & Making Decisions, Relationships & Social Structure,” Japanese uses several key words (Berendt & Tanita, 2011, p. 71).
The dualistic view of the relations between the rational and emotional is apparent in English heart-mind expressions, characterizing a dichotomy being present in the Western culture (Berendt & Tanita, 2011).
Heart Metaphor of Emotion
The 
heart metaphor has been among the most typical expressions

 of emotion
                
              , and especially love, throughout the Western cultural history

. It has been reflected even in the linguistic models across cultures.
Pérez (2008) conducted cross-linguistic comparisons of the metaphors of heart in three Romance languages (French, Spanish, and Italian) and two Germanic ones (German and English) and identified patterns of similarities as well as differences in the way how they are conceptualized among those cultures. The systematic analysis of the heart was conducted with the linguistic materials from monolingual and bilingual dictionaries, dictionaries of idiomatic expressions and thesauri, which contain the detailed description of the metaphorical systems of the languages. Following the methodology of cognitive linguistics (Kövecses, 1991; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), it was assumed that these conventionalized expressions represent the way how speakers think and express themselves in daily life.
The author (Pérez, 2008) identified several types of heart metaphors, which refer to expressions of emotions and love. It appeared that their meaning is quite similar across those several Romance and Germanic languages, with some cultural variations. Heart is considered as the place where emotions are located; it is a container from which sincere and intense feelings, which are usually veiled, arise. For example, the expressions like “To speak from the heart,” “From the bottom of one’s heart” are also present In Spanish, Italian, French, and German (Pérez, 2008, p. 33).
The Spanish expression “hablar con el corazon en la mano,” being fairly equivalent to the Italian “parlare col cuore in mano,” means literally “to speak with the heart in your hand,” or “speak frankly.” These expressions come from an older cultural image that a person showing his sincere feelings “figuratively takes the heart out of his breast and shows it on his hand, where it is more easily seen.” These sayings are also remotely related to the English expression “To wear one’s heart on one’s sleeve” that stems from the chivalry tradition of the Middle Ages (p. 33)when the jousts took place in the King’s court and the knight dedicated his fight to a woman. She would give him a garment, usually a ribbon, as a sign of her love, and the knight would tie it to his arm, and in this way he would show that he loved her or that he would defend her honour. (Pérez, 2008, p. 33)



Nowadays, the expression is still used with the meaning clearly show one’s emotions. In the same vein, heart may stand for lover.
The Heart is a Container of Emotions is among the typical the metaphors for emotion and love (Kövecses, 2000). The true (as sincere) love is usually associated with heart (e.g., “follow your heart”). The heart metaphor of emotion and love is present in many languages, but not universal.
Some languages and cultures embody emotions differently, and that is reflected in metaphorical language. For instance, Tahitians believe that emotions arise from the intestines (Levy, 1973). The Japanese lexicon locates emotions in the word hara that refers to the abdomen, or lower part of the torso, including belly, gut, intestines, and stomach (Berendt & Tanita, 2011). It is understandable since the Japanese believe that the vital spirit resides in the hara—the seat of life and the center of intrinsic energy.
In the Chewong—the language of Malay indigenous people, rooted in the languages of Siam and Myanmar—feeling and thoughts are located in the liver (Howell, 1981). Some Turkish lexical expressions also locate emotion in the liver, which is expressed in saying “My liver, my soul” (Pérez, 2008).
However, idiomatic expressions of the Turkish words for heart (yürek, kalp) unveil that this organ also represents emotions in several dictionaries and the minds of Turkish speakers. The linguistic findings (Baş, 2017) identified that these heart words express metaphoric conceptualization of a wide range of emotions: agitation, fire, burden, force, physical damage, and so on.
Body Metaphors for Embodiment of Emotion
In some African cultures, emotions are represented in other body parts

. For instance, in Nigerian English, the belly is considered as the seat of emotions. Similarly, emotions are localized in Akan—the language of the Akan ethnic group of Ghana, also spoken in the central and eastern part of Cote d’Ivoire. It should be noted, however, that in those cultures, the body part yam (stomach) and its metaphorical extensions

 represent the entangled relationship between the stomach, the chest, the heart, the brain, and the womb. And this lexical constellation expresses positive and negative emotions. The word yam is even more polysemic with various related senses, and metonymically it also refers to one’s personality and the SELF (Agyekum, 2015).
Another example of localization of love in body parts is present in Gĩkũyũ—a language spoken primarily by the Kikuyu people of Kenya country in East Africa. Using the cognitive approach to study the metaphors for conceptualizing love, researchers (Gathigia, Ndung’u, & Orwenjo, 2015) interviewed 48 respondents (24 men and 24 women) asking the question: “How is love conceptualized in Gĩkũyũ?” (Give at least 5 words/expressions/metaphors you would use to refer to love) and did a qualitative analysis of the responses. The study identified prototypical body parts which conceptualize love in Gikuyu lexicon. It is notable that men had higher lexical frequencies for love is a body part than women (63.12% vs. 36.88%). The eight typical metaphors of love referring to body parts in Gĩkũyũ are as follows.	1.
Wendo ni uthaka—love is beauty, with beauty understood as an aspect of the human body and the image or beauty of the beloved. More men than women conceptualize love as beauty. The Agikuyu women strive to look beautiful and therefore put on ornaments and other embellishments to appear attractive to men.

 

	2.
Wendo ni maitho—love is eyes, with the eyes expressing love in this Gĩkũyũ metaphors.

 

	3.
Wendo ni thakame—love is blood, the metaphor that may be interconnected with the heart metaphor. In Gĩkũyũ wendo wa thakame nduthiraga ngoroini literally means “the love of the blood does not end in the heart.” Other metaphoric interpretations can also be offered due to other linguistic links (Gathigia et al., 2015).

 

	4.
Wendo ni nda—love is stomach, the metaphor that underscores the importance of sexual intercourse in love. It is interesting that in Gĩkũyũ language food and eating also serve as common sources to name sex organs and sex-related actions. Besides, the data collected showed that the way to a man’s heart is through his stomach. So, it is not surprising that Gĩkũyũ girls know that they should learn the art of cooking good food to make their future husbands happy.

 





Besides the body of beloved, our own body also serves as a rich source of metaphors in Gĩkũyũ.	5.
Wendo ukirite githithi—love is more than the forehead. Since with their head people perform the important functions of thinking and making decisions, then when it is said that “love is more than the forehead,” it implies that love entails more than prudent reasoning. This metaphor can also mean that love calls for more than the art of logical reasoning that is generally associated with the head.

 

	6.
Wendo ni ngoro—love is heart. The heart metaphor locates love where emotions are figuratively located, as oppose the head, where the reason is commonly placed. Then, it is understandable that love “makes the heart beat fast” (wendo utumaga uhure ngoro) since such physiological effect as an increased heart rate accompanies love.

 

	7.
Wendo ni nyondo—love is breasts. The source of this metaphor seems understandable since breast plays an important role during sexual foreplay when nipple stimulation increases sexual arousal in many women. In the Agikuyu culture, a voluptuous breast is a sign of beauty and fertility. So, the role of this metaphor in conceptualizing love in Gikuyu seems natural.

 

	8.
Wendo nduri matu—love does not have ears. This metaphor of love has the strong sensory reference, with several possible interpretations. The ear can hurt and break a heart when one hears upsetting revelations and disclose. The ear is like the messenger to the heart.

 





This metaphor also implies that love does not want to listen to logic, and the lover often does not want to listen to the advice of others in the matters of love.
1.3 How People Experience and Express Emotions in Different Cultures
A Universal Cross-Cultural Background for Emotional Experience
An abundance of research provided a strong indication that experiences and expressions of certain emotions, as well as their recognition, have a lot in common across cultures. For example, studies demonstrated cross-cultural similarities in the emotion-specific patterns of autonomic nervous system activity between Americans and Minangkabau people—an ethnic group indigenous to West Sumatra, Indonesia (Levenson, Ekman, Heider, & Friesen, 1992).
In the same vein, in the study of Chinese Americans and European Americans (younger and adults) researchers (Tsai, Levenson, & Carstensen, 2000) found no cultural differences in their physiological responding during exposure of the emotionally inducing film clips. It was contrary to the authors’ hypothesis. They explained that this lack of differences might be due to their less exposure to Chinese cultural values since they had lived in the United States for all of their lives.

Experimental study

 (Soto et al., 2005) comparing physiological, subjective, and behavioral emotional responses to stimuli among Mexican Americans and Chinese Americans, found that even though Mexican Americans reported experiencing significantly more emotion than Chinese Americans, yet physiological responses were similar for these two cultural groups, no significant differences in physiological response to the startles. Authors suggested that autonomic physiology as an aspect of emotional responding is least susceptible to cultural influence.
Researchers also explored emotions across cultures using questionnaires and surveys on a large-scale where people reported their emotional experiences. The comprehensive cross-cultural studies conducted in several European countries—Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Switzerland, Belgium, Spain, Israel—investigated a wide range of topics: the antecedences, physiological patterns, non-verbal reactions and verbalization of emotional experiences, as well as the effects of social factors on emotional reactions (Scherer et al., 1986).
A large-scale study (Wallbott & Scherer, 1986, 1988), which included 27 countries from five continents, investigated experiences of emotions in terms of duration of the emotional experience reported, its intensity, capability to control an affect, non-verbal reactions, physiological symptoms, and speech activity. Researchers found that patterns of experiences between emotions joy, sadness, fear, and anger are quite specific for those four emotions and relatively universal for people all over the world.
A further study of these authors (Scherer & Wallbott, 1994) included seven basic emotion categories
 (the emotions of shame, guilt, and disgust were added to those four, which were in their earlier research). The emotion questionnaires were administered in 37 countries on all continents in the languages spoken in each of the participating countries. Respondents were asked to report their experience of actual emotion episodes. The data for the domains of physiological symptoms, subjective feeling, and expressive behavior showed massive cross-cultural overlap in the reported patterns of emotional experience. The results demonstrated a high degree of universality of differential emotion patterns as well as important cultural differences in emotion elicitation, regulation, and symbolic representation. Therefore, we should expect the same in the experience and expression of love as a complex constellation of various emotions.
Many studies demonstrated the empirical evidence of cross-cultural similarities in facial expression of several emotions (e.g., anger, disgust, fear, happiness, sadness, and surprise) as well as vocal expressions of emotions (Darwin, 1872/1998; Ekman & Friesen, 1971, 1986; Izard, 1971; Keltner, Ekman, & Gonzaga, 2003; Mesquita, Frijda, & Scherer, 1997; Van Bezooijen, Otto, & Heenan, 1983).
Cultural Norms of Experience and Expression of Emotions
The studies have discovered that people of different cultures

 may have different beliefs
 about when and how emotions should be felt and expressed (e.g., Ekman, 1972; Hochschild, 1979; Mesquita & Frijda, 1992; Shweder, 1993; Soto et al., 2005). The cultural norms and conventions of experience of emotions are so-called 
                feeling rules
                
               (Hochschild, 1979, 2003), while norms of experience are 
                cultural display rules
                
                
              

                
               (Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Izard, 1980; Matsumoto, Yoo, Hirayama, & Petrova, 2005). These are the standards for the social appropriateness of feelings: what people should feel, shouldn’t feel, and would like to feel. Some feelings can never be expressed, while others—in particular contexts and according to expression rules. Matsumoto and his colleagues identified such expressive modes, as expression, deamplification, amplification, qualification, and masking, and explored those in different cultural contexts (Matsumoto et al., 2005; Matsumoto, Yoo, & Fontaine, 2008). The versions

 of expression were as follow:	1.Express the feeling as is with no inhibitions.

 

	2.Express the feeling, but with less intensity than one’s true feelings.

 

	3.Express the feeling, but with more intensity than one’s true feelings.

 

	4.Try to remain neutral; express nothing.

 

	5.Express the feeling, but together with a smile to qualify one’s feelings.

 

	6.Smile only, with no trace of anything else, in order to hide one’s true feelings (Matsumoto et al., 2005, p. 40).

 





Several comprehensive studies explored the cultural norms

 of experience and expression of emotions. A study (Eid & Diener, 2001), which involved 1846 participants in the United States and Australia (individualistic countries) and China and Taiwan (collectivistic countries), explored cultural differences in norms for experiencing emotions between- and within- nations. Researchers were able to identify the universal as well as culture-specific norms of experiencing emotions. What was interesting, in collectivistic countries, authors revealed strong intra-national variability, while in individualistic countries, norms were more uniform, particularly with regard to pleasant affect. The emotional experiences of participants correlated (of low- to medium-size) with cultural norms. The norms for experience of self-reflective emotions (e.g., guilt and pride) were most different between collectivistic and individualistic nations.
Cultures can affect experience and expression of emotions—

regulating their expression or suppression—via social consequences

 of emotions. These cultural norms can be more or less important for experiencing and expressing different emotions (Frijda & Mesquita, 1995). Anthropological studies have demonstrated that cultures may stress the norms of expression for particular emotions. For example, people in the culture of Kaluli (in Papua New Guinea in the southwestern Pacific) are expected and even encouraged to show their anger (Schieffelin, 1983), while in the culture of Utku Eskimos (a tribe of Inuit in Northern Canada), the expression of anger is strongly disapproved (Briggs, 1970).
Some cultural beliefs

 emphasizes emotional expression, whereas others emphasized emotional control. For example, ethnographic observations suggest that Irish culture is different from Scandinavian cultures in the norms of emotional expression. Irish culture values emotional expressiveness encouraging humor and laughter to convey one’s feelings, while accepting expressions of suffering (Greeley, 1979, 1981; McGoldrick, 1996).
People in Scandinavian

 cultures (Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Finland), on the other hand, are more emotionally inhibited than people in Ireland and other European cultures. Scandinavian cultural norms encourage emotional control and moderation (Midelfort & Midelfort, 1982; Pennebaker, Rime, & Blanksenship, 1996; Rodnick, 1955). In Norwegian culture, for instance, people tend to minimize the expression of negative emotions (e.g., “excessive” anger) since “expressing them would interfere with neighborly relationships” (Midelfort & Midelfort, 1982; Rodnick, 1955, p. 14). Norwegians also tend to minimize the experience of pleasure and other positive emotions (Erickson & Simon, 1996). Experimental study of relived emotions (Tsai & Chentsova-Dutton, 2003) found that these normative cultural differences in expression of emotions remain similar among European Americans of Irish decent, who are more expressive, and European Americans of Scandinavian decent, who are less expressive. These differences are especially big for emotions of happiness and love. Thus, it is not precisely correct to compare the emotional expressiveness of Westerners (Americans or Europeans) and Asians. These cultural groups are quite heterogeneous.
The similar cultural differences in the way to express emotions were found in the comparison of Americans, Asians, and Mexicans. Those studies are reviewed below.
American vs. Asian Comparison of Emotional Experience and Expression
Studies compared cultural beliefs about emotion between Americans and Chinese

. People in European American culture are encouraged to express their emotions and they believe that this promotes their health and satisfaction in relationships.
Different from this view, the tradition of Chinese culture recognize emotions as dangerous, deems extreme emotions as causing illness, and therefore encourages the emotional control and moderation of emotional expressions (Klineberg, 1938; Potter, 1988; Russell & Yik, 1996; Wu & Tseng, 1985; Zheng & Berry, 1991). Emotions are disruptive to social harmony that is of higher priority for Chinese than individual expression (Klineberg, 1938; Wu & Tseng, 1985). Matsumoto (1993) found that in various social circumstances, Asian participants regarded the emotional expressions as being less “appropriate” than did Caucasian participants.
The related emotional experience might be restrained and suppressed (Kleinman, 1986), resulting in “somatization” of emotions—manifesting emotions as bodily symptoms, for example, complaining of a stomachache when angry, rather than yelling at a partner. Different from this view, Potter (1988) maintained that emotions in Chinese culture lack social significance and they are less relevant to people’s life, compared with American culture. Chinese just ignore emotional expressions, rather than suppress those. Emotional displays are indifferent to social reality. Despite these different possible interpretations, the Chinese tend to exhibit low levels of emotional experience and sparse emotional displays.
In light of this, they reveal culturally different emotional styles (Song, 1985; Wu & Tseng, 1985). Compared to European Americans, Chinese and Chinese Americans demonstrate more ability for emotional control, restraint, and inhibition. In the context of dating relationships, Chinese American university students tend to control and moderate their emotions more than European Americans. In particular, they reported fewer periods of positive emotions, less variability in their emotional experience, and less positive affect during conversations about their relationship (Tsai & Levenson, 1997).
Later study in the sample of Chinese Americans (Tsai, Levenson, & Carstensen, 2000), however, did not find cultural differences in emotional reactivity. Authors explain that this lack of differences might be due to their less exposure to Chinese cultural values since they had lived in the United States for all of their lives.
Other studies brought additional knowledge of cultural differences of how people experience and express emotions based on examined qualities of emotional judgments. In particular, a study in Asian countries (Ekman et al., 1987) showed that university students in Hong Kong, Japan, and Sumatra tend to attribute less emotional intensity to facial expressions of Caucasians, depicted on photographs, than students from non-Asian countries. Similar results were obtained in other study (Matsumoto, 1993): Asian Americans rated the lower intensity of facial expressions on photographs depicted Caucasians and Japanese.
Experience and Expression of Emotion in a Chinese Village
Although, as it was mentioned above, the Chinese
                
                
               do not consider discussing their emotions as such as important, however, they do not hide their emotions. As Potter (1988) noted, Chinese villagers in their daily life are vividly expressive and do not avoid the expression of most emotions. However, love is an exception—they do not talk about it in emotional terms.
Based on her interviews of 1980s, Potter (1988) examined the meaning of love and the love experience among people in a Chinese village

, where a social setting does not recognize emotion as a valid symbolic basis for relationship. Love is suspect as a basis for social action.
When choosing a marriage partner, emotional response in the tradition of romantic love is stigmatized in conventional village terms. Potential marriage partners have limited opportunities for social contact and emotional intimacy. It is taken for granted that marriages in the context of a Chinese village

 are established in a moral Chinese way, where romantic love is frequently a culturally alien concept. “Good feelings” between partners is viewed as a desired basis for marital choice; however, the good feelings do not have a meaning of romantic or passionate emotional responses. It rather implies social responsibility, altruism, a focus on the good qualities of the potential partner, for example, industriousness. A man or a woman with “good feelings” should be willing to work and sacrifice on behalf of the other. Emotional events were not among the most important events leading up to the marriage. More significant was the work done on one another’s behalf and the practical help provided in illness. The expressive forms in a relationship acted in an idiom of work and mutual aid, rather than in an idiom of emotional love. Love remains private and profoundly inward; work is a symbol of a good relationship and the quality of the union (Potter, 1988).
The uncommunicated nature of feelings is assumed in close relationships between parents and their children; the expression of love is not encouraged. For example, a proverb among villagers says, “The son does not know the mother’s heart; the mother does not know the son’s heart.” (Potter, 1988, p. 201)
Another example, when a father openly expresses his affection to a son, people may believe that this way he implicitly permits son to disregard the patterns of respect and obedience, which supposed to be in their relationship. A culturally appropriate behavior should maintain due distance between the two, rather than display affection. People think that physical and social distance is better for the maintenance of appropriate relationship. Therefore, once love is openly expressed, the strength of the relationship between the father and the son is weakened.
The informants of Potter (1988) in a Chinese village

 typically described their close and loving relationships in such a way as emotional aspects of relationship were not the relevant ones. In a variety of relationships, the capacity to work, rather than the capacity to feel, was viewed as the most important. The expressive idioms for a relationship outside the family are the same. To the Chinese, the people who speak of emotion to affirm relationships is an exotic and alien (Potter, 1988).
Chinese vs. Mexican Comparison of Emotional Experience and Expression
Other interesting cultures to compare are Chinese
                
                
               and Mexican

, both being collectivistic, but still different in other regards. In Mexican culture, group cohesion, affiliation, and importance to maintain strong interpersonal relationships are highly valued (Carrillo, 1982; Eisenberg, 1999). Mexicans are emotional, expressive, and believe that emotions promote group cohesion.
In this regard, Mexican

 culture is similar to other Latin America cultures. Triandis and his colleagues (Triandis, Marin, Lisansky, & Betancourt, 1984) highlighted emotional openness and the value to behave in a positive manner toward others, typical for Latin American cultures.
Carrillo (1982) characterized interpersonal relationships in Mexican society

 as having a high degree of affection. Different from people in Chinese and Anglo cultures, Mexicans value the open and free expression of emotion. Affect is also widely accepted and highly appreciated (Garza, 1978; Guerra, 1970; Murillo, 1971; Ramirez & Castaneda, 1974).
However, early empirical studies of emotional responding in Mexican and Mexican American samples brought mixed results, not fully supporting observations of greater emotional expression in Mexican culture

 (Deffenbacher & Swaim, 1999; Eisenberg, 1999; Garza, 1978). However, the later experimental study (Soto et al., 2005) comparing physiological, subjective, and behavioral emotional responses to stimuli among Mexican Americans and Chinese Americans, found that Mexican Americans reported experiencing significantly more emotion than Chinese Americans. As for emotional behavior and physiology, researchers found few cultural differences, suggesting that culture affects these emotional experience and expression in lesser degree. It is interesting to note that Mexican Americans experienced more positive emotion than negative emotion (compared to Chinese Americans) in response to the anticipated startle, the response that is more culturally affected. This finding is in accord with cultural interpretation. The normative pressures in Latin cultures to behave positively toward others emerged in situations when participants had time to appraise the situation fully and culturally in terms of appropriate responses (Soto et al., 2005; Triandis, Marin, Hui, et al., 1984).
Gender Differences of Experience and Expression of Emotions in American Context
Research interest to the gender differences

 in experience and expression of emotions


, and in particular, love is quite enduring (see for reviews, Brody & Hall, 1993; Fischer, 1993, 2000; Manstead, 1992; Shields, 1991, 2000, 2002). Although researchers found certain patterns of emotional responding that are gender-specific, but there are some inconsistencies.
Gender differences in experience of emotion are recognized in American culture. Self-reported data obtained in the European American sample showed that women experience greater extremes of emotional experience than men do. They express more positive valence of emotions in positive situations and more negative valence of emotions in negative situations (Grossman & Wood, 1993). In addition, studies discovered (Grossman & Wood, 1993; Hess et al., 2000; Plant, Hyde, Keltner, & Devine, 2000) that prosocial emotions (e.g., love and happiness) and emotions implying vulnerability (e.g., sadness) are expressed by women more intensely and frequently than by men.
On the other hand, emotions implying dominance (e.g., pride and anger) are expressed by men more intensely and frequently than by women. Men experience and express more hostile emotions, like anger (findings are not always consistent), while women experience more sadness, fear, shame, and guilt. Gender-specific patterns are commonly more evident in emotion expression than in the experience of emotion, such as intensity and frequency (Fischer, Rodriguez Mosquera, Van Vianen, & Manstead, 2004; LaFrance & Banaji, 1992).
Women also tend to express emotions facially more than men do (Dimberg & Lundquist, 1988; Schwartz, Brown, & Ahern, 1980). These gender differences can be explained by traditional gender roles differentiation in European American cultural contexts.
Gender Differences of Experience and Expression of Emotions Cross-Culturally
Are these gender differences patterns the same 
cross-culturally

? The study of Brody (1997) revealed that among European Americans, women experience more intense emotions
                
                
                
               than men. However, among Asian/Asian Americans, women and men did not demonstrate such differences. This might be because in Asian cultures, more emphasis is placed on collectivism and interdependence (for both men and women).
In the same vein, Vrana and Rollock (2002) reported that there were few general differences between Whites and Blacks in self-reported emotional experience related to hypothetical scenarios. However, the gender differences in emotional experience and expression in the study were different in the samples of European American and African American college students. The authors explained this finding in terms of culture-specific gender stereotypes. The cultural patterns of gender roles are different among European Americans and African Americans (Binion, 1990; Filardo, 1996). As the authors highlighted in their discussion of results (Vrana & Rollock, 2002), interpretation of experience and expression of emotion only in terms of ethnic background is too simplistic. They suggest that emotional expressiveness also depends on the situational context and gender roles. The specific contextual factors should be taken into account, rather than general cross-cultural characteristics.
In a study conducted in 37 countries all over the world (Fischer et al., 2004), researchers found cross-culturally similar patterns in experience of 6 emotions. Men reported more powerful emotions (e.g., anger), whereas women reported more powerless emotions (e.g., sadness, fear). The findings suggest that “powerlessness correspond less with the male role in many Western countries than with the male role in non-Western countries, supporting the idea that the male pattern of restrictive emotionality is a typical Western phenomenon” (Fischer et al., 2004, p. 92; Jansz, 2000). These results also imply that “greater gender equality does not necessarily result in changes on the part of men in the sense that they adopt female characteristics or behaviors, in this case powerless emotions” (Fischer et al., 2004, p. 92).
As for the emotion expressions, the authors found that a pattern for crying is gender-specific and uniform across countries. This means that biological factors more strongly than social roles determine crying. However, antagonism is more affected by social roles. Women in the countries with high-GEM1 display more anger expressions than women in low-GEM countries. On the other hand, men’s antagonism is not related to GEM. From this finding, the authors conclude (Fischer et al., 2004, p. 92) that the women’s expression of anger indicates their position and status in a society. This also means that greater gender equality may imply that women tend to “move into male roles rather than that men move into female roles” (Fischer et al., 2004, p. 92).
The Biological, Social, and Cultural Factors of Gender Differences in Experience and Expression of Emotions

Biological, social, and cultural factors


 can contribute to gender differences in emotion experience and expression. As an example of biological explanation, the more frequent crying among women than men may be related to hormonal differences (Frey, 1985; Vingerhoets & Scheirs, 2000).
From social and cultural perspective, researchers attribute these gender differences in emotion mostly to socialization in the social roles, which are typical for men and women in specific social and cultural contexts (Brody & Hall, 1993; Jansz, 2000; Shields, 2002). In traditional Western societies, men are supposed to provide the material resources and social security, while women accept domestic and nurturing roles. To perform male roles, men need power and status, while in female role, women take emotional care of others. In this regard, gender differences in emotions and emotion expressions might be functional, particularly between “powerful emotions that display one’s power and assertiveness, such as anger and contempt, and powerless emotions that imply internal blame, vulnerability, and one’s inability to cope with negative events, such as sadness, fear, shame, and guilt” (Fischer et al., 2004, p. 88). A male role needs autonomy, power, and competition, and therefore encourages powerful emotions, while the female role in maintenance of harmony in social relations (with a minimum of overt hostility) encourages powerless emotions.
Biological and sociocultural factors are related. In particular, both gender-typed physical attributes of men and women and their social roles can interact to determine gender differences in their social behavior (Wood & Eagly, 2002). Contemplating from this theoretical position, Fischer et al., (2004) suggested that emotional reactions (e.g., crying), which are mostly determined by biological influences, should have universal patterns across cultures, while emotional experiences, which are due to gender roles, should vary according to cross-cultural variability.

Cultural parameters of 
                individualism and collectivism
                
                
               can also contribute to the gender differences in emotional experience and expression (Dion & Dion, 1991). In particular, Hui (1988) studied university students from Hong Kong and the United States using the measure of individualism/collectivism


                
               and found that women in both cultural samples were higher than men in their scores of collectivism with regard to friends and parents, thus suggesting that women have more relational (more collectivistic) construal of self than men.
Studies assessing several social skills also supported this interpretation. In the study of Riggio (1986), women revealed the qualities consistent with a relational view of self: higher social sensitivity and expressivity and higher emotional sensitivity and expressivity than men. On the other side, men revealed the qualities consistent with a view of self as autonomous: more emotional control and social manipulation than women. Furthermore, in other study (Long & Andrews, 1990) researchers found that women were perceived by their spouse as well as by women themselves as more capable of taking one’s partner’s perspective—social skill that is consistent with a relational view of self.
These psychological gender differences, which are revealed in an individualistic culture, may create problems in the development of intimacy in relationships. Some studies conducted in North America found that after marriage, wives experienced more marital dissatisfaction than husbands, and this dissatisfaction was related to the problem of psychological intimacy (see for review Dion & Dion, 1991). Why so? It is typical for men and women in an individualistic society to expect psychological intimacy in marriage. Yet, gender differences in relational construal of self may diminish a husband’s capability to provide psychological intimacy to his wife.
Smile as Expression of Emotions and Love

Smile
                
                
               is considered as a typical expression of positive emotions and love

 in Western mentality, especially among women. Does science support this common-sense observation? Is it cross-culturally universal? LaFrance and colleagues (LaFrance, Hecht, & Paluck, 2003 did a comprehensive meta-analysis of sex differences in smiling based on the multiple studies conducted in the United States, Canada, Asia (Japan, China, Korea, and India), Europe (Belgium, Germany, England, Italy, Spain, and Sweden) and Australia. The authors analyzed not how much or frequently people in various countries smile, but rather how different men and women are in the amount they smile in particular cultures. They found that women commonly smiled more than men; however, differences varied by nationality, ethnicity, and age. In particular, people from Canada and the USA revealed the largest sex differences in smiling

 in comparison with the sample from the UK. Another example is gender differences in ethnic context. In the US, African American participants revealed significantly lower effect size than Caucasian participants.
Interpretation of these cross-cultural variations in size effects is not clear (LaFrance et al., 2003). Possibly, positive emotion

 is displayed in different channels in different cultures.
So, even though cross-culturally women tend to be more expressive in their positive emotion

, yet in some cultures, greater smiling is a channel to express this, while in others, more vocal expressiveness conveys this expression. Gender norms and the degree of gender polarization in different countries might also explain these cross-cultural variations.
Chentsova-Dutton and Tsai (2007) studied the emotional behavior

 during relived past emotional events among European Americans than Hmong Americans. The range of emotions included some basic emotions
 (anger, disgust, sadness, and happiness) and more complex emotions (pride and love). The participants recruited from a large mid-Western university in the US included 49 males (25 European American, and 24 Hmong American) and 49 female college students (23 European American and 26 Hmong American).
The researchers found that women showed more social

 smiles during relived happiness and love. However, no gender differences were observed in felt smiles during the positive emotions. Thus, gender differences are more pronounced for social, or voluntarily produced, smiles. The authors revealed ethnic similarities in these results: the effects of gender on emotional response did not differ for the two cultural groups. It is possible that these similarities are due to biological factors. Sociocultural factors can also explain these similarities.Although Hmong American and European American cultural contexts vary in the relative emphasis that they place on individualism and collectivism and beliefs about emotional expression, they may hold similar views regarding the social roles of men and women, which may explain why the effects of gender on emotional response were similar across ethnic groups (Chentsova-Dutton & Tsai, 2007, p. 177).
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2.1 What Is love?
Love as a Fussy and Multifaceted Concept

Love has been an overused and overworked word in English language. It is a common word, which lay people and scholars routinely used in many contexts of social and personal life in a broad spectrum of meanings. Scholars frequently define the term love quite vaguely, or do not define it at all. It can stand for relationship, attitude, emotion, a state of mind, or anything else. The term love can denote

 (1) a relationship between two people, (2) an interpersonal attitude toward a person, (3) an emotion, which a person experiences in a situation, (4) a metaphorical expression of sexual longing and sexual encounter, etc. Nowadays, people frequently use the words romantic love, romantic evening, romantic encounter, or their derivatives, as euphemism to say indirectly about sex. In this meaning, love may imply sex.
The word can denote a variety of interpersonal emotions, feelings, cognitions, and behaviors toward an object of love (God, child, parent, man, or woman), in general (this person is the best for me), or in specific situations and circumstances (first meeting, first date, separation, marriage, etc.). Varieties

 of loves govern our relationships with people. They are intricately linked, sometimes overlapping and intertwining with each other. This book is primarily focused on love as heterosexual interpersonal attraction and attachment to another person that is often, yet not always, associated with sexual feelings. This type of love is usually associated in public view with romantic relationships.
Many scholars have used the term love to denote 
                romantic relationships
                
                
               as a heterosexual relationship of young people at the early stages of their relationship development. It distinguishes this type of relationships from kinship, friendship, marriage, etc. thus fulfilling a nominative function. Correspondingly, the term romantic love described

 the host of emotions and feelings that a young man and woman experience during early period of their relationship development. Researchers have frequently used this word in a tight association with the concept of 
                passionate love
                
              , which has strong erotic and sexual components. Scholars of different disciplines have used the term romantic love in different meanings. They have different traditions of its use in literary studies, philosophy, sociology, sociology, and psychology.
The challenge of love definition
 is that it is a fussy concept

 with multiple meanings and connotations. This is why philosophers, writers, poets, artists, musicians throughout centuries have attempted to reveal its various images and facets. Scientists joined this endeavor much later, many resisted to define love and investigate it with scientific methods considering it too irrational and subjective to become a subject worthwhile for science.
In social science and emotion research, ordinary words, literary images, or philosophical terms are frequently used instead of well-defined concepts. As Scheff (2007) noted, some scholars probably think that these words do not need to be conceptually defined. Therefore, many concepts are quite fussy

, ambiguous, and admit various not always coinciding meanings with evident flavor of ethnocentrism.
The concept of love is difficult to define scientifically and comprehensively since it is used in various meanings. In the context of this book, love is a diverse constellation of subjective connotations, experiences, and expressions, which vary from person to person, from culture to culture. Some core love feelings—like passion—might be evolutionary-based and therefore cross-cultural universal, yet we need to identify which are those core feelings. Nonetheless, the others—like joy or pain of love—people may experience and interpret differently depending on their cultural circumstances. Biologically rooted in sex, romantic love is still a culturally determined constellation of feelings (Karandashev, 2017).
Some love researchers (e.g., Noller, 1996) commented that love is a highly polysemic concept, and linguistic and cross-cultural diversity brings even more polysemy. The search for a definition of love
—the single one and the best one, or definitions—multiple in their methodology, is an enduring process. How do scholars understand the nature of love, its emotional meaning, and how do they define love?
Categorical Definitions of Love

The categorical definitions of love are traditional for scientific endeavors

; they describe core characteristics and use componential analysis to extract the key features/components that make the love

 uniquely different from other relationships or emotions. The categorical approach is analytical, and it applies the traditional conception of categories, according to which, the concept has limited conceptual content and a simple structure of descriptive characteristics to distinguish love from other emotions. In this sense, to define the concept of love means to identify the set of necessary and sufficient features or components characterizing this concept (e.g., affection, longing, etc.). All dictionaries typically provide such componential definitions of love. For example, the American Heritage Dictionary provides several definitions and descriptions. Among those are at least two comprehensive definition of love:
                  	1.A strong feeling of affection and concern toward another person, as that arising from kinship or close friendship.

 

	2.A strong feeling of affection and concern for another person accompanied by sexual attraction.
(Love, n.d. https://​www.​ahdictionary.​com/​word/​search.​html?​q=​love)

 




                



The definitions from other dictionaries may vary, but still cover some key components, features, or descriptors. For instance, in The Random House College Dictionary—love is “A profoundly tender, passionate affection for a person of the opposite sex,” in Merriam-Webster Dictionary love is “attraction based on sexual desire: affection and tenderness felt by lovers.”
Many scholars agree that this concept of love has the erotic and sexual component, characterizing the key feature, which distinguishes it from parental love, friendship love, etc. In addition to some core emotional components—affection and sexual desire—these dictionaries also present the other components, such as concern, tenderness, and passion.
Researchers in psychology and sociology frequently considered love as an attitude, or a set of love attitudes, with corresponding descriptors of emotions, cognitions, and behaviors. Instead of comprehensive conceptual definitions, the development of psychometric scales has been a typical approach to define love. The eros, ludus, mania, storge, pragma, agape love styles (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) are the examples of such love attitudes.
Experts in the field construct these definitions attempting to capture the essential feelings, cognitions, and behaviors involved in love—the minimal, necessary, and sufficient. However, since the love is a multifaceted, subjective, and cultural concept, the questions remain, “How comprehensive is the list of these components?” “Do we lose the complexity of love feelings in such minimal definitions?” “Do these definitions of love reflect scholars’ personal and culturally determined positions?”
Prototypical Definitions of Love

The prototypical approach assumes that the concept of love is defined with a set of prototypes
, or examples representing love. This approach goes beyond the minimalism of traditional categorical approach and represents the larger diversity of understanding of love. The prototypical approach in the study of love became popular among researchers in late 1980s. De Sousa (1980), Fehr and Russell (1984, 1991), Kövecses (1986, 1988, 1990), Shaver et al. (1987), Shaver, Wu, and Schwartz (1992), Sternberg (1995, 1996) were among the earliest researchers who applied the prototypical perspective to the study of emotions, and in particular, the concept of love. The features, schemas, scenarios, scripts, models of behavior may represent the prototypes.

The prototypical definitions define love via descriptive examples representing love—prototypes. These examples can be generated by free-listing from participants: “Please list as many types of LOVE as come to mind. Stop after a few minutes or 20 items. Remember that there are no right or wrong answers—just give us your opinion” (Fehr & Russell, 1991, p. 427). The prototypes are further rated by participants for “the goodness-of-example (prototypicality) of each of the 20 target subtypes of love chosen” (from earlier study, Fehr & Russell, 1984) as representing the concept of love: for example, friendship, sexual, parental, brotherly, sibling, maternal, passionate, romantic, familial, puppy, paternal, lust, infatuation, etc (Fehr & Russell, 1991).
The prototypes of love can be extracted from the analysis of written language, or from the lexicon of ordinary people. These prototypes can be represented as sets of features, or as scripts of events. Psycholinguists (e.g., Kovecses, Werzbicka) argue that language is more than just the way of expressing love; it also conceptualizes love and affects the way how people experience love.
A variety of conceptual metaphors, metonymies, and related concepts describe the prototypes

 of romantic love (Kövecses, 2005). These conceptualizations and prototypes can come either as the expert theories, in which theorists (scholars or practitioners from history, anthropology, sociology, or psychology) define love based on their expertise in the field, or as non-experts’ (folk) implicit theories, for example, descriptions of what urbanites or people in rural areas in different cultures associate with romantic love.
The prototypical definitions differ from traditional categorical definitions: they are based on ordinary language usage, they are more detailed. These definitions do not assume the clear-cut categories of love. They admit that there are excellent (prototypical), good, mediocre and poor examples of a category, love in this case. The examples include the ideal model and the typical model. Other examples of the love category may be the non-prototypical cases, for example, ‘unrequited love,’ ‘love on the rebound,’ ‘love without increase in body heat,’ ‘love in which the beloved is not viewed as also a friend.’ These latter cases of love are just good, mediocre, or poor examples of love, but are, nevertheless, instances of the category of love. In the prototypical approach, love is a category in which there are no features (propositions and/or concepts) that are singly necessary and jointly sufficient.
These prototypes can be described as the types or models of love characterized by certain constellations of descriptors-feelings (dimensions). For instance, passionate and companionate loves
 are two quite distinctive types of love with certain constellations of emotions, cognitions, and behaviors (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993). The type of passionate love is described as a state of intense longing for union with a beloved. While it is reciprocated (union with the other), passionate love is accompanied by the feeling of fulfillment and ecstasy, yet, when love is unrequited, it is associated with anxiety, emptiness, or despair. The type of companionate love is described as the experience of intimacy, commitment, and equality (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993).
Metaphorical Definitions of Love
Another approach to definition of love comes from cognitive linguistics. Metaphors are “devices that allow us to understand one domain of experience in terms of another” (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, p. 117).
Metaphors, metonymies
, and related concepts— as they are present in dictionaries and thesauri—express the cultural usage of the lexicon in the domain of love
. When Kovecses (1988, 2000) did an extensive exploration of this conceptual domain, he found that the concept of love is widely present in metaphors referring to love emotions as well as to love relationship. The conceptual metaphors of love appear in everyday lexicon
 in the following typical examples (Kövecses, 2000, p. 26):LOVE IS A NUTRIENT: I am starved for love.
LOVE IS A JOURNEY: It’s been a long, bumpy road.

LOVE IS A UNITY OF PARTS: We are as one. They are breaking up. We’re inseparable. We fused together.
LOVE IS CLOSENESS: They’re very close.

LOVE IS A BOND: There is a close tie between them.
LOVE IS A FLUID IN A CONTAINER: She was overflowing with love.
LOVE IS FIRE: I am burning with love.
LOVE IS AN ECONOMIC EXCHANGE: I’m putting more into this than you are.
LOVE IS A NATURAL FORCE: She swept me off my feet.
LOVE IS A PHYSICAL FORCE: I was magnetically drawn to her.
LOVE IS AN OPPONENT: She tried to fight her feelings of love.
LOVE IS A CAPTIVE ANIMAL: She let go of her feelings.
LOVE IS WAR: She conquered him.
LOVE IS SPORT/ A GAME: He made a play for her.
LOVE IS A DISEASE/ AN ILLNESS: I am heart-sick.
LOVE IS MAGIC: He was enchanted.
LOVE IS INSANITY: I am crazy about you.
LOVE IS A SOCIAL SUPERIOR: She is completely ruled by love.
LOVE IS RAPTURE/ A HIGH: I have been high on love for weeks.
THE OBJECT OF LOVE IS APPETIZING FOOD: Hi, sweet-pie.
THE OBJECT OF LOVE IS A SMALL CHILD: Well, baby, what are we gonna do?
THE OBJECT OF LOVE IS A DEITY: Don’t put her on a pedestal. He worships her.
THE OBJECT OF LOVE IS A VALUABLE OBJECT: You’re my treasure!




As we can see, each of these conceptual metaphors consists of a source domain (a descriptive object, phenomenon, or process) and a target domain (love). The source domain is usually a more concrete and tangible domain. Therefore, people understand it better than the target domain. In addition to metaphors, various metonymies also provide the descriptive characteristics for definition of love. Different from conceptual metaphors, conceptual metonymies express a “stand-for” relation within a single domain (Kovecses, 2000/2003).
Such linguistic expressions may indicate physical aspects of the body involved in emotion describing behavioral, physiological, or expressive manifestations of love via relations of representation between those and the concept of love (relation part-whole). Once these expressions describe a person, then one can infer that this person is in love. Some examples are (Kovecses, 2000/2003)INCREASE IN BODY HEAT STANDS FOR LOVE: I felt hot all over when I saw her.
INCREASE IN HEART RATE STANDS FOR LOVE: He’s a heart-throb.

BLUSHING STANDS FOR LOVE: She blushed when she saw him.
DIZZINESS STANDS FOR LOVE: She’s in a daze over him. I feel dizzy every time I see her.
SWEATY PALMS STAND FOR LOVE: His palms became sweaty when he looked at her.
INABILITY TO BREATHE STANDS FOR LOVE: You take my breath away.

INTERFERENCE WITH ACCURATE PERCEPTION STANDS FOR LOVE: He saw nothing but her.

INABILITY TO THINK STANDS FOR LOVE: He can’t think straight when around her.
PHYSICAL CLOSENESS STANDS FOR LOVE: They are always together.

INTIMATE SEXUAL BEHAVIOR STANDS FOR LOVE: She showered him with kisses. He

caressed her gently.
SEX STANDS FOR LOVE: They made love.

LOVING VISUAL BEHAVIOR STANDS FOR LOVE: He can’t take his eyes off of her. She’s starry-eyed.




A great number of such metaphors and metonymies are dispersed in the lyrics of songs and novels in many languages, reflecting their cultural backgrounds. For instance, Pérez (2008) found many heart metaphors referring to expressions of emotions and love in the dictionaries and thesauri of several Romance and Germanic languages. Love, being symbolized in the heart metaphor, is commonly perceived as a valuable, delicate, fragile, and breakable object. Someone may have a “broken heart” due to an unhappy love affair. The English “having a broken heart” has equivalents in the other languages: Spanish “tener el corazón roto,” Italian “avere il cuore spezzato,” French “avoir le creur brisé, German “Das Herz gebrochen haben” (p. 32).
One more class of linguistic expressions describing love is related concepts. These are emotion concepts that are associated with love expressing and defining the attitudes that one may have toward to beloved one (Kovecses, 2000/2003). Some important related concepts for love are liking, sexual desire, longing, intimacy, affection, respect, caring, friendship. They have the different degree of centrality in the definition of love. Some of those describe the inherent aspects of the conception of love (e.g., liking, affection, caring), while others describe the particular models of love (e.g., friendship or respect).
Love as an Emotion and Emotional Complex
It is surprising that despite the prominence of love in the laypeople view and everyday life, love received less attention from the researchers in the field of emotion. Many emotion

 theories of the second part of twentieth centuries did not include love in their lists of basic emotions (e.g., Ekman, 1992; Frijda, 1986; Frijda, Mesquita, Sonnemans, & van Goozen, 1991; Izard, 1991; Oatley & Johnson-Laird, 1987).
For other researchers, love was in the structure of basic emotions

 (Lazarus, 1991; Roseman, 1994). Other studies revealed love among the most prototypical emotions for many people in various languages (e.g., Fehr & Russell, 1984, 1991; Shaver et al., 1987). They argued that love is a basic emotion, like anger, sadness, happiness, and fear (Shaver, Morgan, & Wu, 1996).
The question remains: should love be considered as a basic emotion or as an emotional complex

? Basic emotions in psychology are usually treated as basic emotional units, which in their combinations constitute complex emotions.
Some elementary form of love (indivisible in further basic units) probably could be called as a basic emotion. For example, liking
 can be called as a basic emotion of love. Even though, the studies cited above (e.g., Fehr & Russell, 1984, 1991; Lazarus, 1991; Roseman, 1994; Shaver et al., 1987, 1996) demonstrated that many people view love as a basic emotion

, yet we cannot be sure whether they distinguish liking from love in this case. It is possible that in those studies, participants meant just a general liking of other person, not specifically love to a partner. From the common observation, people know that they quite often use like and love interchangeably, depending on context, not strictly distinguishing their specific narrow meanings. From the scientific point, Rubin (1970) tried to distinguish 
                liking
                
              , as basic dimension, and loving, as a more complex emotion of love. He even developed the corresponding psychometric scales, yet some later studies (Fehr, 1994; Masuda, 2003) were not able to distinguish these two scales as psychometrically different, thus presenting research evidence that people do not commonly distinguish those two.
Instead of being a basic emotion, love can be an emotional complex


                
                
               composed of other basic emotions which are experienced in certain combinations in difference situations. Many kinds of love derive from a variety of basic and other complex emotions. They can be called as emotional complexes


                
                
              . Love can be the mixture of surprise, joy, fear, and other basic emotions in a given moment or situation, and in the sequence of events (e.g., first kiss,… break-up).
Such an emotional complex


                
                
               can be defined as a descriptive snapshot, as a state of being, characterized by certain feelings (e.g., a triangle of feelings, Sternberg, 1987, 1997), or in temporal dimension as a script of events involved in love relationships, as an evolving process of love emotions, cognitions, behaviors, characterized by a sequence of events and stages (e.g., love as a story, Sternberg, 1995, 1996).
Love is not only emotion or emotional complex


                
                
              ; love is also a relationship, which includes a diversity of emotional experience of love. For example, romantic relationship is a love, but in this instance, love is a love relationship, not a love emotion itself. Such a relationship may include a variety of emotions and emotional experience.
Love as a Disposition and Love as a State
People and scholars commonly referred to love in the context of enduring relationships, which is not always correct. So, is love a disposition/attitude or an emotion/emotional state?
Some researchers discussed these different perspectives of looking at the concept of love. Lazarus (1991), for instance, distinguished two kinds of love: (1) dispositional

 and (2) state-like

. He noted that the word love may describe two things: a social relationship or emotional state (or process). When it describes a love relationship, it can include various emotions—the emotion of love, as well as anger, guilt, shame, or jealousy. When love describes an emotion, it is a reaction, a momentary state that comes and goes, it is an evolving process. As a basic emotion, love is characterized by a relational theme: a particular relationship between self and object (e.g., a desire), or a link between an appraisal and an action tendency (e.g., affection). In romantic love, this might be the current viewing of a partner in a highly positive way, with desire, passion, or the yearning for sexual intimacy (Lazarus, 1991, pp. 274–276).
In accord with this opinion, Shaver et al. (1996) distinguished between the momentary surge form of love and relational love. The first concept denotes the love as basic emotion—love-moments when a person feels especially in-love or loving. In this meaning, love is similar to joy, sadness, fear, etc.—momentary emotions. The second concept defines a dispositional form of love, which can appear in more than a single emotion and may be linked with various emotional states, such as surge love, surprise, and anxiety.
Majority of love scales, surveys, questionnaires, and interviews ask, “How do you usually feel about this person/relationship?” Such questions assume that love is a relatively stable attitude, or disposition, or feelings that a person experiences throughout a relatively extended period of time. If love is a disposition or attitude, then it supposed to be stable. It cannot change fast and frequently. It seems we cannot fall in love one day and fall out another. We usually stay in love longer.
The dispositional 
                love
                
                
               can take various emotional tones and appears in different surges of love depending on the appraisal of a situation in relation to motivation. A culture


 may substantially effect such an appraisal. A mixture of positive and negative feelings can accompany dispositional love. Shaver et al. (1996) in their study demonstrated how this mixture can be represented in Chinese and American cultures.
In fact, we know that our love feelings may fluctuate from day to day, from week to week because of many circumstances in our lives and relationship. Love can have momentary characteristics that are more typical for emotions. This transitory state of loving has been overlooked and has not received sufficient attention in love research. The temporal perspective on love is not well defined so far.

Momentary surges of 
                love
                
                
               can be fleeting short-lived love bursts, with rapid onset and change in intensity. Such moments as finding the other attractive; feeling loved or appreciated by the other; communicating easily and openly with the other might be the antecedents of love surges. The common response components of love are the being obsessed with the other; being forgetful or distracted, daydreaming about the other; wanting to spend time with the other; wanting physical closeness with the other; feeling self-confident and energetic because of the other (Shaver et al., 1996). Some facial expressions (e.g., quickly beat of a heart, the hurried breathing, flushed faces, or tender eyes and a gentle smile) or specific action tendencies (e.g., a strong desire to touch the beloved person) take place during surges of love.
In the same vein, Fredrickson (2013a, 2013b) in her recent theory ‘Love 2.0’ identified love with momentary micro-feelings of connection with people. She suggests that these moments of love, these fleeting intimacies build more enduring love attitudes.
In accord with this new line of scholarly thinking of love, Lomas (2018) in his cross-cultural lexical analysis was able to extract the concept of koinōnía (momentary love), which implies a momentary spark of connection between people, for example, a meaningful flash of eye contact and does not have an extended duration. Another lexical example that catches the meaning of this momentary kind of love is the French noun frisson. The word depicts a sudden thrill, involving a mixture of fear and excitement.
2.2 The Cross-Cultural Reality of Love
Definitions of Love in Cultural Research
The cultural definitions

 of romantic love
 also present a compilation of the descriptive features, in terms of feelings, thoughts, and behaviors, associated with romantic love in various cultural contexts. Many cross-cultural scholars agree that the concept of love has the erotic and sexual component, characterizing the key features, which distinguish it from parental love, friendship love, etc. Goode (1959) considered love as “universal psychological potential.” The author, however, noted that the love researchers generally confined themselves to the Western world and neglected the structural importance it has in other societies.
Several scholars have defined romantic love using the elaborate set of features. Rosenblatt (1967), for example, proposed the following eleven cross-cultural criteria

 to measure romantic love, which raters used to score importance of romantic love as a basis for marriage:	 1.the idealization of potential spouse, especially of traits not directly related to the capacity to satisfy material needs,

 

	 2.ethnographer states romantic love is important,

 

	 3.marriages are not arranged,

 

	 4.non-compelled, idealization-based faith and loyalty to mate are common,

 

	 5.high incidence of elopement in societies where marriages are typically arranged,

 

	 6.married individuals give non-obligated gifts to one another and spend spare time together,

 

	 7.belief in predestination for marriage partners,

 

	 8.suicide over unrequited love

,

 

	 9.people gain happiness and pleasure from marriage,

 

	10.non-compelled mourning at the death of a spouse, and

 

	11.jealousy that reflects “strong attachment” (Rosenblatt, 1967, p. 475).
Jankowiak and Fischer (1992) used these criteria established by Rosenblatt and further quantified the concept of romantic love

 developing additional indices of its presence in a culture. The authors defined romantic love

 as “any intense attraction that involves the idealization of the other, within an erotic context, with the expectation of enduring for some time into the future” (1992, p. 150). They looked for the presence of the following indicators in a sample of 166 societies:	(a)accounts depicting personal anguish and longing;

 

	(b)the use of love songs or folklore that highlight the motivations behind romantic involvement;

 

	(c)elopement due to mutual affection;

 

	(d)native accounts affirming the existence of passionate love
;

 

	(e)the ethnographer’s affirmation that romantic love is present (Jankowiak, 2008; Jankowiak & Fischer, 1992, p. 152).

 






 





Harris (1995) suggested the following seven core properties

 that “are common to the experience of fully being in love within almost any cultural setting” (p. 100):	the desire for union,

	idealization of the beloved,

	exclusivity,

	intrusive thinking about the love object,

	emotional dependency,

	a reordering of motivational hierarchies or life priorities, and

	a powerful sense of empathy and concern for the beloved.





Researchers have used these criteria to determine the presence of love, whether in poetry, stories, or stated affirmations of affection recorded by ethnographers in societies.
Fisher (2004) in her theory lists twelve most typical psychological and physiological characteristics of love that American people commonly associate with the experience of being in passionate love



                
              . These are	(a)“thinking that the beloved is unique”;

 

	(b)“paying attention to the positive qualities of the beloved”;

 

	(c)feelings of “exhilaration,” “increased energy,” “heart pounding,” and “intense emotional arousal induced by being in contact with, or thinking of, the beloved”;

 

	(d)feeling even more connected to the beloved in times of adversity;

 

	(e)“intrusive thinking”;

 

	(f)feeling possessive and dependent on the beloved;

 

	(g)“desiring ‘union’ with the beloved”;

 

	(h)having a strong sense of altruism and concern for the beloved;

 

	(i)reordering one’s priorities to favor the beloved;

 

	(j)“feeling sexual attraction for the beloved”; and

 

	(k)ranking “emotional union” as taking “precedence over sexual desire.” In addition, the feeling of passionate love
 is “involuntary” and not controllable (Fisher, 2004).

 





Is Love a Cross-Cultural Phenomenon?
Is love a universal emotion in cross-cultural perspective? Which aspects of romantic love are the core and culturally universal features, and which are unique to certain cultures? How can researchers distinguish between universal and culturally relative features of romantic love?
Psychological and psycholinguistic cross-cultural research

 throughout recent three decades has revealed love among the basic emotions. In several survey studies people from different cultures have demonstrated that love can be classified as a basic emotion. It was demonstrated that love is widely used in many societies and belongs to basic emotional terms (Fischer, Shaver, & Carnochan, 1990). In prototype studies, researchers showed that people throughout the world are capable of classifying such basic emotions as happiness, love, anger, fear, sadness, and hate (Fehr & Russell, 1991). Another cross-cultural research found that people in several countries, using English, Basque, Italian, and Indonesian languages, identified love among other distinct emotions such as joy, anger, sadness, and fear (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2006; Shaver et al., 1992).
Despite this evident cross-cultural universality

, love is a socially and culturally constructed concept (Averill, 1985; Beall & Sternberg, 1995; Jagger, 1989). Cultural experience and expression of love is structured by social institutions (e.g., marriage), social contexts (e.g., social network and other relationship), and cultural codes (e.g., traditional expressions of love, such as saying, “I love you,” gift giving, wedding rings, etc.) (Swidler, 2001). The study of implicit and explicit cultural conventions and feelings rules is an important area of cross-cultural research on love.
Several specific issues should be clarified for the purpose of cross-cultural research. In light of assumption that love is socially constructed, Beall and Sternberg (1995) expected the four possible views:
                  	(a)love as universal and defined similarly across cultures,

 

	(b)love as universal and defined differently across cultures,

 

	(c)love as non-universal but defined similarly across cultures, and

 

	(d)love as non-universal and defined differently across cultures (Beall & Sternberg, 1995, pp. 433–434).

 




                



They presented a historical review to demonstrate how differently love was conceptualized and experienced across cultures. They believed that the fourth option as most plausible.
However, to be more specific in cultural understanding of love, one should know about “(a) the beloved, (b) the thoughts that accompany love, (c) the feelings that accompany love, and (d) the actions, or the relations between the lover and the beloved” (Beall & Sternberg, 1995, pp. 433–434).
Several important distinctions should be made when answering the question of universality of love



                
                
              . The questions are:	Is the idea of romantic love universal across cultures?

	Is the practice of romantic love universal across cultures?

	Does universality of romantic love assume the real practice of love, or a capacity to experience love?

	Does a researcher study beliefs in love or real experience of love, or expression of love?






Is the idea of romantic love universal across cultures? In this case, if the notion of love is present in some examples of literature or philosophical writings, then it is present in the culture. This question does not ask about the presence of love in everyday life of people. The love may be just an idea, and not everyday practice of commoners.
Jankowiak and Fischer (1992), for instance, documented the existence of romantic love in a cross-cultural sample of the world’s societies. They found that attributes

 of romantic love are present in 88.5% of the sample of cultures obtained from the Standard Cross Cultural Sample. Later, Jankowiak documented love in two more societies and brought the total proportion to 89% (Jankowiak, 1995). The data suggest that romantic love is a near-universal concept, at least in terms of the presence of an idea airing a culture.

Is the practice of romantic love universal across cultures? In this case, an additional clarification of this question is needed. Does this mean that romantic love is practiced by all people in a culture, or by any limited number of people, like kings, queens, and educated elite?

Does universality of romantic love assume the real practice of love, or a capacity to experience love? The history has evidenced (Karandashev, 2017) that even though the idea of romantic love was present through centuries, but not all people actually practiced it. To experience love, a person needs time to cultivate romantic emotions and thoughts. Some people, being overwhelmed and overloaded with heavy work, might not have time to think and feel love. They just satisfied their basic economic needs of a higher priority, such as food, security, etc. which are more important than love. Romantic love is a luxury which not all people could afford. They may be just busy with other things in their life. People in a culture and an individual need a free time to cultivate romantic love. So, those societies, which could allow people free time, brought art, including the art of love, and those individuals who had spare time, like noble and educated people, without burden to work all time to earn and not being tied by too many obligations, had the time for contemplating about romantic love.
Therefore, I would argue that sexual love, as a mating mechanism for selective and exclusive bonding with other—for procreation purpose (sexual pleasure is a bonus), becomes romantic love when people have time to entertain something more—for recreation purpose. Romantic love is a joy (and pain) of phantasy of postponed sexual gratification being embellished by various cultural rituals. So, sexual love was invented by evolution, while romantic love—by culture.
Cross-Cultural Lexical Analysis of Love
The words expressing love exist in all languages and cultures

, even though sometimes they may not have an exact equivalent to the word love in other languages. When the word love is absent in the vocabulary of some languages, this may not mean that this emotion is absent in those cultures. The word love is abstract and fussy. Actually, it is multifaceted to describe a diversity of corresponding feelings. Linguists have frequently noted the polysemous nature of love and a variety of related emotions. In some languages, the love words labeling the various kinds of love have evolved.
This is why despite the common assumption that “love” is a universal human emotion, Wierzbicka (1992, 1999) argued against this opinion pointing out to the diversity of love concepts in other cultures. The existing descriptions of different kinds of love are still restricted in their scope and do not completely represent the spectrum of love experiences. It is likely that there can be different uses of the word love that are not represented, or have not received sufficient attention in Western conceptions.
It seems that academic research on love is still predominantly Western-centric, and it is grounded upon concepts that have been identified in Ancient Greek, Latin, and English. It is interesting to note that the popular Lee’s typology of love (1973, 1976, 1977) was based on the classical Western conceptions. The five types (eros, agape, storge, pragma, mania) were adapted from classical Greek, whereas one, ludus—from Latinate. Cross-cultural research can augment our conceptual system of love knowledge (Karandashev, 2017).
The enquiries into relevant concepts across the world’s cultures can help generate a more comprehensive typology of love and encompass its varied cultural practices. An interesting endeavor in this regard was undertaken by Lomas (2018). The author employed a quasi-systematic search and was able to identify 609 relevant love words from different cultures focusing on so-called untranslatable words. He organized those into 14 categories labeled with the Greek words. The first three categories referred to the love not oriented toward people per se, but rather toward other phenomena: Meraki (Experiential love), Érōs (Aesthetic love), Chōros (Rooted love). I believe, however, that those can be applicable to romantic love in certain contexts of relationships. The other 11 categories represent the characteristics of love pertaining to other people: the six types similar to those identified by Lee—Storgē (Familial love), Epithymia (Passionate love), Paixnidi (Playful love), Mania (Possessive love), Prâgma (Rational love), Agápē (Compassionate love) —and five additional types—Philia (Friendly love), Philautia (Self love), Anánkē (Star-crossed love), Koinōnía (Momentary love), Sébomai (Reverential love). Each type of love is being driven primarily by a specific motivation (e.g., desire, concern, appreciation, self-transcendence, etc.).
Lomas (2018) called those the ‘flavors’ of love that imply that the constructs do not constitute exclusively the types of love, but rather the multiple flavors
, which can blend together in the mixes and undergo permutations (Lomas, 2018). I would rather call those constructs the dimensions of love. This study allows us to appreciate the nuances of meaning and expand the theoretical framework of love in cross-cultural direction. The meaning of these love dimensions will be explained later in this and the following chapters.
Cross-Cultural Comparison of Prototypical Lexicon of Emotions
Using a prototype approach

, Shaver et al., (1992) in their review article summarized comparison among American, Italian, Chinese, and Ifaluk everyday accounts of emotional experiences as they are represented in language. They found evidence that the same way as for other basic emotions, love has “similar abstractly characterized antecedents, similar action tendencies, and similar social-relational functions in different cultures” (p. 205). It does not seem that it is conceptualized drastically differently in such culturally distinct countries as the United States, Italy, China, and Ifaluk.
However, cross-cultural variability was found rather at the subordinate level of the emotion hierarchy: cultures create different subordinate-level terms to convey degrees of intensity, locally common antecedent situations, etc. Shaver et al. (1992). In particular, even at the basic level, the Chinese hierarchy of emotions differs from the Italian and American hierarchies. Love is not considered as a basic-level category on the positive side of the Chinese hierarchy. It is rather embedded in the otherwise familiar joy/happiness category. In Italian and English, more emotion-prototypical positive love words were revealed. Furthermore, they group around a basic-level category distinct from happiness. The authors also found that on the negative side of the Chinese hierarchy, there is a separate sad love cluster, which consist of such emotions as infatuation, nostalgia, unrequited love, sorrow/love, etc.
The authors found some cultural variations in specific associations and connotations related to love. In particular, participants in the United States emphasized joy due to individual achievement, while Italians viewed bliss as part of love rather than as a consequence of individual achievement. Americans accentuated the emotionally positive aspects of attachment, while Chinese highlighted the sadder aspects of attachment (unrequited love, loss) and the nuances of shame (p. 206).
In another series of studies, cited above, Shaver and his colleagues identified love as one of five basic emotional domains in four cultural and linguistically different groups: in the US, China, Indonesia, and the Basque Country (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2006; Shaver et al., 1987, 1992; Shaver, Murdaya, & Fraley, 2001). The most prototypical terms belonging to the love categories are as follows:
In the American English lexicon
, love included 3 groups: (1) adoration, affection, love, fondness, liking, attraction, caring, tenderness, compassion, sentimentality; (2) arousal, desire, lust, passion, infatuation; (3) longing.
In the Bahasa Indonesia (an Austronesian language) lexicon
, cinta (love) included 5 groups: (1) non-sexual desire: ingin, kepingin; (2) sexual desire/arousal: hasrat, berahi, terangsang, bergaira, gairah; (3) liking
, fondness: demen, suka; (4) attraction, enchantment: terkesiap, terbuai, terpesona, terpikat, tertarik; (5) love: perasaan, getar hati, setia, edan kesmaran, kangen, rindu, kemesraan, asmara, mesra, cinta, kasih, saying.
The five most prototypical terms for cinta (love) category were 
                asmara
                
                
               (romantic love), cinta (love/affection), mesra (feeling intimately fused, very close), edan kesmaran (being madly in love, infatuated, smitten), saying (caring, love, and a term of endearment: baby, sweetie, darling).
In the Basque language lexicon



                
              , maitasuna (love) included 4 groups (1) romantic love: gozamena, gozotasuna, samurtasuna, bihotzaldia, amodioa, maitasuna, pasioa; (2) admiration, fascination: lilura, mirespena; (3) kindness: onginahia; (4) affection, esteem: konfiantza, adiskidetasuna, afektua, begikotasuna, estimua.
The five most prototypical terms for maitasuna (love) category were maitasuna (love), afektua (affection) amodioa (love), adiskidetasuna (friendship), and gozotasuna (sweet intimacy).
One can observe substantial similarities and some differences in grouping of love term in three languages. In the Basque study, within the love (maitasuna) category, separate subcategories are there for romantic/sexual love and affection/esteem/fondness. These subcategories of love are also present in the American and Indonesian studies. In the Basque study, the proportion of the love category is 12% of emotion terms, similar to the American study; however, it is lower than 21% proportion of love words in the Indonesian study (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2006).
The Indonesian love terms are more differentiated with many romantic love words. Among the Indonesian love lexicon,
 there are more terms with emphasis on yearning and desire. This might be due to the fact that in Indonesia—traditional and mostly Muslim country—people encounter the barriers to consummation in love (Shaver et al., 2001).
In the Chinese language lexicon
, love was not a separate basic emotional category. Nevertheless, several words associated with love (translated as liking, liking/love, love/admiration, and fascination) were within a group of happiness-related words. However, they did not group into a separate cluster, distinct from others. In the negative category, several basic emotion groups were present: anger, fear, and sadness categories. At the same time, two negative categories: shame and sad love appeared in the Chinese categorization of love. The sad love contained the words translated as unrequited love, nostalgia, and sorrow/love.
The Lexical Explorations in Cultural Anthropology
Cultural anthropologists

 present another beneficial source of our knowledge about love. Delving into indigenous cultures, they reveal specific cultural interpretations of the concept and its meanings. For instance, it was discovered that the Nyinba—an ethnic Tibetan group living in northwestern Nepal—lacks a word for love: there is no single word, which covers both parental and sexual love (Levine, 1988). Instead, the concepts that are close to compassion assimilate parental love and similar feelings toward the weak and dependent, and the concepts that are close to greed or desire assimilate sexual love. In the same vein, people in the tribe of Inuit called the Utku (Northern Canada) have no exact equivalent for the word love. Instead, they distinguish naklik—love for those who need protection, such as babies, puppies, or the sick—from niviuq—love for those who are charming or admired (Briggs, 1970).
Polynesian languages present the examples of cultural love concepts with accents on other meanings of love. Hawaiians’ word aloha holds the connotations of acceptance, hospitality, and love (McCubbin & Marsella, 2009). The word fago among the lfaluk—a Malayo-Polynesian ethnic group—also has a unique cultural meaning. In this specific emotional concept, love, compassion, and sadness overlap crossing their boundaries. In contrast with English, where love has the strong connotations with happiness, the Ifaluk fago is much less linked with the happy emotions. It is rather “sad love” that is felt for the less fortunate (Lutz, 1982). The meaning of the concept of fago is similar in its description to related emotion words in other Pacific languages: Samoan alofa, Marquesan ka’oha, Maori aroha, and Tahitian arofa (Lutz, 1988). Although, fago and love present different cultural forms, Quinn (2013) demonstrates evidence that the content of Ifaluk fago and English love have common roots.
Cross-cultural variations in denotations and connotations of the love words bring the challenges to cross-cultural comparisons.
For example, the Finnish word for love, rakkaus is not the only way to express love. Several other Finnish words also refer to the emotion of love without actually using the word (Haavio-Mannila & Roos, 1999).
As another example, the Korean lexicon
 does not have a word that can be translated with an exact meaning as the English word love (Brown, 1994). The word sarang is frequently used in Korean as a love word imported with American English presented in movies and pop songs. It usually conveys connotations of sex and romance, with some contextual exceptions. Despite similarities in meanings, these Korean and English words are not identical.
Koreans do not use the word sarang to describe the natural feelings that are appropriate between husbands and wives, relatives, friends, in many cases even between lovers. The word chong is closer in meaning to the English notion of love as emotional connection. It is chong which makes a relationship personal and which Korean partners are expected to experience for one another after years of living together (Brown, 1994). These differences in the use of the words sarang as romantic love and chong

                
                
               as emotional connection make cross-cultural comparison of Korean and American love experience tenuous, if not meaningless (Brown, 1994).
The Japanese word amae also does not have an exact English equivalent. Amae is a pleasant feeling of dependence on someone’s benevolence, such as the feeling of an infant being dependent on his/her mother. It is the love between child and parent, girlfriend and boyfriend, wife and husband expressed in the desire to being a passive love object and indulged by another.
Multilingual cultures of South Asia, for instance, are characterized by diversity of love lexicon with the key words, which are essential for understanding love in South Asia and the neighboring regions. They originated in distinct cultural contexts throughout history. The Persian, Arabic, Bengali, and Sanskrit languages have a variety of words denoting diverse aspects of love. These words and associated expressions are utilized in modern South Asia (McDaniel, 1995; Orsini, 2006).
In modern Arabic language, the word habba and its derived forms, such as hubb, are the most common and general terms for love. The word shaghaf denote passion and infatuation, with connotation to sensual desire. Another concept of love hawa is used in even more direct sense of longing and desire. The word maHabba can be used in reference to romantic love; however, it more commonly refers to compassionate love. The diversity of other words expresses the concept of love in Arabic that is described, for instance, by ArabicGenie (Love in Arabic: which translation is correct? Posted on August 18, 2012 by ArabicGenie, retrieved from https://​www.​arabicgenie.​com/​2012/​08/​love-in-arabic-which-translation-is-correct).
The Persian word ‘ishq, (išq in classical, while ešq in modern Persian) denotes love in special meaning, with special connotation to passionate love. It is also quite spread in other languages of the Muslim world, such Arabic, Urdu, and Turkish with varying connotations.
Although the Sanskrit

 word shringara metaphorically expresses love in various meanings, its primary focus is on erotic love, attraction of beauty, and romantic love between a man and woman, with expression of desire as the primary emotion. Sanskrit rati (passion) was the emotion underlying the shringara quality of love.

The Indian term rāga has a different denotation of love and refers to an intense emotion of passion and attachment. It is interesting that the word also has the meaning of dye or color (especially red). The soul can be “dyed” by passion, which permeates it like dye permeates cloth. The word ābeg also represents passionate outburst of an intense feeling. The word kāma means desire, lust, and pleasure, while prema—selfless and spiritual love (McDaniel, 1995).
Different from other Sanskrit love words, bhāva has many referents, and love is among those. The word bhakti generally expresses unselfish love with corresponding meanings of attachment, devotion, and service to a beloved. McDaniel (1995), in her interviews in West Bengal (in eastern India) in 1983–1984, asked her informants to define this word and revealed several definitions. Bhāva referred to love, in both material and spiritual meaning. In the material meaning, it is love between a man and a woman, while in the spiritual meaning, it is love of God by a devotee with all his mind and heart. These two kinds of love are tightly intertwined in many Indian cultural traditions.
What Does the Linguistic and Cross-Cultural Diversity of Love Words Tell Us?
Does it mean that if certain love words do not exist in a particular language, then the corresponding love emotions are not present in that culture? Despite the argument against universality of the concept of love, Wierzbicka (1986) believes that the relevant emotions can be explained in English when the complex concept is decomposed into parts.
Even the love words that have translation equivalents in other languages may not represent identical experiences in other cultures. Researchers studied the subtlety of love vocabulary since the distinctions made in languages between different aspects of amorous affect may be culture bound.
Do these concepts overlap? Do they occupy different areas of meaning? Are they similar or different from American or European? Researchers encounter the challenge of translating the concepts of love from one language into another in equivalent terms (Shweder, 199З). The descriptors of this emotion and its linguistic expressions may hold culturally specific connotations. Many love words in other languages have no simple, monolexemic English equivalents. So, the question arises: does it make sense to seek the approximate English translations of those? Or would it be preferable to retain the words in their original form when included in cross-cultural love taxonomy? For example, Lee (1976) in his typology kept the classical Greek and Latin words for the names of the love styles. Lomas (2018) also preferred to preserve the original or use the Greek words denoting the culturally specific love words. And I am supportive of this approach: such words can enrich the English (and other language) lexicon and augment our understanding of love with new constructs.
The following section will describe the variety of loves in cross-cultural perspective.
Cultural Differences in Expression of Love
People can experience and express love


 in multiple ways. Sometimes, love is experienced, but not expressed—due to various reasons, whereas in other cases, love is expressed, but not experienced. Love may be expressed nonverbally, or verbally, or both ways.
Some people think that the daily use of verbal “I love you” is healthy to communicate affection and care. However, others believe that frequent verbal expression of love can cheapen the real deep emotion and, therefore, weakens its worth for others. What is the right thing to say, when, and by whom? Individuals have their personal attitudes and preferences about this, men and women have theirs, as well as cultures have.
Studies found that frequency of love expressions decrease with the length of marriage (Swensen, Eskey, & Kohlhepp, 1984). Married partners express love verbally less than new couples (Wilkins & Gareis, 2006).
The phrase “I love you” sounds

 like an iconic one for expression of love in English, and in some other languages. These are some well-known phrases (“I love you,” 2018): Je t’aime (French), Ti amo (Italian), Te quiero/Te amo (Spanish), T’estimo (Catalan), Eu te amo (Portuguese), Ich liebe Dich German), Ik hou van jou (Dutch), Jag älskar dig (Swedish), Mina rakastan sinua (Finnish), Seni Seviyorum (Turkish), Doset daram (Farsi), Ya tebya liubliu (Russian), Ya tebe kahayu (Ukrainian), Ya tabe kahayu (Belarusian) Tave myliu (Lithuanian), Es tevi miilu (Latvian), Miluji te (Czech), Mikvarhar (Georgian), Ikh hob dikh (Yiddish), Ngo oiy ney a (Cantonese/Chinese), Wa ga ei li (Taiwanese), Hum Tumhe Pyar Karte hai (Hindi), Naan unnai kathalikiraen (Tamil), Mahal kita (Tagalog), Ndinokuda (Zimbabwe), Ek het jou lief (Afrikaans), Mi aime jou (Creole), Ua Here Vau Ia Oe (Tahitian), etc. Many more phrases and words in those languages are used in a specific relationship context and situations (see, for review, Karandashev, 2017, p. 3).
Does the locution “I love you” mean the same across languages and cultures? The exploratory study (Wilkins & Gareis, 2006) identified that the use of the locution “I love you” varies across cultures. In many cultures, the phrase is used exclusively for romantic declarations

 of love; yet, in some cultures, it can be used in other contexts (e.g., parents and grandparents to their children and grandchildren). Generally, females tend to use this phrase more often than males. Traditionally, males express love verbally first in a new romantic relationship, while in established relationships, females are more verbal in this regard.
The use of “I love you” is more widespread nowadays than just a few decades ago. The study also indicates the inflationary tendency in the use of this English locution within and beyond the United States. Respondents believed that this tendency is due to modern greater openness in the expression of feelings

 and due to the worldwide influence of American popular culture (pop music, TV, movies, etc.). The study also revealed that in some Latino cultures, the verbal expression of love is more widespread than in the other contrast cultures.
Authors, however, consider their study exploratory and, therefore, refrain from making cultural attributions because of relatively small sample size (77—for the survey and 36—for the follow-up questionnaire.
What are other ways to express love? Are there any cultural norms? The same way, as we talked about cultural display

 rules for emotion, it is possible that there are differences in the typical cultural ways to express love. These might be the norms of the social appropriateness of love expression: how one in a particular culture should feel, shouldn’t feel, and would like to feel.
For example, in European American culture, facial and verbal

 expressions of love to other are typical and are encouraged (e.g., Tsai, Chentsova-Dutton, Freire-Bebeau, & Przymus, 2002). It is an essential cultural habit. Americans tell to each other “I love you” on a daily basis, while “I love you” to a romantic partner is definitely something special and numerously depicted in Hollywood romantic movies. Are passionate words, smiley facial expressions, gestures, and tones of voice are the only ways to express love?
Different from this, in the context of Filipino culture

, the verbal expression of love is infrequent in daily life. People reserve the words of love for special occasions. Filipinos do not express love in overt ways and perceive this as excessive, showy, or too American (Nadal, 2012). However, they express their mahal (Tagalog word for love) indirectly, through doing. Love is understood implicitly—from the context of everyday interaction. Romantic partners express their love in listening to each other in non-judgmental ways and in working through their hardships. In Filipino, Chinese, and other cultures of similar values (Moore & Wei, 2012; Nadal, 2012) love is omnipresent, visible, and understood rather in action.
Sometimes, cultural differences might be not a matter of display rules, but rather the matter of traditional cultural temperaments

                
                
              . An energetic passionate South lover may experience and express love differently than a quiet and reserved Nordic lover.
Italian men—according to cultural stereotypes—flirt and tell about love like breathe—naturally and regularly. They have stereotypes of being emotional, passionate, charming, and playful1. Many Italian men easily disperse in their speech cuore mio (my heart), amore mio (my love), sei bellissima (you are beautiful), nei tuoi occhi c’è il cielo (heaven is in your eyes), sei il grande amore della mia vita (you are the love of my life), dammi un bacio (give me a kiss). They are very expressive nonverbally—through their facial expressions, gestures, and modulation of their voice.
Finnish men—according to cultural stereotypes—are more reserved than Italians are. In general, in Finnish culture

, the world rakkaus (love) is used infrequently, particularly by men. When researchers (Haavio-Mannila & Roos, 1999) analyzed Finnish sexual autobiographies, they found few references to love. The narratives of some stories mentioned love rarely, or not at all. Only in some cases, love was a recurring theme. Nonetheless, the sexual autobiographies revealed some interesting aspects of love experience among Finns. The word rakkaus was not the only way to express love; several other Finnish words referred to the emotion of love without actually using the word (Haavio-Mannila & Roos, 1999).
These Italian-Finish differences may reflect general stereotypes of expressiveness between people in South and North countries. Pennebaker, Rime, and Blanksenship (1996) investigated the hypothesis that residents of warmer climates are more emotionally expressive than those living in cooler ones. University students (N = 2900) from 26 countries assessed whether they considered Southerners and Northerners in their countries as emotionally expressive. They also rated their own degree of expressiveness. Researchers found that South–North stereotypes exist within many countries. Southerners are viewed as more emotionally expressive than Northerners are.

West-East comparison

 is another geographical and cultural dimension to explore the diversity of experiences and expressions in love. One cross-cultural study (Kline, Horton, & Zhang, 2008) investigated the ways how young adults (N = 143) from Japan, South Korea, and China communicate love, compared to each other and to the US. Researchers recruited participants (undergraduate and graduate students) in two Midwestern universities (in the USA). The cultural samples, however, were relatively small (60 Americans, 28 Chinese, 26 Japanese, and 29 Koreans). The Asian participants were in the US for the range of time from 1 to 10 years. Majority of participants (about 63%) were in a serious romantic relationship, dating, or married. Researchers were interested to know the beliefs that people from these countries have about love in friendship and marriage, as well as the ways in which love is expressed.
Results demonstrated that both East Asian and American participants of this study consider caring, trust, respect, and honesty as important in love and in marriage. Concerning differences, for Americans, love in marriage

 is important and unconditional, while for East Asians, caring is important. Both American and East Asian participants tend to express love in the sharing of common experiences, open discussion, and support, while love to a spouse is expressed in verbal expressions of love such as “I love you” and “I miss you,” physical intimacy, and acts of support. Researchers also compared activities that participants associate with expressions of love. For Americans, preparing food, shopping, and sports are the ways to express love, whereas for East Asians, preparing food and talking are the ways to express love.
Other method to explore the ways of how people express love is through conceptual metaphors (Kövecses, 1988, 2005). Many languages (e.g., English, Chinese, and Turkish) share similar basic metaphorical source domains

 for love: fire, plant, natural forces, journey, and so forth (Aksan & Kantar, 2008; Kövecses, 1988; Lv & Zhang, 2012). However, there are some culturally specific metaphors. In Turkish, for example, there is prevalence of metaphors expressing suffering due to unattainable love (Aksan & Kantar, 2008).
Analyses of such specific metaphors might be a source for cultural interpretation. In Chinese, for instance, there are some culturally specific conceptual metaphors. Such metaphor as 
                love-as-silk metaphor
                
                
               may reflect the introverted character of Chinese, while the love-as-fire metaphor reflects the extroverted character of English speakers (Lv & Zhang, 2012).
Introversion seems a more typical personality characteristic in Chinese culture than extroversion. Accordingly, Chinese talk about love tactfully and indirectly. In Chinese culture

, love is compared with moon since the moon is gentle and indirect.
Americans, on the other side, tend to be more extroverted, passionate, and romantic. They believe that love is particularly pleasant experience, and life without love is not so much fun. They prefer to express their emotions directly, openly, and passionately. In support of this cultural tendency, the metaphors like “I am burning with love,” “my love is a red rose,” are very representative symbols of love. In Western culture

, love is compared with the sun since the sun is brilliant, powerful and mighty (Lv & Zhang, 2012).
Another interesting observation of that linguistic study is in English:it is internal considerations of external conditions that cause people in love to do something in certain ways, while external conditions make Chinese lovers do something in other ways. The reason why Chinese are more externally forced to act or make decisions than westerners is Chinese are more fatalistic when facing life, let alone emotions. Chinese people are likely to give in to forces that are believed to be beyond one‘s control. (Lv & Zhang, 2012, p. 357)
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3.1 What Is Passion?
Passion as the Intensity of an Emotion
The term passion is frequently used in scholarly literature as a synonym of love. However, it has more general meaning than just love. Generally saying, it is a characteristic of emotion. 
                Passion
                
                
               is an intense emotion and strong inclination, which peoples experience toward a thing, a person or activities. Any emotion can be passionate: love or hate, or any other. The term passion originates from Greek pathos and Latin pati (‘to suffer,’ ‘be pathetic’).
When people are in passion, they are more active in relation to their passion, they invest a great amount of their emotional energy and time into what they feel and do. In the moderate degree and under control, passion transforms into affection

 as a calmer experience of love, with lesser intensity
. Such affection can bring many psychological benefits to an individual, whereas in extreme passion, people feel themselves as passive slaves of their passion and suffering—passion controls them. In regard, some authors distinguish two types of passions: harmonious and obsessive (Vallerand et al., 2003).
The term passion in such a general meaning was also identified by Lomas (2018) in his cross-cultural linguistic analysis. He named this type of love with the Greek word meraki—approximately translated as ardour. 
                Meraki
                
               is experiential love—a concept standing for deep fondness for any type of experience, activity, or endeavor. When it is used as a verb, meraki expresses a longing for a particular activity. When it is used as an adverb, 
                meraki
                
               expresses a spirit of ardour of being engaged in an activity. The modern concept of flow (Nakamura & Csikszentmihalyi, 2014) is akin to meraki in its meaning. Lomas (2018) was able to identify the words with similar meaning in other cultures and languages as well.
Passion, in a general sense, is a cross-cultural term

, which covers a variety of emotions, desires, strong sentiments, and other affects. On the other hand, in a specific sense, it refers to a number of intense emotions, interests, and desires (Solomon, 1995).
Passion is not an emotion per se—it is rather the intensity characteristic of emotion or motivation (desire, love, anger, etc.). Passion for doing something, like art, teaching, research, etc. is quite widely used wording. There is also a 
                passionate hate
                
              . Therefore, it might be more correctly to say passion of love, passion of hatred, generally—passion of some emotion, not just a passion. Passion is a highly intensified empowering and compelling emotion. Passion is to put high energy in doing or feeling something. Dramatic manifestations of romantic love as well as intense hatred are examples of passion.
Cultures
                
                
                
               may have different attitudes toward passionate emotional life. In this regard, the important cultural distinction: how favorable is a particular culture to passionate or dispassionate life? The cultural ideal of passionate life
 may encourage a highly charged sense of the drama of life, when strong passions are desirable in a particular sense, for example, romantic love, religious ecstasy, strong aversions, hatred, and the desire for vengeance. On the other hand, the cultural ideal of dispassionate life may view such passions undesirable. Nevertheless, from this cultural attitude, the life may be full of modest desires and emotions. As the examples of these two different ideals, Solomon (1995) suggested Lord Byron who inspired a passionate ideal, and a Buddhist bodhisattva who inspired dispassionate ideal.
Passion of Love
Passion of love characterizing 
                love intensity
                
              

                
                
               is considered as the key emotion of people in passionate love and the typical feature of romantic love. Passion is frequently discussed in anthropology, sociology, psychology, linguistics as the most salient feeling of people in love. Quite frequently, the word passion is used in literature as a synonym of love, which can bring some confusion in love research terminology.

Passion is a core construct of many modern theories of love and it has received an extensive attention in love research (Berscheid, 1985, 2010; Berscheid & Walster, 1974, 1978; Hatfield, 1988; Hatfield & Rapson, 1993; Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986; Sternberg, 1987, 1997). In Lee’s (1977) theory of love styles, passion as a quality of love is most saliently expressed in érōs.
Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) did factor analysis of five love scales

 (the Passionate Love Scale, the Love Attitudes Scale, the Triangular Love Scale
, the Relationship Rating Form, and Adult Attachment Styles) and identified passion among five distinct factors of love among 391 Americans college students.
There are several romantic myths


                
                
               on passion that romantic lovers especially treasure (Yela, 2006). They equate love with strong passion. Then, once passion fades, they believe that they do not love their partner anymore. They believe in eternal passion, assuming that the intense passionate feelings should last forever.

Passion and 
                affection
                
              

                
                
               are two constructs, which describe closely intertwined love experiences different in intensity and may be in some other characteristics. Passion is a hot and strong emotion, the experience of intense absorption with a lover, which is closely associated with sexual desire. The construct of passion is typically used in the context of passionate love. 
                Affection
                
               is experienced as a quiet glow, as less intense, but tender and deep feeling associated with warm personal attachment and is typically used in the context of companionate love.
The overwhelmingly powerful passion is considered as a distinctive feature of romantic love, while affection, as a more general construct, is still in the shadow of love research; it has not receive an appropriate attention in scholarly literature as passion (Floyd et al., 2005; Floyd & Morman, 1998). The term 
                affection
                
               was frequently used in reference to love by scholars and lay people in eighteenth to nineteenth centuries, and the first part of twentieth century, but was replaced by the term passion with approximately the same meaning in the second part of twentieth century. This might happen due to the change of cultural climate in the Western world of that time.
The term meraki as ardour, or experiential love, is closely associated with another Greek word chōros as rooted love. Chōros is affection/passion for specific places, akin to the feeling of being spiritually rooted in those places. Lomas (2018) regards this type of love as a mixture of meraki and érōs.
Lomas (2018) established this category

 of love identifying conceptually similar words, which are valued in various cultures, describing a heartfelt connection to specific locales. Other examples of such words are toska, hiraeth, and saudade, which express a sense of belonging and yearning in the cultures of Russia, Wales, and Portugal/Brazil respectively (Neto & Mullet, 2014; Wierzbicka, 1999).
Although chōros seems not related to the love in a common meaning—love to people—yet actually it does. It is a well-known romantic experience when one loves a place because of fond experiences associated with it: the place of dating, or other memorable time spent together with a partner. Chōros in these cases denotes the affection
 and significance attached to it.
Passion as the Fire of Love
Metaphorical language represents the intensity aspect
 of love in a conceptual metaphor “my heart is on fire” (Kövecses, 1990). The “fire
                
                
              ” and “heat” metaphors vividly reflect the intensity and passion of love, for example, “I am burning with love,” “I felt hot all over when I saw her,” I just melted when she looked at me,” “I love you,” she whispered in the heat of passion,” “She feels warm all over when her husband comes home from work” (Chang & Li, 2006, p.5).
Even though the metaphors of “heat” and “fire” are quite typical for love in the Western literary tradition and common sense, the same metaphorical concepts are used in many other languages.
In Chinese, the same way as in English, love is conceptualized as a fire. Similarity of Chinese and English metaphors is especially interesting since the languages evolved from different cultural groups and did not interact much with each other when metaphors evolved (Lv & Zhang, 2012, p. 356). The examples of the similar metaphorical expressions are represented in the Chinese sayings ài shì dōng tiān lǐ de yī bǎ huǒ (love is fire in winter), ài shì huǒ néng shǐ bīng xuě róng huà (love is fire that melts the snow) (Chang & Li, 2006).The similar metaphors are present in French Mon coeur brule d’amour (my heart burns with love), in Portuguese O amor é um fogo que arde sem se ver (Love is a fire that burns without seeing itself), in German Ich brenne mit dem Feuer der Liebe (I am burning with the fire of love), Russian Любовь сжигает тебя (lubov sjigaet tebia, love burns you), in Slovene, Gorel je od ljubezni (He was burning with love), Albanian I gjithe trupi me digjet nga zjarri i dashurise (the whole body burned with the fire of love), Turkish O, aşk ateşi ile yanıyordu (he was burning with love fire), and Greek Όλο το σώμα μου καίει από τη φωτιά της αγάπης (All my body burns from the fire of love). Other languages may have the similar metaphorical expressions equating the passion of love with fire.
The metaphor of fire is also present in Persian language. Fereydoon Moshiri, one of the prominent contemporary Persian poets, says:عشق تو بسم بود، که این شعله‌ی بیدار
روشن‌گر شب‌های بلند قفسم بود
Your love was enough for me, for this wakeful flame (of fire)
enlightened my long nights in the cage

The metaphor love is a fire is also in accordance with the Sufi Muslim cultural orientation, with the passion and wisdom of this mystical tradition. Love is a fire is Sufi path of love (Vaughan-Lee, 2000). The call of the heart is hot, but it draws a person back to divine union. For the Sufi, love is a fire that burns away all traces of separation.
In an Indian cultural tradition, the metaphor of heat in the description of emotion has been popular since old times. Love is frequently linked with both fire and water, both representing power.Swept away by rivers of love
  (swelling floods of their desire)
Torrents dammed by their elders
  (propriety of all parents require)
Close they stand, anxious but still
  (hiding passions, restraining sights)
Lovers drink nectars from the blossoms
  (the love that pours from the lotus eyes).
        Amaruśataka (Siegel, 1983, as cited in McDaniel, 1995, p. 44)



The cross-cultural universality

 of these linguistic expressions is quite understandable due to biological nature of passion as an intensity characteristic of love. The chemical, physiological, and psychological experiences of people falling, being in love, and losing love are basically similar. They are manifested in increased heartbeat, body temperature, blushing and obviously resemble the burning fire. The similarity of words in conversation and in literature is just a reflection of this (Chang & Li, 2006, p. 19). Therefore, we would not expect cross-cultural variations in this regard. Yet, culture still matters.
For instance, the Chinese conceptual metaphor love-as-silk is not present in English, where love-as-fire is the more typical metaphor. These examples of metaphors reflect “the more introverted character of speakers of Chinese, while the love-as-fire metaphor reflects the extroverted characteristic of English speakers. …Westerners talked about love with great passion and bravery, Chinese talked about love indirectly and tactfully” (Lv & Zhang, 2012, p. 356).
The Chinese and English metaphors also reflect the dynamics of love. For example, when the intensity of love decreases, the English metaphorical expressions used for this situation are: “the old-time fire is gone,” “the fiery passion died down and gave way to warm affection,” while in Chinese ài qíng jiù xiàng yàn huǒ, duǎn zàn ér měi lì (“Love is like firework. It is beautiful but does not last for long”). The concept of firework is typical for the disappearance of love fire in Chinese, but not in English (Chang & Li, 2006, p.20).
3.2 Passion Across Cultures
Is Passion a Cross-Cultural Experience of Love?

Passion is widely considered as the dimension of passionate love


 that is present in many cultural contexts. The word eros is also frequently used in scholarly literature as a synonym of passionate love, or passion of love. Passion is a biologically rooted feeling; consequently, we can expect that men and women should experience it universally, regardless of culture. In the analysis of specific studies, however, we should distinguish whether people—participants of studies—express their general beliefs on the love concept or their personal experience of love.
For example, de Munck, Korotayev, de Munck, and Khaltourina (2011) conducted cross-cultural study, in which 1157 people from the United States (N = 624), Lithuania (N = 237), and Russia (N = 296) participated. The authors revealed that many participants viewed eros component of love, including physical attraction, as a specific feature of romantic love. In this case, we see that authors studied the conception and beliefs that people have about eros/passion of love.
In many other studies, researchers investigated the real experience of passion in love toward their partner. They studied the feelings or attitudes in love. Among the most popular measures, which researchers used in their cross-cultural studies, were Passionate Love Scale, Eros subscale of Love Attitude Scale, and Passion subscale of Triangular Love Scale.
Hatfield and Rapson (1987) in their early research of passionate love proposed the cultural universality




                
                
               of this love experience. Evolutionary psychology and neurosciences may explain why passion in love is probably universal and equally intense in different cultures.
However, as we will see in the following sections, the results of studies on cultural differences of passion in love are not convincingly conclusive so far. Such inconsistencies can be explained from the social constructivist approach that interprets passion—as well as other emotions—as social construction (Lynch, 1990a, 1990b; Solomon, 1995). Such inconsistencies can also be explained by the methods, which researchers employed, and relatively modest or small samples, which they used.
Cross-Cultural Variety of Passion
The other researchers continued to search for such cultural differences
. For centuries, the Chinese society has had a culture and language which were rather different from the Western cultures. This is why Chinese–Western comparisons have been quite popular in social science.

Linguistic analysis


 of Chinese and English metaphors revealed an interesting picture of experience and expression of passion in love. Westerners are passionate and romantic. They believe that love is the most pleasant thing in life. They prefer to express their love and emotions openly, directly, and passionately: “I am burning with love‖,” “My love is a red rose.” Such conceptualization of love in red symbolizes the passionate love between lovers. English and American people compare love with the sun and understand love as brilliant, mighty, and powerful. Such degree of extroversion is not typical in Chinese culture. Chinese compare love with the moon since moon is indirect and gentle as love (Lv & Zhang, 2012, p. 357).
Another study (Gao, 2001) used Triangular Love Scale to study the samples of American and Chinese couples in a large university in China and two large universities in the United States. The researcher’s prediction that American partners would have higher levels of passion compared to Chinese partners was only partially confirmed.
Additionally, indirect confirmation of possible cross-cultural differences in intensity of passion
 may come from experimental study (Davis et al., 2012) of emotion experience and regulation that was conducted among undergraduate students in China (N = 220, in Beijing) and the United States (N = 241, in Southern California). Nevertheless, researchers found that Americans experienced more intense negative emotion than Chinese did, while viewing the stimuli. Women experienced more intense emotion than men did. It should be noted that these results report the experience of negative emotions, so they may be not directly applicable to love as a positive emotion.
However, other findings allowed broader generalization. The research showed (Pennebaker & Graybeal, 2001) that while Western cultures encourage the belief that a person has a right to experience and express emotion naturally, Eastern cultures encourage to moderate emotion. The results of the study (Davis et al., 2012) demonstrated that both culture and gender affect the experience of emotion intensity: Chinese men had the lowest intensity of emotion, while American women had the highest. Authors comment the finding that Chinese cultural norms encourage men to moderate their emotions according to an ideal of emotional moderation, while American cultural norms encourage women to experience and express intense emotions as they are. In support of this interpretation, Chinese men employed disengagement emotion-regulation strategies more frequently than Chine women, and American men and women.
The study, cited in the previous section (Farrer, Tsuchiya, & Bagrowicz, 2008), recorded the narratives on how Japanese feel being involved in dating relationships (see the description of sample and method in the previous sections). The self-reported narratives revealed passion, along with intimacy and commitment, as the main experiences of love.
Many informants considered passion and having the desire for sex (ecchi wo suru) as the core features of tsukiau relationship. Partners felt passion (netsujou), romance (koi), and love (at), everything that can be expressed sexually. After establishing a relationship through a formal “confession” (kokuhaku), it was an expectation to begin having sex. Once commitment for steady relationship was declared, having sex was a matter of course. The decision to have sex was natural (shizeri), normal (jutsuu), or matter of fact (touzeri). Many informants had sex with their partners at least once a week. Sexual intercourse was considered as the key experience which differentiates being in a tsukiau relationship from just being a friend.
For many partners, having sex was a way to enhance communication and intimacy in the relationship. They viewed sex like verbal communication, or perceived it as a unique intimate way of physical communication.
Others pursued their own hedonic desire of sexual pleasure: by having sex, they expressed their passion and desire for each other. Having ecchi (sex) was normatively understood as physically sensing passion and desire that lead to developing and expressing the feelings of love (koi and ai). They believed that having sex deepens passionate feelings (jou) that leads to ai—the deeper form of love in Japanese. Many informants believed that sexual intercourse should be reserved for tsukiau partners only (not for casual acquaintances).
Still, the others believed that they had a sense of obligation to have sex. The failure to have sex was viewed as a legitimate reason for dissatisfaction and a break-up of a relationship.
Yildirim and Barnett (2017) explored how culture is related to the experience of passion in Turkey and the US. A short 15-item version of Passionate Love Scale (PLS), with 9-point rating scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 9 (definitely true), was administered among young people in two countries, 118 from a Turkish University and 117 from a US university. The scores could range from 15 to 135. Authors interpreted the intervals of distribution as follow: the scores from 106 to 135 points as indication of wildly, even reckless passion of love, 86–105 points as indication of passion with less intense feelings, 66–85 points as indication of occasional bursts of passion; 45–65 points as indication of tepid, infrequent passion; and 15–44 points as indication of the thrill that is gone.
According to Hofstede’s (2016) cross-cultural comparison tool, the authors scored Turkey with 37, while the US with 91 points on individualism dimension, indicating Turkey as a collectivistic society and the US as individualistic to a very large degree. The US represented the dimension of individualism, whereas Turkey was characterized by the features of a transitional society, and combined individual and collective dimensions. Both individualistic and collectivist culture characteristics co-exist in Turkey. Individualistic values can be observed in Turkey in daily life along with collectivistic values. The data showed that university students in the US, as an individualistic culture, had higher scores of passionate love (M = 103.14), than in Turkey, as a collectivist culture (M = 93.91). Comparing men and women in Turkey and the US, the authors found no significant differences in the scores of passionate love.
Passion as the Eros Love Attitude in Multicultural Settings
In the Lee’s color wheel typology (Lee, 1973, 1976, 1977), 
passion is represented by 
eros love style
, associated with emotionally intense experience



, passionate expression, focused on sensual feelings
 and sexual relationship. Several studies compared eros love attitude using Love Attitude Scale, LAS (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) or its short form (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998) in cross-cultural perspective. However, it should be noted that the dimension of eros in LAS can only tangentially, or partially, be interpreted as experience of passion. Passionate Love Scale, PLS (Hatfield & Rapson, 1987) measures this experience more comprehensively. Actually, at least in the short form, LAS does not cover as much descriptive experience of passion as Passionate Love Scale does or Triangular Love Scale (Sternberg, 1997).
Cross-cultural comparisons of passion of people with different cultural heritage were conducted within the USA. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) studied undergraduate students in the University of Miami (N = 807, 58% males, most were single and never married) using LAS. Their ethnic background of participants was as follows: White-non-Hispanic (407), White-Hispanic (234), Oriental (62), Black (43), Other (61). The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item. The agreement side of the scale (positive endorsement of an item) was indicated in scores below 3—the neutral point. When compared these cultural groups, the authors found that Asian (Oriental) students were lower in their scores on eros (M = 2.6 vs. white-non-Hispanic—2.2, white-Hispanic—2.3, Black—2.3. The difference was statistically significant, yet, relatively small in means, along with a small sample size, should be noted. However, the study of Dion and Dion (1988) was also in agreement that Asian students living in North America were lower in their eros attitude.
In a study (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996) of three cultural groups—the Hispanic-oriented Mexican American group (27 women, 27 men), the bicultural Mexican American group (27 women, 27 men), and the Anglo-American group of married couples (30 men, 30 women)—researchers used LAS (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) in English and Spanish versions. However, of the Mexican American participants, only four couples and two individuals (1 male and 1 female) completed questionnaires in Spanish, while all other participants responded the English version. In both samples, the age of participants (mean = 35 years, SD = 8.8 years) ranged from 20 to 60 years. The results identified high endorsement of the eros love attitude and confirmed cross-cultural similarity in this regard, the authors found only modest differences among the groups of Anglo-Americans (M = 2.10), Bicultural (M = 2.10), and Hispanic-oriented (M = 1.96).1

The survey of love attitudes administered among Latino community college students (N = 145, 53% women and 47% men, mean age = 23.7 years, SD = 6.5) in Los Angeles, California, the US (Leon, Parra, Cheng, & Flores, 1995). The rating of items and means vary from 1.0 to 5.0, with lower mean score meaning the stronger endorsement of the love style. Eros love attitude was strongly endorsed (M = 2.3, SD = 0.8)2 and was consistent with previous studies with similar population.
Some scholars proposed Afrocentric theories, according to which African Americans have generally deeper emotional experience and greater emotional expressiveness due to their African cultural heritage (Dixon, 1976; White & Parham, 1990). Therefore, we could expect the higher intensity of passion
 among these cultural groups.
However, little empirical evidence is available in support of this theory in within national or cross-national cultural comparisons. Researchers found few general differences between Blacks and Whites in self-reported emotional experience and facial expressiveness (Vrana & Rollock, 2002). There is evidence of a more complex pattern of differences than it was expected. The context of interaction and the type of emotions should be taken into account (reviewed in Vrana & Rollock, 2002). The researchers of emotions (cited in earlier sections) discovered that different kinds of emotions might be more or less pronounced in specific emotional experiences and expressions in different cultural groups.
Passion as the Eros Love Attitude in Cross-National Studies
Several cross-cultural studies employed LAS for comparisons between countries. Murstein, Merighi, and Vyse (1991) compared a sample
 of 156 American college students



 (at Connecticut College, 39 men and 117 women) with a sample of 165 French college students (La Federation Universitaire et Polytechnique de Lille in Lille, 50 women and 115 men). Unfortunately, the French sample was significantly older than the American one, and the number of male and female participants had inverse proportions. Authors strived to control for these differences in their analysis. Nevertheless, the conclusions should be taken as tentative. The results—contrary to the authors’ predictions—revealed no cross-national differences in eros attitude for both men and women (adjusted means in rage of 2.0–2.2 on the scale 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree, thus the lower the score the greater the love).
The study of Sprecher et al. (1994) was conducted in the USA, Russia, and Japan (see the samples description in earlier sections). It revealed that eros love style (on subscale of Love Attitudes Scale ranging from 1—lowest to 5—highest), representing passionate love in Lee’s typology, had the highest score in the American sample (M = 3.91), and little lower, but still high in Russian (M = 3.66), but substantially lower in Japanese (M = 3.23). This result was explained by the fact that Russia and America have had the most inspiration from European romantic ideology, while Japan had the lack of influence of European heritage of romantic love.
Goodwin and Findlay (1997) studied Chinese undergraduates from the University of Hong Kong (50 male and 50 female) and British undergraduates from the University of Bristol (50 male and 50 female), who were in a heterosexual relationship at the time of survey, or were previously in a relationship. Average age of participants was similar in the two samples (21.69 for Hong Kong and 21.47 for England. Both Chinese and British respondents completed an abbreviated version of the Hendrick and Hendrick’s (1986) Love Attitudes Scale in English, assuming that Chinese in Hong Kong were fluent English speakers (all lectures and assignments are in English). Data showed that participants in Chinese sample were less passionate in their love attitudes than British respondents (Ms = 13.31 vs. 15.48).
A more comprehensive cross-cultural study was conducted in late 1990s (Neto et al., 2000) and gathered data with Love Attitude Scale using 1157 participants (563 women and 594 men, mean age about 21.5 years) across a number of countries in Europe, Asia, Africa, and South America. Undergraduate students from several universities completed the survey in Angola (50 women and 47 men from Universidade Agostinho Neto, Luanda), Brazil (123 women and 117 men from Universidade João Pessoa, Paraiba), Cape Verde (34 women and 78 men from Instituto Pedagogico, Praia), France (124 women and 76 men from Université François-Rabelais, Tours), Macao (27 women and 58 men from Universidade de Macao), Mozambique (54 women and 47 men from Universidade Eduardo Mondlane, Maputo); Portugal (91 women and 86 men from Universidade do Porto,), and Switzerland (60 women and 85 men from Université de Lausanne). The researchers found very moderate cross-cultural differences in eros (ranged from 2.13 in Portugal to 2.71 in Macao).3 The only significant difference was that Macao students (M = 2.71) were lower in their eros love attitude than Portuguese students (M = 2.13), which is in accord with other findings comparing Asians and American-Europeans.
Another cross-cultural study using Love Attitudes Scale (LAS) was conducted by Neto (2007) among young adults—undergraduate students in Britain (115 male and 116 female), India (87 male and 67 female), and Portugal (86 male and 91 female). The Portuguese version of the LAS (Neto, 1993, 1994) was used in Portugal, while the English version (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) in England and in India. Each of the six love styles was measured by 7 items, scoring from l = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Participants were asked to answer the questions about their attitudes toward their current partner, their most recent partner (if they did not have a current partner), or gave their most likely answer (if they had never had a partner). The findings revealed no cross-cultural differences in the eros (passionate) love attitude among British, Portuguese, and Indian participants. This result is in accord with the earlier propositions and observations (Doherty, Hatfield, Thompson, & Choo, 1994; Hatfield & Rapson, 1996; Neto et al., 2000) that passion, as a powerful emotion, is cross-culturally universal. Neto (2007) also revealed no differences in other love attitudes between British and Portuguese—two samples from individualistic cultures, while found significant cultural differences of those two samples from Indian collectivistic sample.
Several studies (Pérez, Fiol, Guzmán, Palmer, & Buades, 2009; Ubillos et al., 2001) demonstrated that in Spanish speaking and Latin American countries, the eros love attitude (along with agape) was the most widely accepted.
In particular, Leon, Philbrick, Parra, Escobedo, and Malcesini (1994) studied love attitudes among students in Chihuahua, Mexico (the Universidad Autonoma de Chihuahua and the Instituto Technologico de Chihuahua) using the instrument named as the Sample-Profile. From the author’s description, it seems similar or the same as LAS—42-item scale (seven items for each of the six love styles). Researchers administered the Spanish version among 146 students (the age range from 18 to 21 years). Participants rated items on the Likert scale from 1 (little or no endorsement) to 5 (strongest endorsement). The score on each subscale was computed as a total of seven ratings and could range from 7 to 35. The profile of these six scores (on each scale) was interpreted as a descriptive love-style profile.
Results showed very low endorsement of eros as passionate love attitude (M = 16.27) in this Mexican university sample. This score was very close to ludus love attitude (M = 16.67), and much lower than on the other sub-scales (in the range of 20–22), with no statistically significant gender differences. No cultural explanation was provided by authors.
A recent small-scale cross-cultural study (Smith & Klases, 2016) investigated 56 urban adults from Britain (London) and 52 from Hong Kong using LAS short form (Hendrick et al., 1998). Age, gender, and some other variables were not evenly distributed across the two samples, so the results of the study have serious limitations. Results on experience of passion are ambiguous because of very small samples and not reliable eros subscale.
The cross-cultural study in Great Britain and Turkey (Sanrı & Goodwin, 2013) used the short form of LAS (Hendrick et al., 1998) to study eros love attitude among rural and urban participants in two countries (143 in Turkey, 81 in the UK), which allowed exploring more detailed cultural variances. The results did not reveal significant cultural differences in eros love attitudes: the scores among Turkish (adjusted means by culture and location are 14.42 for rural and 15.53 for urban) than among British participants (adjusted means are 16.52 for rural and 15.15 for urban). This inference supports the findings from earlier studies about universality of passion. Although authors found highest eros scores among rural British respondents, yet did not offer any interpretation. I believe this unexpected finding could be attributed to the limited samples in this study.
Gao (2001) examined passion (using the Triangular Love Scale
) in China and the United States, predicting the effect of culture and the stage of relationship on the degree of passion. The author found, as expected, that passion is significantly higher in US American sample (77 couples) than in Chinese sample (90 couples) and it increases as a romantic relationship became more serious.
Evolutional Factors Affecting Experience of Passion in Love
From the evolutionary perspective
 (Fisher, 2004), passionate love is fleeting and transient experience. Fisher (2004) theorized that ancient people


 were predisposed to fall ardently in love for practical reasons. According to this theory, they supposed to be in love for about 4 years—just the time to conceive and take care of a child until he/she is grown enough to survive.
Fisher investigated the Demographic Yearbooks of the United Nations and ethnographic records looking for the divorce rates in collecting/hunting societies, agricultural, pastoral, fishing, and industrial societies throughout the world. The data showed, as predicted, that divorce most frequently happened among couples in fourth year of their marriage. The author suggested that nowadays the same evolutionary factors still affect the patterns of marriage and divorce across cultures. The data explain the common longevity of passionate feeling from evolutionary perspective.
Fletcher, Simpson, Campbell, and Overall (2015) are in agreement with this theory and argue that romantic love can be considered as a “commitment device.” The pair-bonding motivates men and women to provide the investments that are required to rear children. The authors integrate the evidence from a range of scientific disciplines to evaluate this theory. They argue that romantic love, as an evolved commitment device, is universal and has important neuropsychological, hormonal, and behavioral mechanisms for survival. Finally, authors conclude that evidence from interdisciplinary approach supports their conclusion that romantic love and pair-bonding were crucial in the human evolution
 (Fletcher et al., 2015).
Cultural Factors Affecting Experience of Passion in Love
We should acknowledge, however, that cultural and psychological factors
 in modern societies play their role in the passage of romantic love. Even though the intensity of passion

                
               is biologically determined by the level
                
                
                
               of psychophysiological arousal, yet it can also be influenced by the environmental and social factors. Researchers were able to find cultural differences in some biologically based aspects of emotions, in particular, in emotional arousal level of actual and ideal emotions (Lim, 2016). While Western cultures are related to high arousal emotions, Eastern cultures are often associated with low arousal emotions. An extensive review of multiple studies (Lim, 2016) showed that people in Western cultures experience high arousal emotions more than low arousal emotions, while people in Eastern cultures experience (and prefer to experience) low arousal emotions more than high arousal emotions. Normative cultural influence can explain these differences. In Western (individualist) cultures, high arousal emotions are promoted and valued more than low arousal emotions, compared to Eastern (collectivist) cultures, where low arousal emotions are valued more than high arousal emotions. As Lim (2016) convincingly argues, in Western cultures, people are motivated to influence others, and high arousal emotions are very suitable and effective for this purpose. In Eastern cultures, on the other side, the desirable psychological quality is the adjusting and conforming to other people, and low arousal emotions work better than high arousal emotions to achieve this goal. These cultural differences in the norms of emotional arousal levels apparently emerge in differences in the actual arousal levels of emotional experience (Lim, 2016).
As for love, it is likely that these cultural differences in general emotional arousal should reflect on the arousal, which people experience and express in their love passion. Thus, further research using different methods, larger and more representative cross-cultural samples may reveal new findings in this regard.
The concept of love in Indian traditional culture has been multifaceted: kama and rati (the pleasure rising from sexual union) was different from anuraga (affection) or bhakti (devotion). The ascetic life should conquer the senses (the lower self) to reach freedom from desire, passion, and attachment. It was quite drastically different from a life-affirming Western standpoint. However, in the Indian cultural context, the highest pleasure is to attain the infinite; love for the finite was only instrumental for the ultimate purpose (see Gala & Kapadia, 2014, pp. 119–120 for detailed review). Therefore, the proper enjoyment of pleasure was conceived with emphasis on self-discipline, not in opposition to self-discipline (Ali, 2002, p. 212).
Exploring cross-cultural similarities and differences in experience of passion in love, researchers were also interested to know those social and cultural factors that affect the differences. Researchers frequently contrasted Eastern pattern of emotions, presumably associated with collectivism—emphasizing the values of group cohesion and harmony and considering the well-being of the group over that of their own personal, and Westerns pattern of emotions, associated with individualism—valuing personal identity, self-sufficiency, self-seeking, and intrinsic desire.
Bejanyan, Marshall, and Ferenczi (2015) proposed that parental influence (the authority parents have over their children’s choices) and family allocentrism (the strength of closeness and devotion between family members) are two aspects of collectivism, which may influence the experience of passion in collectivistic cultures. The authors were interested whether parental influence and 
                family allocentrism
                
               mediate the association of collectivism with passion.
Researchers (Bejanyan et al., 2015) conducted a series of two studies. In the first study, there were 154 participants (121 female and 33 male; average age: 20.77, SD: 4.75) who currently resided in the United Kingdom. Participants varied in their cultural background between more collectivistic heritage cultures (South Asian, East Asian, and Southeast Asian, Middle Eastern, African, Latin American,) and less collectivistic ones (European, British, North American, and Caribbean,) and in the degree of collectivism measured by the collectivism scale that consists of eight items. Passion was gauged with 15 items from Triangular Love Scale. In the second study, the researchers collected data (160 women and 186 men; average age: 29.35, SD: 9.24) in India (93 participants)—an Eastern and very collectivistic country, where parental influence on mate choice is high and arranged marriage still prevalent, and the United States (107 participants)—a Western and individualistic country, where parental influence on mate choices is minimal and is largely left up to an individual.
Authors discovered contradicting tendencies in love experience, potentially creating ambivalence: (1) participants high in collectivism encounter upward pressure on their feeling of passion due to their family allocentrism, yet, (2) they encounter concurrent downward pressure on the feeling of passion due to high parental influence. Collectivists’ greater acceptance of parental influence on mate choice contributed to their reduced passion in love, while their greater family allocentrism
 enhance their passion.
3.3 The Experience of Erotic Love Across Cultures
Erotic Experience as Aesthetic Feeling
The words erotic and eros, being similar in writing, have quite different meanings in modern English lexicon. While erotic has sexual connotations

, eros has passionate love connotations in the modern public opinion and scholarship. Even though, they are intertwined to each other, it is important not to confuse those with each other.
It is worth to note, however, that originally, the Greek word eros (érōs) commonly appeared in the context of aesthetic appreciation and yearning for beauty (Lomas, 2018): one loves person as a beautiful object. The concept of érōs did not refer to sexual attraction or passionate love, as it frequently does nowadays. The concept of eros adopted a slightly different meaning in the modern love scholarship and public view. From the theory of love styles (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986, 1989; Lee, 1973, 1976, 1977), the concept of eros is often equated with passionate love. Although erotic love may be in the core of passionate love and sexual attraction
, yet it has a narrower meaning. There can be erotic passion—high emotional arousal due to beauty and physical attractiveness of other, and romantic passion—emotional arousal due to general idealized image of other. Erotic passion is frequently, but not necessarily, linked to romantic passion—“what is beautiful is loved” (Sangrador & Yela, 2000).

Érōs in the meaning of erotic love denotes aesthetic rather than sexual emotion and stands for a particular type of love—an intense love focusing on the physical attributes of the object of love
 and sensual satisfaction. A lover looks at a woman (or a man) with delight, admiring the beauty of appearance and trembling from excitement, elation, and joy. The emotions of appreciation and admiration, rather than sexual or passionate attraction, are in the core of erotic love. Of course, a beautiful body more likely triggers sexual attraction—and often does—due to implicit evolutionary mechanisms. A beauty is worthy to admire and love erotically, but the beauty itself, without heart, does not trigger passionate sexual love.
The Eros subscale of Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick et al., 1998; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) partially measures erotic dimension of love. In its short form (Hendrick et al., 1998), the subscale contains one such item (out of four): “My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomeness.”
When Sternberg (1995, 1996) analyzed unconscious preconceptions that people have about love, he identified 26 distinctive types of love stories. Love as art was one of those. A person experiencing this kind of love seeks a partner for their aesthetic qualities.

Erotic love is certainly intertwined with other experiences of love, such as passion and sexual love

. One can naturally assume that erotic love is the same as sexual love since erotic feelings
 commonly trigger sexual desire. It should be noted, however, that besides triggering a sexual feeling, attractive physical appearance can affect other experiences of love. As the study of Physical Attractiveness of the Other person (PAO, Sangrador & Yela, 2000) demonstrated that the beauty characteristic of a partner is more important in love than some may believe. In the format of individual interviews, researchers administered a questionnaire asking about perceived physical attractiveness by the interviewee in his/her partner, along with some variables relevant to love relationships. The data from a representative sample (N = 1949) of the Spanish population showed that PAO is the major variable affecting engagement in sporadic relationships, and the way how people fall in love. What is even more important, it influences long-term relationships, and (statistically) significantly correlate with such feelings
 and thoughts associated with love as passion, intimacy, commitment, idealization, and relationship satisfaction. Results revealed a significant Pearson correlation of PAO with Erotic passion (r = 0.21), Romantic passion (r = 0.10), Intimacy (r = 0.22), Commitment (r = 0.18). Even though correlation coefficients may seem having relatively low magnitude, but they are good if to take into account the very large sample size and limited number of items pertaining to each variable. The strongest correlation with intimacy may look especially surprising, since, at first glance, it has nothing to do with physical appearance. In addition, PAO positively correlated with idealization of the partner (r = 0.17) that can partially explain the other correlations. It seems that the perception of physical attractiveness of the beloved is not merely the perception of physical traits, but actually, it is a complex response with various emotions, feelings, and thoughts involved.
The following more in-depth analysis of those data (Yela & Sangrador, 2001) suggested that (Spanish) people tend to fall in love with those others who they perceived as similar in physical attractiveness to themselves. Yet, they perceive a beloved with positive bias; she/he is viewed a little more attractive than he/she is. Once the time is passing, the importance of perceived physical attractiveness of a partner tends to diminish because of habituation, differential reinforcements value. However, it seems to be counterbalanced by others factors, such as familiarity, cognitive dissonance, which importance tends to increase it.
The Experiences of Erotic Love Vs. Sexual Love
While eros is intimately related to sex
                
                
              , erotic love is not just a sexual love. Lewis (1960) distinguishes eros from a sexual urge and lust. Sex drive, as a natural force

, can motivate and arouse a person without eros, but the eros, as an emotional feeling, enlivens sex, it brings beauty in sex. In accord with Platonic tradition, romantic love is a desire for beauty—a value that transcends the particularities of the physical body.
The eros does not necessarily imply sex, or sexual fantasies, while pornography does. Fine erotic art is an example of this: it is a beauty itself. Looking at the erotic art in museums, people do not look for a sexual arousal; they look for a nude beauty and erotic as aesthetic values. The sculpture figures in museums are not naked—they are nude. The aesthetics of art (painting, sculpture, literature) distinguish between aesthetic pleasure, on the one side, and sensual
 or sexual pleasures, on the other side. Appreciation of erotic art is based on the feeling of aesthetic pleasure that does not necessarily relate to or generate a sexual desire for an object. In corresponding sexually stimulating circumstances, however, they can quickly click and connect. On the other hand, sexual desire and passion can be triggered by psychological and communicative, NOT erotic, qualities of a partner, especially when the appearance of a partner’s shape is not much pleasing. This supports the idea that erotic and sexual loves are two different kinds, which can be tightly linked, or not.
The difference between the experience of erotic love and sexual love

                
               is clearly noticeable, even though no always. Erotic love refers to the aesthetic experience as the appreciation of the beauty of face, body, and cloths, while sexual love refers to the sexual experience triggered by the stimuli associated with sexual desire and action.

Erotic love is focused on attractive physical appearance: perception of body shape and body movement, facial features and hair, eyes and lips, facial expressiveness, smile, and expressiveness of gestures, sound of voice, and manner of speaking, etc. (Karandashev et al., 2016). They can be more or less attractive, even beautiful. They can trigger multiple implicit aesthetic and personality connotations in the lover’s mind, and the sexual connotations would be among others. Hip, breast, and certain kinds of body movement would trigger sexual connotations more readily than face and hair, even though multiple sensory impressions are tightly intertwined.

Sexual love is focused on sexual action: kissing, hugging, petting, and other kinds of explicitly sexual movements. They can be more or less pleasant. They trigger explicitly sexual connotations—personality connotations seem irrelevant on this occasion. Attractive physical appearance and various sensory impressions serve as sexual triggers, rather than as an object of aesthetic appreciation.
Although theoretically and sometimes practically erotic love and sexual love

                
               are different experiences, yet the difference is very thin, and both are closely intertwined with each other. Beautiful is frequently sexy, but not always. The erotic and sexual experiences are not always clearly differentiated in science, public view, and personal life. The differences in these two love experiences are evident in distinction between love to a courtesan and a prostitute: the case of love for a courtesan represents erotic love, and the case of love for a prostitute represents sexual love.
The Erotic Experience of Love in Cross-Cultural Perspective
The cultural ideals

 of erotic love and sexual love

                
               can be explored via erotic art and pornography—enduring throughout history and across cultures. Erotic art is the aesthetic appreciation of the human body and face in their expressive function


 in painting and sculpture, body movement, music, and singing in their expressive function in theater, dances, and songs. It is also an erotic fashion design and a style of hair. All these various expressions have implicit sexual associations. Different from this, pornographic art is an explicit artistic depiction of sexual actions triggering sexual desire, which are focused on sexual pleasure, rather than aesthetic appreciation. Both are associated with sex, but in different ways. Erotic art has implicit (hidden) sexual connotations, while pornography has explicit (overt) sexual connotation.
Erotic art has had a long history of appreciation of the beauty of human appearance, which is different from pornography (Prettejohn, 2005) and this tradition is cross-cultural (e.g., Ahmad, 1994; Ishigami & Buckland, 2013). For instance, in Arab culture, erotic literature, such as the poetry of Ka’b ibn Zuhayr and Hassan ibn Thabit, was traditionally viewed as different from the pornographic. It was not always true in the visual arts (Ahmad, 1994).
In Sanskrit aesthetic tradition and classical Indian arts (music, poetry, dance, sculpture, and theater), the concepts of sringara and rati have the meanings of love and closely associated with erotic love and attraction of beauty in the relationship between a man and a woman. These emotional experiences of erotic love were beautifully expressed—aesthetically and psychologically—in the love lyric (Orsini, 2006, p. 10).

In Japanese culture, during the Edo period (between 1603 and 1868 years), shunga—the Japanese term for erotic art—and erotic literature were widespread. Shunga were made for amusing pleasure and entertainment. It was frequently called “laughing pictures” (warai-e). The value of shunga in art and literature was aesthetical, not pornographic, even though in modern Japan, shunga is often viewed as a taboo (Ishigami & Buckland, 2013). Such erotic aesthetics in art shapes the cultural norms of aesthetic attraction in interpersonal relationships.
Erotic love is also the admiration of the beautiful and exotic attire. Western fashion traditions have presented many designs that created the cultural norms of romantic attraction in this regard. On the other side, the East brought to the fashion the pieces of life that are different, where a person is dressed in unusual attire, which might be viewed as exotic, yet producing the feeling of mystery over personality.
In addition to erotic love as an aesthetic category, studies across cultures (de Munck et al., 2011; Fisher, 2004; Jankowiak, Shen, Yao, Wang, & Volsche, 2015) revealed that laypeople from different countries agree in acknowledging the eros component of love experienced in physical attraction to an object of love as the core experience in romantic love.
Such erotic and physical attraction easily triggers sexual attraction and love, so erotic love and sexual love

                
               is frequently mixed, but not necessarily. Otherwise, we should supposedly acknowledge that people appreciating erotic art in museums are just sexually obsessive individuals who promiscuous in their sexual love to naked beautiful sculptures, not just lovers of art.
3.4 The Experience of Sexual Love Across Cultures
Experience of Sexual Attraction in Love
In addition to erotic love, the experience of sexual attraction

 and sexual desire is also the key feature of love between man and woman. The mutual longing for sexual intimacy, along with a sweeping delight of physical attraction is vital experience of contemporary romantic ideal.
Romantic love is a complex constellation of emotional experiences where sexual experience is an important part. Feeling of sexual attraction for the beloved is essential in this case, yet the ranking of emotional union takes precedence over sexual desire (Fisher, 2004).
Sexual attraction is closely associated with love, but it is still a different emotional experience. Sex can exist without love and sexual desire does not necessarily entail romantic love (Wilson, 1980). They are basically different subjective experiences.
Researchers assert that pre-pubertal children, before their hormonal changes responsible for adult sexual motivation, experience intense romantic infatuations (Hatfield, Schmitz, Cornelius, & Rapson, 1988). Empirical evidence demonstrates that sexual desire is not a prerequisite for romantic love, even on the earliest stages of passionate love. They have distinct neurobiological substrates (Diamond, 2004). Men and women can experience romantic passion without sexual desire (Tennov, 1979).
In additional support of the sex and love distinction, historical and cross-cultural research demonstrates that men and women can experience romantic love toward partners of the “wrong” gender. This means that heterosexuals fall in love with partners of same-gender, while gays and lesbians fall in love with partners of other-gender (Diamond, 2003).
However, sexual desire and romantic love are often experienced in concert. Beautiful sex enriches the experience of romantic love, while romantic love implies sexual longings and erotic fantasies. Nevertheless, cultural interpretation and norms regarding these associations vary in different cultural contexts (Karandashev, 2017).
The Cross-Cultural View on the Relations Between Love and Sexual Feelings
Although sexual and romantic love feelings

 are closely linked, Western Christian cultures for centuries considered them in opposition to each other, dividing them into “bodily” and “spiritual.” However, Eastern Buddhist culture did not view sex
 and love in such dualistic and oppositional perspective. Physical sexual desire and spiritual caring and devotional love are very closely intertwined and indistinguishable in that culture (Reddy, 2012).
Ellis (1897–1910/2014) concluded that romantic love is a blend of sexual desire, affection
, and tenderness. Freud viewed romantic love as a sublimated expression of sexual desire, as a fusion of sexual attraction with affection and tenderness (Freud, 1947; Hutcheon, 1995; Singer, 1987). Sexual motivation combined with interpersonal discipline can warrant an enduring affectionate relationship between a man and a woman.
Interpretations of relations between love and sex
 also vary across researchers and scientific disciplines. Some scholars assert that “sex is really love”; others affirm that “love is really sex”; still the others consider these two experiences as connected. The comprehensive review of these positions is presented by Aron and Aron (1991).
Anthropological studies around the world discovered that sex, love, and marriage are compatible ideas in those societies where possibilities to give or not give love freely is accepted for both males and females (De Munck & Korotayev, 1999). This means that the recognition of sexual equality and non-marital sexual freedom of women are the important factors for sex, romantic love, and marriage being closely intertwined. In particular, the data demonstrated that in conditions of sexual inequality—in societies where premarital sex and/or adultery are permitted for only one sex (males in this sample)—cultural norms do not acknowledge romantic love as important for marriage. On the other side, in conditions of sexual equality—where premarital sex and/or adultery are prohibited for both sexes—cultural norms appreciate romantic love higher and perceive it important for marriage (p. 273).
The modern cultural shifts, which occurred in some societies in acknowledging sexual equality, can serve as illustrations. In particular, the recent ethnographic research (Jankowiak, 2013) and sexual surveys (Burger, 2012) demonstrated that the new Chinese (single-child) generation overwhelmingly agree on the importance of sexual attraction for the cultivation of love.
When we talk about relations between sex and love, it is important to differentiate what specifically people mean by love. In particular, Berscheid and Meyers (1996) found that sexual desire and arousal is what distinguish differentiate love from being in love. “The membership of the in love category, but not the love category, would be encapsulated within a sexual attraction/desire category membership” (Meyers & Berscheid, 1997, p. 347).
It seems that this differentiation might be similar in other languages and cultures. In a German study (Lamm & Wiesmann, 1997), for instance, 99 students (mostly women) wrote down how they could tell that they like someone, love someone, or are in love with someone. Analyzing the content written under each of sentiments, authors found that arousal was the most distinctive characteristic of being in love, while trust in the other—of love, and desire for interaction with the other—of liking. Thus, the wording can make substantial difference.
Sensual Love as Yearning and Longing for Bodily Pleasure

Sexual love
 is frequently referred in Western scholarship and Christian tradition to the Greek term of epithymia, or Latin term libido (Larson, 1983; Tillich, 1954a, 1954b), as the quality of love identified with physical dimension of love: the 
desire
                
                
               for sensual self-fulfillment
, yearning
, and longing
. It may have some negative connotation with lust. In its pure expression, epithymia tends to reduce all the other qualities of love focusing only on the need for the desire for bodily pleasure and pleasurable physical release. Even though epithymia in some sense is the sheer longing for coitus, which draws a lover to a partner, but actually epithymia is also a thirsting and hungering for union and closeness with the whole person (Tillich, 1954b). The coitus is not just physical pleasure, it is psychological pleasure—the root meaning of “coition” is “a coming together” (Larson, 1983). The reports from surveys also support this broader understanding of coitus—beyond just physical pleasure: humans prefer the intimacy of intercourse to the intensity of masturbation (Hite, 1976/2004, pp. 61–78; 1981/1987, pp. 485–502).
Recent linguistic study of Lomas (2018) identified cross-cultural nature of epithymia as the love encompassing such qualities as sensual desire and physical attraction. Even though epithymia is very closely intertwined with érōs, however érōs—as designation for passion—refers rather to general emotional characteristic of love. In the same vein, Tillich (1954a, 1954b) argued that érōs is not merely about basic physical desire; érōs transcends epithymia being imbued with broader psychological meanings, including the appreciation of beauty.
Lomas (2018) found that epithymia is cross-culturally recognizable in the lexicons of many languages. For instance, in Tagalog, kilig captures the butterflies in the stomach arising from an interaction with (or a thought of) someone one desires or finds attractive, whereas in Chilean Yagán, mamihlapinatapei refers to a look between people that expresses unspoken but mutual desire.
The courtesans’ art is a real representation of erotic love in its culturally diverse artistic forms, which are different from romantic love (as sincere and idealized feelings) from the one end, and different from prostitute service (as serving the carnal needs of lust) from another end.
Courtesans, hetaeras, tawaif-s, ji-s are the women who showed their “love” with artistic graces, elevated conversation, and sexual favors to induce erotic love of male patrons. Courtesan cultures inspiring erotic love for material exchange have appeared regularly in various times and places. Diverse case studies of courtesan cultures throughout history and around the world were depicted for the Edo period of Tokugawa in Japan and modern Japan, Ming dynasty China, twentieth-century Korea, ancient Greece, early modern Italy, and India (Feldman & Gordon, 2006).
The research conducted among American college students (Belk & Coon, 1993) differentiated the meaning of gift giving and sex in three modes: economic exchange, social exchange, and romantic love. Some overlap at the boundaries between these three models exists, yet those are conceptually different. In these three models, sex acts convey clearly different meanings.In economic exchange, sex between dating partners is a commodity that, especially for women, is offered in order to reciprocate for material gifts. In social exchange, sex is a deeply significant social ritual bonding the partners, demonstrating their commitment, and testing their compatibility. And, in romantic love, sex is a means to express feelings for the other, to attempt to please him or her through attention to the partner’s desires, and to celebrate their oneness. Thus, while there may be some blurring at the boundaries as well as confusion sometimes as to the model from which a partner is operating, there remain clear conceptual differences between the three models (Belk & Coon, 1993, p. 407).



References
	Ahmad, A. M. (1994). The erotic and the pornographic in Arab culture. The British Journal of Aesthetics, 34(3), 278–285.

	Ali, D. (2002). Anxieties of attachment: The dynamics of courtships in medieval India. Modern Asian Studies, 36(1), 103–139.

	Aron, A., & Aron, E. N. (1991). Love and sexuality. In K. McKinney & S. Sprecher (Eds.), Sexuality in close relationships (pp. 25–48). Hillsdale, NJ, US: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

	Bejanyan, K., Marshall, T. C., & Ferenczi, N. (2015). Associations of collectivism with relationship commitment, passion, and mate preferences: Opposing roles of parental influence and family allocentrism. PLoS One, 10(2), e0117374.PubMedPubMedCentral

	Belk, R. W., & Coon, G. S. (1993). Gift giving as agapic love: An alternative to the exchange paradigm based on dating experiences. Journal of Consumer Research, 20(3), 393–417.

	Berscheid, E. (1985). Interpersonal attraction. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (3rd ed., pp. 413–484). New York, NY: Random House.

	Berscheid, E. (2010). Love in the fourth dimension. Annual Review of Psychology, 61, 1–25.

	Berscheid, E., & Meyers, S. A. (1996). A social categorical approach to a question about love. Personal Relationships, 3(1), 19–43.

	Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1974). A little bit about love. In T. Huston (Ed.), Foundations of interpersonal attraction (pp. 355–381). New York, NY: Academic Press.

	Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1978). Interpersonal attraction (2nd ed.). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. (Original work published 1969).

	Burger, R. (2012). Behind the red door: Sex in China. London, UK: Earnshaw.

	Chang, D., & Li, Y. (2006). Visual representations of Kövecses’s conceptual metaphor “Love is Fire” in the Chinese Comic Old Master Q’. Bayreuth, Germany. Retrieved from http://​citeseerx.​ist.​psu.​edu/​viewdoc/​download?​doi=​10.​1.​1.​507.​7887&​rep=​rep1&​type=​pdf


	Contreras, R., Hendrick, S. S., & Hendrick, C. (1996). Perspectives on marital love and satisfaction in Mexican American and Anglo-American couples. Journal of Counseling & Development, 74(4), 408–415.

	Davis, E., Greenberger, E., Charles, S., Chen, C., Zhao, L., & Dong, Q. (2012). Emotion experience and regulation in China and the United States: How do culture and gender shape emotion responding? International Journal of Psychology, 47(3), 230–239.PubMed

	de Munck, V. C., & Korotayev, A. (1999). Sexual equality and romantic love: A reanalysis of Rosenblatt’s study on the function of romantic love. Cross-Cultural Research, 33(3), 265–277.

	de Munck, V. C., Korotayev, A., de Munck, J., & Khaltourina, D. (2011). Cross-cultural analysis of models of romantic love among US residents, Russians, and Lithuanians. Cross-Cultural Research, 45(2), 128–154.

	Diamond, L. M. (2003). What does sexual orientation orient? A biobehavioral model distinguishing romantic love and sexual desire. Psychological Review, 110, 173–192.PubMed

	Diamond, L. M. (2004). Emerging perspectives on distinctions between romantic love and sexual desire. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 13(3), 116–119.

	Dion, K. L., & Dion, K. K. (1988). Romantic love: Individual and cultural perspectives. In R. J. Sternberg & M. L. Barnes (Eds.), The psychology of love (pp. 264–289). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

	Dixon, V. J. (1976). World views and research methodology. In L. M. King, V. J. Dixon, & W. W. Nobles (Eds.), African philosophy: Assumptions and paradigms for research on black persons (pp. 51–100). Los Angeles, CA: Fanon Center Press.

	Doherty, R. W., Hatfield, E., Thompson, K., & Choo, P. (1994). Cultural and ethnic influences on love and attachment. Personal Relationships, 1, 391–398.

	Ellis, H. (2014). Studies in the psychology of sex (Vols. 1–6). Retrieved from http://​www.​gutenberg.​org/​ebooks/​13610. (Original work published 1897–1910).

	Farrer, J., Tsuchiya, H., & Bagrowicz, B. (2008). Emotional expression in tsukiau dating relationships in Japan. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 25(1), 169–188.

	Feldman, M., & Gordon, B. (Eds.). (2006). The Courtesan’s arts: Cross-cultural perspectives includes CD. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

	Fisher, H. (2004). Why we love: The nature and chemistry of romantic love. New York, NY: Henry Holt.

	Fletcher, G. J., Simpson, J. A., Campbell, L., & Overall, N. C. (2015). Pair-bonding, romantic love, and evolution: The curious case of Homo sapiens. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10(1), 20–36.PubMed

	Floyd, K., Hess, J. A., Miczo, L. A., Halone, K. K., Mikkelson, A. C., & Tusing, K. J. (2005). Human affection exchange: VIII. Further evidence of the benefits of expressed affection. Communication Quarterly, 53(3), 285–303.

	Floyd, K., & Morman, M. T. (1998). The measurement of affectionate communication. Communication Quarterly, 46(2), 144–162.

	Freud, S. (1947). Freud: On war, sex and neurosis. New York, NY: Arts and Science Press.

	Gala, J., & Kapadia, S. (2014). Romantic love, commitment and marriage in emerging adulthood in an Indian context: views of emerging adults and middle adults. Psychology and Developing Societies, 26(1), 115–141.

	Gao, G. (2001). Intimacy, passion, and commitment in Chinese and US American romantic relationships. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25(3), 329–342.

	Goodwin, R., & Findlay, C. (1997). “We were just fated together” … Chinese love and the concept of yuan in England and Hong Kong. Personal Relationships, 4(1), 85–92.

	Hatfield, E. (1988). Passionate and companionate love. In R. J. Sternberg & M. L. Barnes (Eds.), The psychology of love (pp. 191–217). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

	Hatfield, E., & Rapson, R. L. (1987). Passionate love: New directions in research. In W. H. Jones & D. Perlman (Eds.), Advances in personal relationships (Vol. 1). Greenwich, CT: JAI.

	Hatfield, E., & Rapson, R. L. (1993). Love, sex, and intimacy: Their psychology, biology, and history. New York, NY: HarperCollins.

	Hatfield, E., & Rapson, R. L. (1996). Love and sex: Cross-cultural perspectives. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

	Hatfield, E., Schmitz, E., Cornelius, J., & Rapson, R. L. (1988). Passionate love: How early does it begin? Journal of Psychology and Human Sexuality, 1, 35–52.

	Hatfield, E., & Sprecher, S. (1986). Measuring passionate love in intimate relationships. Journal of Adolescence, 9, 383–410.

	Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. (1986). A theory and method of love. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 392–402.

	Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. (1989). Research on love: Does it measure up? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 784–794.

	Hendrick, C., Hendrick, S. S., & Dicke, A. (1998). The love attitudes scale: Short form. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 15(2), 147–159.

	Hite, S. (1976/2004). The Hite report: A nationwide study of female sexuality. New York, NY: Seven Stories Press. (Original published by New York: Dell Publishing Company in 1976).

	Hite, S. (1981/1987). The Hite report on male sexuality. New York, NY: Ballantine Books. (Originally published by Knopf in 1978).

	Hofstede, G. (2016) Country comparison tools. Retrieved August 15, 2016, from http://​geert-hofstede.​com/​tools.​html


	Hutcheon, P. D. (1995). Through a glass darkly: Freud’s concept of love. In D. Goicoechea (Ed.), The nature and pursuit of love: The philosophy of Irving Singer (pp. 183–195). Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books.

	Ishigami, A., & Buckland, R. (2013). The reception of “Shunga” in the modern era: From Meiji to the Pre-WWII years. Japan Review, 37–55.

	Jankowiak, W. (2013). From courtship to dating culture: China’s emergent youth. In P. Link, R. Madsen, & P. Pickowitz (Eds.), China at risk (pp. 191–214). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

	Jankowiak, W., Shen, Y., Yao, S., Wang, C., & Volsche, S. (2015). Investigating love’s universal attributes: A research report from China. Cross-Cultural Research, 49(4), 422–436.

	Karandashev, V. (2017). Romantic love in cultural contexts. New York, NY: Springer.

	Karandashev, V., Zarubko, E., Artemyeva, V., Neto, F., Surmanidze, L., & Feybesse, C. (2016). Sensory values in romantic attraction in four Europeans countries: gender and cross-cultural comparison. Cross-Cultural Research, 50(5), 478–504. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​1069397116674446​
Crossref

	Kövecses, Z. (1990). Emotion concepts. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag.

	Lamm, H., & Wiesmann, U. (1997). Subjective attributes of attraction: How people characterize their liking, their love, and their being in love. Personal Relationships, 4(3), 271–284.

	Larson, D. R. (1983). Sexuality and Christian ethics. A Report From Argentina Second Thoughts On Military Service Inside the Weimar Institute, 15(1), 10–18.

	Lee, J. (1973). The colors of love: The exploration of the ways of loving. Don Mills, ON: New Press.

	Lee, J. (1976). The colors of love. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

	Lee, J. A. (1977). A typology of styles of loving. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 3(2), 173–182.

	Leon, J. J., Parra, F., Cheng, T., & Flores, R. E. (1995). Love-styles among Latino community college students in Los Angeles. Psychological Reports, 77(2), 527–530.

	Leon, J., Philbrick, J. L., Parra, E., Escobedo, E., & Malcesini, F. (1994). Love-styles among university students in Mexico. Psychological Reports, 74, 307–310.

	Lewis, C. S. (1960). The four loves. New York, NY: Harcourt, Brace and Company.

	Lim, N. (2016). Cultural differences in emotion: differences in emotional arousal level between the East and the West. Integrative Medicine Research, 5(2), 105–109.PubMedPubMedCentral

	Lomas, T. (2018). The flavours of love: A cross-cultural lexical analysis. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 48, 134–152.

	Lv, Z., & Zhang, Y. (2012). Universality and variation of conceptual metaphor of love in Chinese and English. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 2(2), 355–359.

	Lynch, O. M. (1990a). Divine passions: The social construction of emotion in India. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press

	Lynch, O. M. (1990b). The social construction of emotion in India. In O. L. Lynch (Ed.), Divine passions: The social construction of emotion in India (pp. 3–34). Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

	McDaniel, J. (1995). Emotion in Bengali religious thought: Substance and metaphor. In J. Marks & R. T. Ames (Eds.), Emotions in Asian thought (pp. 39–63). Albany, NY: SUNY Press.

	Meyers, S. A., & Berscheid, E. (1997). The language of love: The difference a preposition makes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23(4), 347–362.

	Murstein, B. I., Merighi, J. R., & Vyse, S. A. (1991). Love styles in the United States and France: A cross-cultural comparison. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 10(1), 37–46.

	Nakamura, J., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2014). The concept of flow. In Flow and the foundations of positive psychology: The collected works of Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi (pp. 239–263). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer.

	Neto, F. (1993). Love styles and self-representations. Personality and Individual Differences, 14, 795–803.

	Neto, F. (1994). Love styles among Portuguese students. The Journal of Psychology, 128, 613–616.

	Neto, F. (2007). Love styles: A cross-cultural study of British, Indian, and Portuguese college students. Journal of comparative family studies, 38(2), 239–254.

	Neto, F., & Mullet, E. (2014). A prototype analysis of the Portuguese concept of saudade. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 45(4), 660–670.

	Neto, F., Mullet, E., Deschamps, J. C., Barros, J., Benvindo, R., Camino, L., et al. (2000). Cross-cultural variations in attitudes toward love. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 31(5), 626–635.

	Orsini, F. (Ed.). (2006). Love in South Asia. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

	Pennebaker, J. W., & Graybeal, A. (2001). Patterns of natural language use: Disclosure, personality, and social integration. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 10(3), 90–93.

	Pérez, V. A. F., Fiol, E. B., Guzmán, C. N., Palmer, C. R., & Buades, E. G. (2009). The concept of love in Spain. Psychology in Spain, 13(1), 40–47.

	Prettejohn, E. (2005). Beauty and art: 1750-2000. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

	Reddy, W. M. (2012). The making of romantic love: Longing and sexuality in Europe, South Asia, and Japan, 900-1200 CE. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.

	Sangrador, J. L., & Yela, C. (2000). ‘What is beautiful is loved’: Physical attractiveness in love relationships in a representative sample. Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 28(3), 207–218. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2224/​sbp.​2000.​28.​3.​207
Crossref

	Sanrı, Ç., & Goodwin, R. (2013). Values and love styles in Turkey and Great Britain: An intercultural and intracultural comparison. International Journal of Psychology, 48(5), 837–845.PubMedPubMedCentral

	Siegel, L. (1983). Fires of love, waters of peace: Passion and renunciation in Indian culture. Honolulu, HI: University of Hawaii Press.

	Singer, I. (1987). The nature of love: The modern world (Vol. 3, 2nd ed.). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

	Smith, R., & Klases, A. (2016). Predictors of Love Attitudes: The contribution of cultural orientation, gender attachment style, relationship length and age in participants from the UK and Hong Kong. Interpersona: An International Journal on Personal Relationships, 10(1), 90–108.

	Solomon, R. C. (1995). The cross-cultural comparison of emotion. In J. Marks & R. T. Ames (Eds.), Emotions in Asian thought (pp. 253–294). Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

	Sprecher, S., Aron, A., Hatfield, E., Cortese, A., Potapova, E., & Levitskaya, A. (1994). Love: American style, Russian style, and Japanese style. Personal Relationships, 1, 349–369.

	Sternberg, R. J. (1987). The triangle of love. New York, NY: Basic Books.

	Sternberg, R. J. (1995). Love as a story. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 12(4), 541–546.

	Sternberg, R. J. (1996). Love stories. Personal Relationships, 3(1), 59–79.

	Sternberg, R. J. (1997). Construct validation of a triangular love scale. European Journal of Social Psychology, 27, 313–335.

	Tennov, D. (1979/1998). Love and limerence: The experience of being in love. Lanham, MD: Scarborough House.

	Tillich, P. (1954a). Being and love. Pastoral Psychology, 5(3), 59–60.

	Tillich, P. (1954b). Love, power, and justice. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

	Ubillos, S., Zubieta, E., Paez, D., Deschamps, J.C., Ezeiza, A., & Vera, A. (2001). Amor, cultura y sexo. Revista Electronica de Motivacion y Emocion (REME), 4(8-9). Retrieved from http://​reme.​uji.​es/​articulos/​aubils9251701102​/​texto.​html


	Vallerand, R. J., Blanchard, C., Mageau, G. A., Koestner, R., Ratelle, C., Léonard, M., … Marsolais, J. (2003). Les passions de l’ame: On obsessive and harmonious passion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85(4), 756.PubMed

	Vaughan-Lee, L. (2000). Love is a fire: The Sufi’s mystical journey home. Chicago, IL: The Golden Sufi Center.

	Vrana, S. R., & Rollock, D. (2002). The role of ethnicity, gender, emotional content, and contextual differences in physiological, expressive, and self-reported emotional responses to imagery. Cognition and Emotion, 16, 165–192.

	White, J. L., & Parham, T. A. (1990). The psychology of Blacks: An African American perspective (2nd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

	Wierzbicka, A. (1999). Emotions across languages and cultures: Diversity and universals. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

	Wilson, J. (1980). Love, sex, and feminism: A philosophical essay. New York, NY: Praeger.

	Yela, C. (2006). The Evaluation of Love. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 22(1), 21–27.

	Yela, C., & Sangrador, J. L. (2001). Perception of physical attractiveness throughout loving relationships. Current Research in Social Psychology, 6(5), 57–75.

	Yildirim, F., & Barnett, R. V. (2017). Comparing the effects of specific variables on passionate love among young people: A cross-cultural study. In N. R. Silton (Ed.), Family dynamics and romantic relationships in a changing society (pp. 62–84). Hershey, PA: IGI Global.


Footnotes
1The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

2The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

3The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.
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4.1 What is Romantic in Love?
Idealized Romantic Beliefs in Love

Romanticism
 sounds like a key word in the definition of romantic love. But what does romanticism
                
                
               mean in this context? It includes a general disposition and beliefs that a person has toward love and male–female relationships, in which an affective component has a primary importance, while other considerations are excluded from conscious reflection (Spanier, 1972). The study of conceptual metaphors in cognitive linguistics showed that the metaphor “You are the most wonderful person in the world” is among the most representative in English lexicon to characterize the object of love (Kövecses, 1988, 2005).
The empirical research of the key characteristics

 of romantic beliefs can be summarized in the following points:	(a)love finds a way to conquer all,

 

	(b)for each person, there is one and only one romantic match,

 

	(c)the beloved will meet one’s highest ideals,

 

	(d)love can strike at first sight, and,

 

	(e)we should follow our heart rather than our mind when choosing a partner (Knee, 1998).

 





Idealization of a lover’s unique qualities and relationship is considered among the key features, which many scholars include in their definitions of romanticism
 and romantic love (de Munck, Korotayev, de Munck, & Khaltourina, 2011; Fisher, 2004; Giddens, 1992; Sprecher et al., 1994). Idealization



                
                
                
               is characterized by such attitudes

 as	1.thinking that the beloved one is the best and unique individual,

 

	2.paying attention to the positive qualities of the beloved,

 

	3.overlooking his/her negative qualities.

 





Idealization also characterizes the idealistic attitudes of a lover toward a relationship that are perceived as unique, predestined, best of its kind, exclusive, irreplaceable, etc. A lover believes in eternal passion of relationship and the myth that love conquers all and overcomes all obstacles.
Positive Side of Idealization in Love

Idealization in 
romantic love


 has its positive side making the people’s lives and male–female romantic relationships beautiful and optimistic. It gives women
                
                
               and men a meaning for their dating and marrying (Swidler, 2001), besides mating. It brings a lover an inspiration and hope in a possibility for a partner’s personal change and growth. Sometimes, much rarer, it brings a lover an inspiration and hope for his/her own change and personal growth. Anyway, idealization of partner and relationship in love is natural and inevitable, like idolization of artistic, musical, and political idols. Idealization is natural for an optimistic part of humankind.
Romantic idealization can function as a buffer protecting partners from fixation on the displeasing qualities of their partners (Murray & Holmes, 1997). In spite of the real attributes of their beloved, which occasionally might be disappointing, a lover perceives them through the rosy filters. Being under the influence of such idealization, the lover may even interpret the apparent faults of the beloved as virtues. This might be a good thing, when a person tends to interpret somewhat disappointing reality in the best possible light, without denying negativity. The positive illusions may lead to relationship satisfaction (Taylor, Collins, Skokan, & Aspinwall, 1989).
Another path of the partner’s perception and relationship satisfaction is also possible. For some, not recognizing a partner’s self-perceived frailties can later cause their fading illusions and dampening satisfaction.Individuals who integrate a partner’s virtues and faults within compensatory “Yes, buts …” are actually involved in more stable relationships than individuals who compartmentalize their partners’ faults, leaving pockets of doubt (Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996b, p. 1179).

Nevertheless, according to research findings (Murray et al., 1996b; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a), a moderate idealization can be important for satisfaction in dating and marital relationships: those participants who idealized their partners and their partners idealized them were happier in their relationships. How does it is work?
Perception of the partner’s faults in a good light is conducive to a person’s constructive motivation and the feeling of security and optimism that helps to overcome difficulties in the relationship. This idealization of a partner may serve as an effective buffer and resource for goodwill and generosity, preventing the complications of everyday hassles (Murray et al., 1996a). Moreover, these positive illusions in a romantic relationship may work in the self-fulfilling way. As the romances developed (Murray et al., 1996b), partners who idealized one another were more prescient than blind.Relationships persisted, satisfaction increased, conflicts were averted, doubts abated, and personal insecurities diminished when individuals idealized their partners and their partners idealized them. Thus, lasting security and confidence appear to depend on intimates seeing the best in one another—overlooking each other’s faults and embellishing each other’s virtues (Murray et al., 1996b, p. 1178).

Romantic idealization can also be helpful in sustaining a relationship (Baucom, Epstein, Rankin, & Burnett, 1996; Knee, 1998; Sharp & Ganong, 2000). For example, a longitudinal study of romantic relationships (Knee, 1998) discovered that among those who believe in romantic destiny, the relation between initial satisfaction and relationship longevity was stronger.
Negative Side of Idealization in Love

Idealization in romantic love, however, may hold potential
                
                
                
               negative consequences. The hope for enduring happiness might be elusive and illusional, thus leaving a person vulnerable to inevitable disappointments

 and disillusionment. Brickman (1987), for instance, suggested that idealization, being typical for the early stage of a romantic relationship, is a dangerous malady associated with infatuation. Further, increasing interdependence in the relationship, as Murray et al. (1996a) commented, may disclose that a partner falls short of the lover’s ideals and hopes.Continuing to idealize one’s partner in the face of negative evidence should then impede adjustment, particularly if intimates love only the idealized image they construct. In this light, understanding the reality of a partner’s virtues and faults may prove to be the key to enduring satisfaction, whereas idealization may leave intimates vulnerable to dashed hopes and expectations (p. 79).

As several studies showed, too high romantic beliefs, unrealistic standards and expectations for a relationship can cause consecutive disenchantment, disappointment, marital conflict, and divorce (Baucom et al., 1996; Epstein, Baucom, & Rankin, 1993; Glenn, 1991). Giddens (1992) believed that delusions with destructive fantasies about relationships can divert people from serious exploration of personal freedom and sexual variety.
Realistic (vs. idealistic) beliefs in love—on the edge with pessimism—may follow a person’s disappointment in excessive idealization of a partner and relationship. Yet, disbelief in romantic love can be a part of a person’s nature. Devaluation is natural for a pessimistic part of humankind.
Some may consider that romantic love with its idealization is immature emotion that drives youth dating, mating, and sexual relationships. According to some findings, the younger American students tend to be more romantic, with minimal correlation (r = 0.24, p < 0.001); such correlation was absent in the Indian and Turkish samples (Medora, Larson, Hortaçsu, & Dave, 2002). From the description of the study, however, it is unclear whether younger participants are less romantic, or older participants are more romantic.
Is romantic love is really a sign of immaturity? A series of studies conducted in 1960s (Dean, 1964) found no correlations between measures of emotional adjustment and a scale of romanticism
. From those results, romanticism construct is independent of personality adjustment. However, as the author suggested, further exploration may be needed. The question remains: is romantic love a “childish” illusionary emotion or real motivation for life?
4.2 Romantic Beliefs Across Cultures
American Studies of Romantic Beliefs

American sociologist Gross (1944) developed the earliest scale of attitudes

 toward romanticism
 in love. Later, the romantic beliefs in love and romantic idealization have been frequently operationalized in empirical studies with Knox-Sporakowski Attitudes Toward Love scale
 (Hinkle & Sporakowski, 1975; Knox & Sporakowski, 1968), the Munro-Adams Love-Attitude Scale (Munro & Adams, 1978a, 1978b), and the Romantic Beliefs Scale
 (Sprecher & Metts, 1989). Some of them were used in cross-cultural studies, see the reviews below.
The empirical research of the attitudes toward romanticism
 in Western countries became popular in the mid of twentieth century. For example, Kephart (1967) administered questionnaire among 1079 white college students (576 females and 503 males, with an age range from 18 to 24) from five colleges in the Philadelphia metropolitan area (USA). In terms of gender differences among American students in this sample, the findings suggested that at the high school and college ages, women had more romantic beliefs than men. However, in their early twenties, women were more realistic having rational control over their romantic inclinations. As women passed from the teens to the twenties, nearing to matrimonial stage, they tend to forget or reject some of the romantic experiences they had.
In accord with these results were also the data of another study (Dion & Dion, 1973) conducted in those years in the USA with 243 undergraduate students (127 males and 116 females) at the University of Minnesota. The researchers used several measures

 of romantic love and found that more women than men reported having the experience of romantic love. Nevertheless, women expressed orientation that is more pragmatic. In terms of the reported frequency of romantic love, the cultural stereotype

 of romantic love was more potent for women than men. Women appeared to be more susceptible than men were to this type of sociocultural influence. The other data, however, did not fit with this interpretation.
In 1970s, Munro and Adams (1978a, 1978b) conducted a series of four studies to develop a scale to assess love attitudes in the sample of college and high school students in America. The items measured three subscales:	Romantic Idealism—the belief that love is the highest goal of the relationship between a man and a woman and the essence of life;

	Conjugal Love—the belief that love is a calm, sober, and stabilizing emotions, admitting serious thought and careful consideration; and.

	Romantic Power—the belief that love substantially influences a person’s life and surmounts all obstacles.





Romantic Idealism and Romantic Power are the two dimensions of love, which express the idealization beliefs, different from more realistic Conjugal Love. The results showed that in America, the beliefs in conjugal love

 (M = 38.3) prevailed a little over romantic love (M = 36.4), being relatively equal to each other since standard deviation virtually eliminated these differences. The belief in Romantic Power was substantially lower (M = 26.5).
Romantic Beliefs in Africa
Cross-cultural studies of romantic beliefs began later, in 1980–1990s. In series of studies in 1980s, researchers investigated attitudes toward love among several cultural groups using the Munro-Adams Love Attitude Scale. Researchers
                
                
               conducted several studies to explore love attitudes among African cultures, African love style, its conceptualization, and components. Love attitudes were compared in East African and West African samples, as well as with American samples. The relatively small samples in some of those studies make it difficult to generalize their results.
Philbrick and Opolot (1980) conducted a study in the sample of 50 Ugandan university students administering the Munro-Adams Love Attitude Scale. The results revealed the apparent manifestation of the romantic love beliefs

 among African participants. At that time, it was interesting that their opinion seemed relatively free from the influence of Western notions about love.
Vandewiele and Philbrick (1983) administered the Munro-Adams Love Scale (translated into French) in the sample of Wolof-speaking students (58 girls and 79 boys) from three high secondary schools (Dakar, Senegal, in West Africa). Then, researchers compared the scores of romantic love attitudes of Senegalese participants in this study with those obtained earlier in Ugandan (Philbrick & Opolot, 1980), and American (Munro & Adams, 1978a, 1978b) samples.
The American scores of beliefs in Romantic Idealism and Conjugal Love were higher than in African samples. The Eastern African scores revealed more moderate endorsement. In Uganda, East Africa, the strength of these beliefs was lower than in America: the value of conjugal love (M = 31.5) was much lower, while the value of romantic idealism (M = 33.3) was a little lower than in the US. The belief in Romantic Power in this East African sample (M = 28.6) was approximately the same as in America (M = 26.5).
In another Eastern African sample (Philbrick, 1988) of 50 students of different subcultural groups (25 men and 25 women), enrolled at Makerere University, Kampala, Uganda, the results were similar. Although the strength of conjugal beliefs (M = 32.08 in women and M = 30.96 for in men) and romantic idealism beliefs (M = 34.52 in women and M = 32.04 in men) was also lower than in American sample, no differences were found between these scores on these two sub-scales. The belief in Romantic Power (M = 28.6) was again lower.
As authors noted (Vandewiele & Philbrick, 1983), in Uganda, as in many African cultures, conjugal love was not viewed as important to marital relationships. For the choice of a wife, such factors as genetic considerations, tribal identity, clanic and family interests were more essential. Romantic love was appealing, but it was just an additional benefit to a properly planned marriage. The ideas of romantic idealism in love influenced youth through the, popular in Uganda, very romantic “Hindu” films, as well as through Western literature and the films. Besides, in many African societies, the traditional conception of romantic love was “a part of the art of courting, an art into which young men and women are initiated by means of an elaborate code of songs, dance, and behavior” (Vandewiele & Philbrick, 1983, p. 917).
In Senegal, West Africa, the results were approximately similar to Uganda: while belief in conjugal love (M = 31.1) was a little lower than on other two subscales, yet romantic idealism (M = 33.8) and Romantic Power (M = 33.2) were of about equal importance (Philbrick, 1988; Vandewiele & Philbrick, 1983).
As authors noted (Vandewiele & Philbrick, 1983, p. 917), some cultural circumstances in Senegal were different: romantic love did not hold higher importance than conjugal love. Even though both romantic Indian love films and Western media enculturated the Senegalese conception of love, they valued conjugal love more than Ugandans, but less than Americans. Authors explain this by specific historical cultural circumstances, which are different in Senegal from many other African countries. Throughout three centuries, Senegalese assimilated French culture. They also had long history of cross-cultural contacts with ethnic groups and developed a quite homogeneous Wolof-dominated culture. Due to this, the Senegalese society became more open and tolerant, compared to other societies in the forest areas, which were much diversified linguistically and ethnically. As a result, Senegalese youth felt more freedom to choose their partners and, therefore, experienced less need of romantic compensation, compared to their Ugandan counterparts. The Senegalese do not see a gap between romantic idealism and romantic power because of the greater enculturation and social integration in the society. They seem to believe more firmly in “reconciling reality and their ideals” (p. 917), than Ugandans and Americans. The authors explain (Vandewiele & Philbrick, 1983) such an apparent balance between conjugal and romantic love also by the reference to the indigenous Wolof expressions of love.The Wolofs have at least three groups of words that describe the feeling of love: the first group “neex,” “saf,” “sapp,” translates “I like you” which corresponds to Item 5 in the Munro-Adams Love Scale “just a feeling of love;” the second step in a love relationship would be “nob naala,” “I love you,” involving romantic love (“nobante”) and sexual attraction. The last phase is “bëgg naala” literally meaning “I want you,” both in a physical sense and in the sense of “I want to marry you.” It is this feeling of “mbëgeel” that would translate conjugal love and which is rather described with a more elaborate word “kolere.” When love has died away, a proverb says, it is “këlere” that keeps marriage going, i.e., a blend of friendship, gratitude, and mutual tolerance that is the basis of “true love” (p. 917).

This cultural understanding of love is a well-balanced blend of the traditional indigenous conceptions of love and the Western ideals of romantic love and a successful personal relationship.
Several other studies of 1980s investigated love attitudes in South Africa—the society that are the most Westernized and developed in sub-Saharan Africa. Stones (1986) administered the MALAS scales among Black and White university students (N = 375, mean age of 20.52 years, SD = 1.88, equally split between the sexes). Results showed that the mean scores of the belief in Romantic Power in South Africa were similar to American and Ugandan samples (aggregate mean = 28.14, SD = 7.55). However, the mean scores of Romantic Idealism in the South African sample were much lower than in the American (M = 36.45, SD = 9.45) and the Ugandan (M = 33.28, SD = 5.54) mean scores. Besides, the mean scores were very similar between the White (M = 19.93, SD = 6.53) and Black sub-samples (M = 20.95, SD = 6.81). Author explained the South African scores being significantly lower than in other two cultural samples by the assumption that sociopolitical unrest and cultural upheaval of that historical period left little room for idealism, even in the domain of romance. However, the segregationist policies present in South Africa at that time did not make the Romantic Idealism beliefs different between Whites and Blacks.
The similar differences were found regarding the beliefs in Conjugal Love. The mean scores in the South African sample was much lower than in American (M = 38.34, SD = 5.72) and Ugandan (M = 31.52, SD = 4.27) samples, while not much differences between the Black (M = 19.63, SD = 5.10) and White participants (M = 18.68, SD = 5.03). The author interpreted these lower scores suggesting that the strict Calvinist socio-religious ethos, along with the severe censorship extant in South Africa, might affect the depressed Conjugal Love in that culture.
Philbrick and Stones (1988a, 1988b) conducted another round of data collection in the sample of 92 secondary school white adolescents in the Eastern Cape Province of South Africa (45 boys, mean age = 17.09 years, SD = 0.70 and 47 girls, mean age = 16.83 years, SD = 0.39). The belief in Romantic Power has the highest endorsement (M = 28.19), with no big differences between boys and girls. Among boys, the belief in Romantic Idealism (M = 24.64, SD = 5.75) had the second endorsement, while Conjugal Love was on the third place (M = 20.64, SD = 4.38). On the other hand, girls placed the second endorsement on Conjugal Love (M = 18.28, SD = 5.14) second and Romantic Idealism (M = 17.62, SD = 7.30) on the third. And girls revealed a significantly lower endorsement than the boys on these two scales.
Philbrick and Stones (1988a, 1988b) also conducted another study to explore love attitudes among school and university students in black South Africa. They administered the Munro-Adams Love Attitude Scale in a random sample of 143 black senior secondary school students and university students (from the Eastern Cape region). The results showed that after enrolling for university the adolescent males tended to become more romantic. This tendency was not observed among females. The authors explained this finding by the fact that at the tertiary education, there is increasing ethnic integration and relatively intimate black/white contacts. That was not present in the secondary educational level.
Later, Stones and Philbrick (1989) studied love attitudes among Xhosa university students in South Africa (the second largest ethnic group in South Africa after the Zulus). The authors administered the MALAS scale among 69 unmarried Xhosa university students (32 men and 37 women, mean age of 21.3 years.
On the belief in Romantic Power, participants showed the mean = 30.32 (SD = 7.04), with no significant gender differences. However, the beliefs in Romantic Idealism were lower (M = 21.52, SD = 7.42), with men slightly higher in their scores than women and the beliefs in Conjugal Love was the lowest (M = 19.79, SD = 4.97), with slightly stronger endorsement of men than women.
A study of attitudes toward love (Stones & Philbrick, 1991) was conducted among members of a small fundamentalist religious community in South Africa. Researchers administered the Munro-Adams Love Attitude Scale in a sample of 68 randomly selected unmarried Caucasian members. The background of apartheid and the involvement of Church in the changing South African sociopolitical environment were taken into account. According to results, the participants’ endorsement of the love attitudes was weaker than in previous similar cross-cultural studies. Authors interpret the findings as the outcome of adherence to rigid religious beliefs within an authoritarian community.
In another study, Stones (1992) investigated love attitudes of White South African and British university students. The MALAS was administered among 133 final-year undergraduate students: 64 from a university in northern England (33 men and 31 women, mean age = 22.5) and 69 from an English-medium university in the Eastern Cape of South Africa (33 men and 36 women, mean age + 22.3).
Results revealed that the belief in Romantic Power was endorsed higher in the South African sample (M = 30.49, SD = 6.56), compared to the British sample (M = 26.37, SD = 7.07). However, the beliefs in Romantic Idealism (M = 32.33) and Conjugal Love (M = 29.18) were endorsed higher in the British sample than in the South African sample (M = 23.50 and M = 20.80, respectively). In both samples, women were more romantic than men. The results in this South African sample are generally consistent with previous studies.
Romantic Beliefs in the Caribbean Islands
In the study of attitudes toward love in the Caribbean islands of Barbados
                
                
               and St. Lucia, researchers (Payne & Vandewiele, 1987) used the Munro-Adams Love Attitude Scale, which consisted of 26 items measuring Conjugal Love (eight items), Romantic Idealism (nine items), and Romantic Power (nine items). Researchers administered this measure in the sample of 369 participants (163 males and 206 females, of age 15–35 years) asking participants to rate items on a 5-point Likert-type scale from strongly agree (5) through strongly disagree (1).
The results of that study were compared with earlier studies in North American and African samples (Munro & Adams, 1978a, 1978b; Philbrick & Opolot, 1980; Vandewiele & Philbrick, 1983). The mean score for the Caribbean sample on Conjugal Love (30.1) was slightly lower than the means for the two African samples (Ugandan, 31.5; Senegalese, 31.1) and considerably lower than that reported for American subjects (38.3). On the other hand, for the Romantic Idealism subscale, the Caribbean mean (36.2) is similar to that for the American sample (36.4) and higher than those for the two African groups (Ugandan, 33.3; Senegalese, 33.8). The Caribbean scores (28.6) on the subscale of Romantic Power revealed the mean that was quite similar to those in the American (26.5) and Ugandan (28.6) samples, yet much lower than for Senegalese sample (33.2). It should be taken into account that Conjugal Love has range of scores up to 40, the other two subscales—up to 45. In light of this, the mean scores are even more convincing that Conjugal Love is more endorsed than Romantic Idealism in the American sample; this attitude is endorsed in a lesser degree in the two African samples.
Different from the data obtained with this scale in North American and African samples, West Indian participants endorsed romantic idealism (36.2) more strongly than conjugal love (30.1). Authors interpreted these results by culturally specific patterns of males’ and females’ relationships and in terms of Caribbean household structures. The researchers also discovered that the women from those Caribbean islands believed in romantic love more than men, and the younger participants more than the older ones.
The authors (Payne & Vandewiele, 1987) offer an insightful interpretation of these love attitudes among West Indians. Historically, the economic purpose of marriage in that social context was prevalent, what is different from the North Americans and the Africans where marriage held mostly the functions of forming and maintaining families to provide appropriate conditions to raise children. In African societies, the rearing of children out of wedlock was stigmatized (D’Hondt & Vandewiele, 1983; Omari, 1963). The marriage in the Caribbean was closely connected to socioeconomic status. Men were supposed to provide a financially security that was challenging in Caribbean economies: many manual workers had only seasonal employment. Among the lower class, the legalized marriage was relatively infrequent. The majority of households were female headed, while various regionally unique forms of temporary visiting relationships were quite typical. This societal factor of economic insecurity, along with the legacy of slavery, fostered a Caribbean culture of emotions. The primary love attachment was in the mother–child relationship. The rearing of children out of wedlock was socially acceptable. Therefore, many lower class women preferred to stay single and viewed marriage as a liability rather than an asset. Women did not view marriage as desirable; the conjugal or paternal roles were not necessary for their sexual partners. Mothers, other blood relatives, and their children provided them social and emotional comfort. Financial help from men was more important. Therefore, many women, especially those who are unable to support themselves financially, prefer the “romantic relationship” with a man of good wealth and social position, rather than with a man of good appearance or personality.
As authors (Payne & Vandewiele, 1987) claim, some women may look to men for an emotional relationship, yet it would rather represent a striving for the father–daughter relationship they lacked in childhood. However, largely, for them, kinship and community relationships are more important. In such relationship circumstances, many young West Indian men do not really know how to maintain a relationship with women, except in a sexual way.
One cultural factor important to understand relationships in the Caribbean is the “double standards” of sexual behavior for men and women. Women’s infidelity is unacceptable, whereas men’s infidelity is a widespread practice. It is common that married men have extramarital affairs. Men may put considerable peer pressure on successful professional men to indulge in casual sexual liaisons. Sometimes, if they have sufficient financial resources, they may establish a secondary family. For many men, the “romantic attachment” is often with a woman with whom they do not permanently live together. Thus, these cultural aspects of West Indian social life are not conducive for romanticism
 as mutual sexual attraction and emotional interdependence.
Nonetheless, the recent evidence (Payne & Vandewiele, 1987) demonstrated that West Indians assimilated Western notions of romantic idealism more than Africans did. They had greater exposure to Western ideas through the mass media, tourists, and visits to overseas relatives. However, West Indians (like Africans) have a relatively low concern with conjugal intimacy. Even educated people did regard this facet of marriage as necessary for satisfying male–female relationships.
Romantic Beliefs in Germany, Russia, Japan, China, and the United States
Other romantic beliefs scales
 were also used in cross-cultural studies

 in 1980–1990s. In the study of Simmons, vom Kolke, and Shimizu (1986), conducted among university students in Japan, the United States, and West Germany, researchers used 
                Romanticism scale
                
              . They found that Japanese students had the lowest scores of romanticism, while German students—the highest ones. The authors believed that their results generally confirmed the Goode’s (1959) hypothesis that romantic love has higher value in modern cultures (with few extended-family ties) and lower value in traditional cultures (where kinship networks are strongly related to the relationship between mating partners). However, this interpretation explains the results only partially. Higher romantic attitudes of Germans might be influenced by a strong European romantic cultural tradition, whereas Americans, despite the Hollywood inspirational romantic movies, were still more friendship-oriented in their love attitudes.
The results of another study (Sprecher et al., 1994, see the samples description in earlier sections), using 
                Romantic Beliefs Scale
                
               in the samples of university students in the United States, Japan, and Russia in 1990s, also revealed that rating romantic idealization of love

 was lower among Japanese (M = 4.03) than either Russians (M = 4.34) or Americans (M = 4.26). The scores ranged from 1—lowest to 7—highest.
At the beginning of 2000s, Sprecher and Toro-Morn (2002) compared romantic beliefs of North American and Chinese students (see the description of samples in previous sections, Sprecher & Toro-Morn, 2002). Among other scales, researchers used the Romantic Beliefs Scale
 (Sprecher & Metts, 1989) to measure romantic attitudes by rating from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)—the higher the score, the higher the romantic belief.
The results of that study showed that Chinese participants scored higher (M = 4.85, SD = 0.86) than the Americans (M = 4.40, SD = 0.88) on the Romantic Beliefs Scale
 as well as on idealization—the specific dimension of romanticism
 (Americans M = 3.75, SD = 1.34 vs. Chinese M = 4.44, SD = 1.28).
Romantic Beliefs in France, the United States, Turkey, Spain, and India
Another study of the late 1980s (Simmons, Wehner, & Kay, 1989) administered the Hobart Scale
 (Hobart, 1958) and Knox-Sporakowski (Knox & Sporakowski, 1968) scale
 among 169 unmarried university students

 in the United States (n = 70; 48 female, 22 male at the University of Colorado at Denver) and France (n = 99; 52 female, 47 male at the University of Savoie, Chambery).
Results revealed that participants from the United States and France have common ground on several dimensions of romantic love. There were no differences in their agreement that (a) lovers should confess “everything of personal significance” to each other, (b) standards of morality and social position should not influence the choice of a love partner, (c) when one is in love, one will know that it is love, and (d) love is an exciting rather than a calming experience.
However, researchers found substantial differences in the attitudes toward romantic love in these two samples: the French were more romantic than Americans. They believed more strongly in traditional romantic love. On the 
                Hobart scale
                
              , French participants scored M = 6.68, SD = 1.62, while American M = 4.84, SD = 1.96 (on the range from 0 to 12). On the 
                Knox-Sporakowski Scale
                
              
, French participants scored M = 17.66, SD = 3.47, while American M = 11.50, SD = 4.54 (on the range from 0 to 29).
The French also more strongly than the Americans believed that love is irrational and too emotional experience to study objectively. On both scales, the French sample expressed more agreement that romantic love is irrational. They also viewed real love as an impulsive experience, rating the item that love is “too emotional to be observed scientifically” significantly higher than Americans.
Love for the French is naturally associated with clouded judgment and jealousy. Moreover, the experience of jealousy is perceived as a measure of commitment. On several dimensions of romantic love, gender differences were found. In particular, the French men believed that chivalrous behavior is important.
American participants agreed less with the statements defining romantic love in the traditional sense. They revealed their egalitarian opinions about gender-stereotyped behavior—they disagreed with item in the Hobart scale
 that “male chivalry should be expected on all occasions.” On the other hand, they agreed, more than respondents from French sample, with the Hobart scale item that “economic security should be taken into account before choosing a marriage partner.”
The participants from the United States agreed less with statements characterizing romantic love as an ideal experience; it seems that they held a more pragmatic attitude toward love and marriage. What is interesting to note, the mean responses to the Hobart scale
 by the American sample in that study were within the same range as reported for Hobart’s original sample (Hobart, 1958) from the same society. It seems that the cultural attitude in this regard did not change during 30 years.
To study attitudes toward 
                romanticism
                
               in America, Turkey, and India, Medora et al. (2002) administered the Knox-Sporakowski Attitudes Toward Love scale

                
               among young adults at three international universities. The samples included 200 American young adults (M age = 23.46, SD = 4.29) in Western U.S., 223 Turkish college students (M age = 20.22, SD = 1.54) in Central Turkey, and 218 Indian young adults (M age = 19.71, SD = 2.38) enrolled at a university in Western India. The data revealed that Americans tend to believe in idealized, unrealistic notion of romantic love, such as love at first sight and the ideal mate, more than are Indian or Turkish college students. Indians had the lowest score of romantic beliefs among three cultural groups. In all three cultural groups, females had significantly higher scores on the romanticism scale (M = 79.81, SD = 16.04) than males (M = 74.63, SD = 15.50).
A comprehensive study of idealistic beliefs in romantic love was conducted in Spain in 1990s (Barrón, de Paúl, Martinez-Iñigo, & Yela, 1999). Researchers hypothesized that most people in Spain, similar to other Western countries, would believe in these romantic myths. They explored the gender, age, and cultural variables that affect these beliefs (Barrón et al., 1999). The survey assessing these beliefs was administered in the interview format in 1995. Each item—as the description of the myth—was rated on a scale of degree of agreement from 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral or medium; 4 = agree; to 5 = strongly agree. The respondents also had the alternatives options “don’t know” and “no reply.” In addition to these specific ratings, researchers scored a global myth variable for each subject (as the mean for all items). The sample included Spanish women (n = 994) and men (n = 955) of the age 18–65 years divided into five age ranges: 18–24 years (n = 367), 2534 (n = 487), 35–44 (n = 398), 45–54 (n = 329), and 55–64 (n = 366) with approximately similar subsamples within each group, living in big and small towns.
It was found that 75% of respondents in that representative Spanish sample had the global score, measuring agreement with romantic myths, higher than 3. The score 3 or below had only 15% of sample. The remaining 10% did not respond to any myth items. Women believed in romantic myths more than men, placing higher value on romanticism
 in a relationship, even though these gender differences were quite small. Catholics had stronger beliefs in romantic myths than agnostics. People with higher education levels were weaker in romantic myths that those with lower level of education. As for statistics, across the sample:	Forty-five percent of participants (scoring 4 or 5) equated love with passion, while 40% rejected this belief (scoring 1 or 2; only 7% totally disagreed);

	Fifty percent of the sample agreed with the better-half myth, while 35% disagreed;

	Fifty-five percent of the sample agreed with the exclusiveness of being in love myth, while only 8% disagreed totally;

	Approximately two-thirds of the sample agreed with the eternal passion myth, while barely 5% of the sample disagreed totally with the myth;

	Seventy-five percent of the sample agreed with the omnipotence of love myth, while only 2% disagreed totally;

	Eighty percent of the sample believed in the fidelity myth—that fidelity is a necessary condition for true love, whereas only 1% disagreed totally;

	Almost all respondents in the sample (over 95%) agreed with the couple myth, while only 0.6% disagreed totally.





Thus, overall, those data demonstrated that people in the Spanish society of 1990s believed in many romantic myths. The religious people, older people, and people with fewer years of formal education were especially disposed to such attitudes. Women were slightly more romantic than men.
Gender Differences in Romantic Beliefs Across Cultures
The findings of early studies on 
gender differences

 in 
romantic beliefs

 conducted in Western countries among college students (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992; Sprecher & Metts, 1989; Sternberg & Barnes, 1985) revealed that men had more romantic beliefs than women on such issues as “one should marry for love,” and “love will conquer all.” The researchers typically explained these gender differences with the premise that men are more romantic since they can afford to choose a partner based on love alone. Therefore, they perceive their relationships in a more romantic and idealistic perspective.
In some other studies, conducted in other cultural settings, women demonstrated more romantic beliefs in love. This might be explained by cultural differences in samples, as well as generational shift in love attitudes. Maybe in modern generation of young men and women, the gender gap in social and economic living that existed in previous generations is becoming smaller. Therefore, women of the twenty-first century are more romantic than they were a generation ago. In the study of Medora et al. (2002), this phenomenon appeared in three cultural samples: American, Turkish, and Indian.
The study of the structure of love in the USA and Russia (de Munck, Korotayev, & Khaltourina, 2009) demonstrated that the strongest agreement in romantic beliefs is between cultures, rather than between genders. So, it seems that culture matters more than gender in the definitions of models of love.U.S. females have more in common with U.S. males in their conception of romantic love than they do with Russian females, and similarly, Russian males have more in common with Russian females in their conception of romantic love than they do with U.S. males (de Munck et al., 2009, p. 347).

Nevertheless, gender differences are evident in some love beliefs. Both American and Russian males are able to separate sex and love, while American and Russian females tend to see them as connected. The opinion on the statement “Sex without love leaves sadness in its wake” is the most distinctive between men and women.This is not the view of males, but is of females, and is the primary discriminating factor between them. Sex without love may still be pleasurable for females, but sadness is believed to be its consequence (de Munck et al., 2009, p. 353).

Thus, sex without love is more problematic for females than for males.
The study conducted in Russia and the USA (de Munck et al., 2009) showed that romantic beliefs tend to be primary motivational forces for women’s love. American women strongly endorse the statement “Love rules without rules,” while Russian women strongly endorse with the statement “To burn with love is to be raised to heaven.” Both statements are very idealistic and transcendental, even though in different ways. In the same vein, women in both cultures are in agreement with the statement “Sex without love leaves sadness in its wake,” while men from both cultures, disagree with this view.
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5.1 Joy and Happiness of Love
What Are Joy and Happiness?
Love can be an enjoyable bunch of emotions and feelings; it is so great to love and be loved. Otherwise, why would people waste their time and efforts to dream about love and pursue it? Many people hope to get more joy
                
               and archive happiness in their love relationships. What is the difference between joy and happiness

? And what do people wish more?
As Wierzbicka noted (1999, p. 50), joy is a less common word in modern English with substantially less frequency of use than that of the adjective happy. According to linguistic analysis, the cognitive scenario of joy is simpler than that of happiness. The scenario of joy consists of two components: (1) an evaluative one: “something very good is happening” and (2) a volitive one: “I want this to be happening” Wierzbicka (1999, p. 50).
As for the scenario

 of happiness, there are two similar components. A person is happy when (1) “something good has happened to him/her” and (2) “he/she has wanted it to happen” (e.g., when he/she met his/her true love).
Wierzbicka commented (1999, p. 50) that joy is different from happiness because the feeling of joy seems non-personal and selfless, whereas the feeling of happiness refers to personal happiness

. In addition, joy is a more intense and thrilling emotion than being happy. Besides, while joy is a short-term and liquid state, happiness is a long-term, more settled, and solid state. One more difference is that joy is because of undreamed and unexpected events, while happiness is usually due to fulfilled dreams and achieved goals that make being happy more consistent. To conclude, Wierzbicka highlighted the following oppositions, distinguishing joy

 from happiness: (1) the absence vs. presence of “to me”; (2) “happening” vs. “happened”; (3) “something” vs. “some things”; (4) “very good” vs. “good”; (5) “want” vs. “I wanted”; and (6) absence vs. the presence of the component “don’t want anything else” (1999, p. 52).
Does Love Bring Happiness?
People may want to appreciate the joy and pursue the happiness. But is it possible to reach in love? It is commonly assumed that love brings joy, happiness, and personal fulfilment.

Cognitive psycholinguistic analysis

 of the folk models of love, as they are represented in the conceptual system of the conventionalized and literary lexicons, revealed that “This love makes me happy” is a typical related concept of English language (Kövecses, 1988). The common assumption is that “if I am in love (and my love is returned), then I am happy.” Happiness is a result of love (“This love has made me happy”). Happiness is not a defining or granted constituent of love, it is a consequence of being in love: “if I am in love, then I am happy” (Kövecses, 1988, p. 39).
Despite this common folk wisdom, people in different cultures may have different expectations from love, depending on the cultural norms. For example, the study of early 1990s (Shaver, Wu, & Schwartz, 1992) explored the implicit notions that Italians, Americans, and Chinese have about love. The authors discovered that Italians and Americans perceive passionate love as associated with intensely pleasurable experiences and happiness. However, Chinese had sad associations with passionate love.
In accord with this finding, Chinese language contains few “happy-love” words

. When researchers asked participants to generate freely the words related to love, Chinese produced more negative associations with love than did Americans. The authors believed that this finding could be interpreted with the fact that Chinese society of that time was more obstructed and less free in the choice of a romantic partner due to unbridgeable class separations and the custom of arranged marriage. However, when researchers explicitly asked Chinese and American participants about negative features of love, the lists of words were surprisingly similar. In both cultural groups, participants mentioned being tied down, time consumption, pain, separation, unrequited love, loss, jealousy, betrayal/desertion, and conflict. It is important to note that in a separate account, the list of positive features of love, which participants mentioned, were also similar in both cultural groups (Shaver et al., 1992).
However, when the time passes by and the cultural norms change, the mental associations can also change. Other group of researchers administered the survey among Chinese university students 20 years later (Jankowiak, Shen, Yao, Wang, & Volsche, 2015). They did not find so many negative associations related to love, as in the study of early 1990s (Shaver et al., 1992). Some undergraduate students (24 out of 240 participants) mentioned that when love is not reciprocated, it can be dangerous. Otherwise, Chinese students generated the free lists that contained many more positive expressions of the love feelings of being happy and sweet-talking.
The modern beliefs in love that it brings happiness seem cross-culturally universal. Lithuanian, Russian, American, and Chinese young women and men consider emotional fulfilment as a core experience of love and think that to love is the supreme happiness of life (de Munck, Korotayev, de Munck, & Khaltourina, 2011; de Munck, Korotayev, & Khaltourina, 2009; Jankowiak et al., 2015).
Love and Well-Being
Scientific theories and studies in the USA and Europe found that the quality of romantic relationships correlates with well-being
                
               and feelings of happiness (Argyle, 2001; Crossley & Langridge, 2005; Demir, 2008; Dush & Amato, 2005; Khaleque & Rohner, 2004; Myers, 2000; Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000; Sedikides, Oliver, & Campbell, 1994). For instance, the empirical data revealed that being in a relationship and experience of romantic love both are related to happiness.
Thus, studies demonstrated that people in love are significantly happier than people not in love. But how does love experience make people happy? What specific feelings make people happy?
The quality of relationships also matters. For instance, the scores of happiness indicated positive correlation with passionate and friendship love (Hendrick & Hendrick, 2002). A longitudinal study, conducted throughout 70 years (Vaillants, 2012), found that those participants who were able to be intimate with a partner were the happiest, while those who were uncomfortable with intimacy and commitment were the unhappy and discontented. Wholehearted and reciprocated love and lovable partner brought happiness. In addition, the study showed that rational love leads to happiness, while unrequited, obsessive, and irrational love does not lead to happiness.
Empirical results showed that companionship and emotional security are the love experiences in romantic relationships that make people happy in America (Demir, 2008).
Research demonstrated cross-cultural similarity in how love predicts positive/negative emotions and life satisfaction. In particular, the study of Kim and Hatfield (2004) explored the relationship between love types and subjective well-being among 217 American students (101 males and 116 females, mean age = 22.31) at the university of Hawaii and 182 students (90 males and 93 females, mean age = 22.79) at Korea University. Participants completed the self-report measures to assess passionate love, companionate love, life satisfaction, and positive and negative emotions. The questionnaires were translated into Korean for the Korean sample.
The data obtained in both cultural samples indicated that companionate love was the strongest predictor of life satisfaction, while passionate love was the strongest predictor of positive emotions. These results suggest that love and subjective well-being/happiness, as multidimensional concepts, may have complex associations.
Multiple regression analyses showed no cultural differences in how love predicts life satisfaction and positive/negative emotions. Authors account for the absence of the cultural differences by Westernization in Korean culture in people’s experience of love.
Other studies, however, revealed both cross-cultural similarities and differences in the factors determining what kinds of love experience make people feel good. In particular, Galinha, Oishi, Pereira, Wirtz, and Esteves (2014) investigated how attachment security, love styles, and experiences of romantic relationship are predictive for subjective well-being in three different cultures: North American—the USA as an individualistic country, Eastern African—Mozambique as a collectivistic society, and South European—Portugal as a society in between the American and the Mozambican in the continuum of individualism–collectivism. Adult Attachment Scale-R (AAS-R), Love Attitudes Styles Short-Form (LAS-SF), the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS), the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) along with other scales measuring relationship experience were administered in three samples of university students: (1) the USA (North Carolina, n = 497), Portugal (Lisbon, n = 533), and Mozambique (Maputo, n = 544). An English version of the scales was used in the American sample, while a Portuguese version—in the Portuguese and the Mozambican samples. The results of the study present the complex relationships between attachment, love styles, other relationship qualities, and subjective well-being due to main and mediating effects, but in a simple way, they can be summarized as follows.
Researchers found that attachment security, storge and pragma love styles were the major predictors of subjective well-being in the US sample. As authors believe, the higher individualism in American society makes people focus on attachment security in relationship. The effect of storge (based on intimacy and shared interests) and pragma (based on established criteria for a relationship) may be due to the American historical background when people associated happiness with personal success and material wealth, rather than with highly intensive personal emotions. This interpretation is generally in accord with earlier historical and cultural exploration of the concept of happiness in the USA (Oishi, Graham, Kesebir, & Galinha, 2013).
In Portugal, attachment security and storge love style—similar to Americans, and eros love style—similar to Mozambicans, were predictive of subjective well-being. As authors commented, the higher gender equality in American and Portuguese societies, compared with the Mozambican, although lower in the Portuguese society, can explain these differences. The gender equality is conducive to the attitudes of friendship and companionship in romantic relationship and their links with subjective well-being, that is different from the Mozambicans’ views.
In the Mozambican sample, eros love style was the major predictor of subjective well-being. The Latin heritage of Portuguese and the Mozambican societies emphasizes passionate love (eros). The effect of mania love style was controversial in different types of analysis. The data suggested that Mozambicans associate jealousy and possessiveness, as a typical experience of mania, with eros as passionate love. As authors believe, a strong passionate conception of love, associated with feelings of jealousy and possessiveness, can be explained by a high gender inequality and the history of polygamy that is still visible in the current Mozambican society.
The positive effect of attachment security on subjective well-being was the same among men and women, while the effect of love styles and relationship experiences was gender-specific.
Cross-Cultural Research of Happiness in Love
Throughout a recent couple of decades, the topic of happiness

 also received scholarly attention in cross-cultural perspective covering the views on happiness and quality of life in Western as well as in non-Western cultures (Diener, Diener, & Diener, 1995; Selin & Davey, 2012). The studies found that subjective well-being varies across cultures. As a general trend, the level of subjective well-being is higher in individualistic countries than in collectivist countries (Diener et al., 1995). Across cultures, different psychological factors play their role affecting the feelings of happiness. For instance, Suh, Diener, Oishi, and Triandis (1998) studied the influence of cultural beliefs on the relative importance of emotions versus norms for life satisfaction among individualistic and collectivistic cultures (N = 62,446, in 61 nations). Results demonstrated that people in individualistic and collectivistic cultures use different kinds of subjective experience in their feelings of life satisfaction. The researchers found that at the individual level, in collectivistic cultures, both emotions and norms (social approval of high life satisfaction) were equally strong factors determining life satisfaction, while in individualistic cultures, individuals’ emotional experience had much stronger influence on their judgment of life satisfaction (Suh et al., 1998).
The authors showed that the quality of romantic, intimate, and other close relationships plays a key role in the people’s experience of individual happiness and well-being across diverse cultures (Diener, Gohm, Suh, & Oishi, 2000; de Munck et al., 2009, 2011; Fok & Cheng, 2018; Garcia, Pereira, & Bucher-Maluschke, 2018; Jankowiak et al., 2015).
In particular, Diener et al. (2000) conducted a comprehensive study of the relations between marital status and subjective well-being in a sample of 59,169 persons in 42 societies using data from the World Values Survey (WVS) II collected between 1990 and 1993. Subjective well-being (SWB) measures and individualism–collectivism (IC) ratings were administered among others.
The researchers theorized that the interpersonal and social processes underlying the effects of marital status on subjective well-being might vary in different cultures. Since individualism and collectivism have different views on the role of norms in an individual’s mental processes and behavior, collectivists place more weight on norms than on attitudes as factors of social behaviors, while individualists place more weight on personal attitudes than on norms (Triandis, 1995). In addition, social and emotional support is another important way of how marriage increases subjective well-being.
Results of the study demonstrated that the relations between marital status and subjective well-being were similar across the world. Yet, cultural variables altered in small degree the size of certain relations between marital status and subjective well-being.	In terms of life satisfaction, the benefit of marriage over cohabitation was greater in collectivist than in individualist nations.

	In terms of positive emotions, the benefit of being married over being divorced or separated was smaller in collectivist than in individualist nations.

	In terms of negative emotions, the benefit of being married over being divorced or separated was smaller in nations with a high tolerance for divorce.

	The relations between marital status, culture, and subjective well-being did not differ by gender (Diener et al., 2000, p. 434).





Chinese (Taiwanese) students experienced less satisfaction with their dating relationships than Americans (Lin & Rusbult, 1995).
5.2 Love as a Power
Empowerment and Emotional Fulfillment in Love
Love is an overwhelming feeling
                
               accompanied by increased energy, heart pounding, exhilaration, and intense emotional arousal. The metaphor “He was given new strength by love” is just about this. Being in contact with, in love with, or thinking of, the beloved brings the feeling of fulfilment and empowerment


                
                
              . The study in Japan (Farrer, Tsuchiya, & Bagrowicz, 2008) analyzed the narratives of young Japanese involved in dating relationships (see the description of sample and method in previous sections). The informants noted that a relationship gives the possibility to reveal their “true self”(su no jibun) which cannot be revealed in other social relationships (e.g., with friends or family). Su no jibun is an opportunity of being who you are—the most private and intimate part of yourself. Many informants expressed positive feelings on the possibility of the revelation of their own and their partner’s true self. They believed they should be both accepted and be accepting (uke ireru), be able to show their weak points and private desires which they cannot reveal in friendships.
Does Love Win?
Love is an empowering emotion

, which makes people believe that they can overcome any obstacles and problems. They feel that they will do more than they can for the beloved and relationship. Love conveys them a power to conquer all.
Romantic love implies its omnipotence. Lovers believe in the myth that love conquers all (Yela, 2006). They trust that real love will get around and overcome all obstacles. American, Chinese, Russian, Lithuanian youth believe that my love makes their partner stronger and a better person (de Munck et al., 2011; Jankowiak et al., 2015).
Young newlyweds commonly think that love would bring them power to overcome any challenges in their relationship. However, passion of love may be not sufficient condition for this. The studies have shown that differences in economic status, culture, religion, and age can readily surpass love and bring unhappiness (Murstein, 1974). The archetype of Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet tragedy reminds us about this.
5.3 Love as a Playful Experience
Love as a Play and Game


Romantic love

 is a great entertainment, and not only in movies. Some people prefer to create from love a fun and excited experience, playing in game of love. Such love games have their scripts and roles.
Ancient Roman poet Ovid (43–17/18 B.C.) was among the earliest proponents of the game of love. He described how intelligent seducers can use grace and style to gain sexual access to those whom they desire, concealing deliberate machinations, and thus rendering lust more attractive. Advising on how to woo, seduce, and entice woman, Ovid talked little about emotional involvement (Karandashev, 2017, p. 20).
The legendary Spanish character of Don Juan, depicted by British poet Lord Byron (Haslett, 1997), is a classical love gamer and seducer—a womanizer enjoying a fast turnover. He viewed a woman, whom he seduced, as a conquest and wanted more such victories. He enjoyed the entertaining love life, being a person of nature, highly erotic, loved pleasure, with little regard for his women (Cleary, 2015, p. 49).
Don Juan is an intriguing creation of Western literature. Wright (2012), in her interdisciplinary analysis, examined the confluences of Spanish culture with some features of Western intellectual history. She found that Don Juan transgressed the limits of culture from the early twentieth century to the modern time.
The modern version of such a love player is playboy. I do not mean Playboy as an American men’s lifestyle and entertainment magazine. I mean the playboy as a man who enjoys his life in promiscuous love adventures being admired by his girlfriends.

Love as a play may have both positive and negative sides. The positive side of the love play is in making love experience beautiful, entertaining, and fun. A lover is still sincere in his/her basic feelings and does not fool a partner, yet he/she just plays (pretends) a little more or less than they actually want and feel. Behaviors and feelings are in certain (innocent) dissociation. The teasing in love is an example of such dissociation: through the teasing, a lover does not intend to humiliate or degrade a partner, but rather wants to play a game

 with honest intention to provoke a more interaction and excitement. The teasing and tickling between lovers could be interpreted in the same vein as a fun love play. Lovers display that they are brave enough to make themselves vulnerable and still trusting a partner for their honest intention, without grievance or resentment. Instead, it incites more passion.
A girl running away from her beloved suitor does not really mean to run away from him; she teases her suitor implicitly calling him to run after her. It is just a game of hunting, which came to us from our pagan ancestor. A lover of this kind believes that serious love is too boring and wants to bring more fun in love.
Jealousy provocation can be a part of the play plot with an implicit or explicit intention to arouse passion. Some men and women employ this psychological tool to manipulate a partner’s feelings to make romantic attraction stronger, and do this honestly. This is a play of romance, which some lovers find entertaining. Some books explicitly refer to love as a mating game (Regan, 2003), which clearly label such understanding of love for mating purposes.

The negative side of the love game manifests when a lover plays (pretends) much more than he/she really feels—not being sincere. A lover is manipulative in his/her words and actions with certain personal interests and intentions.
Cross-Cultural Nature of Playful Love
Lomas (2018), in his analysis of love lexicon in various languages, discovered the cross-cultural nature

 of this love style, which he labelled with Greek word paixnidi (as playful love
). This way of love is preferred by some lovers and can display in various—either positive or negative—facets. The playful aspects of love—as benevolent ‘playfulness’—can refer to playful gestures, flirtation, playing ‘hard to get’, and other game-based strategies.
The love game cheeky displays of affection is present in various cultures. For instance, it is evident in the Tagalog word gigil that means the irresistible urge to squeeze or pinch a beloved and cherished partner. The similar playful love concept
 exists in the Hindu notion of lila (“divine play” (Kinsley, 1974)).
This concept of paixnidi (ludus) can also represent such negative sides of love game as the scheming and deception. This is the darker ‘gamefulness’ that represented a manipulative orientation in love (Sarwer, Kalichman, Johnson, Early, & Ali, 1993, p. 265). This negative aspect of playful love
 is also expressed as in the verb onsay (to pretend to love) in Indian indigenous dialect Boro, as opposite to onguboy (to love from the heart).

Ludus as Playful Love
This way of loving is well described in ludus love style


                
                
               (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; Lee, 1973, 1976, 1977). A lover thinks of love as an interesting interactive game and wants a relationship experience to be a pleasant pastime for both partners involved. Sometimes, he/she balances the relationships with several partners at the same time, but prefers to avoid emotional intensity and commitment. It should be noted that in the short version of Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998), the ludus subscale
 expresses a limited scope of feelings. Three out of four items comprising the subscale express the presence of multiple partners and experience of cheating, rather than the pleasant feeling and joy of playful love
. Thus, ludus love subscale of LAS actually measures the experience of non-exclusivity in love.
Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) in their study with American sample (described in earlier sections) did not find statistically significant differences in ludus scores
 (with LAS) for participants with different ethnic backgrounds: the scores were in the range of 3.2–3.4.1 The relatively small sample size for Asians and Blacks should be noted in this case.
In the study of the Hispanic-oriented Mexican American, the bicultural Mexican American, and the Anglo-American samples of married couples (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections), participants generally did not endorse the ludus love attitude
. The authors found significant ethnic differences between the group of Anglo-Americans (M = 4.22), on one side, and Bicultural (M = 3.74), and Hispanic-oriented (M = 3.74),2 on the other side. Although Hispanic participants of both group rejected this love style, nevertheless, they considered it more acceptable than Anglo-Americans.
The survey of love attitudes administered among Latino community college students in Los Angeles, California (Leon, Parra, Cheng, & Flores, 1995, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections) also found that Latino participants moderately disagreed with ludus love attitude
 (M = 3.3, SD = 0.9) (see footnote 2); the scores are close to those found in earlier studies with similar population. Men scored significantly more ludic than women did.
In addition to the cultural aspects of love attitudes in Latino and Hispanic communities in the US, researchers also explored love attitudes among Mexican students (Chihuahua). The Spanish version of love attitude scale was administered in the sample of 146 students (see the detailed description of sample and method above, Leon, Philbrick, Parra, Escobedo, & Malcesini, 1994).
Results revealed very low endorsement of ludus

                
               as a playful love
 attitude (M = 16.67) in this Mexican university sample. The mean score was very close to eros love attitude (M = 16.27), and much lower than on other four subscales (in the range of 20–22), with no statistically significant gender differences. Authors did not attempt to explain this result from a Mexican cultural perspective.
The Experience of Ludus Across Countries
Several 
cross-cultural studies

 employed ludus subscale of LAS for comparisons between countries. Murstein, Merighi, and Vyse (1991) studied American and French college students on this dimension. Contrary to the authors’ predictions, they found no cross-national differences in ludus attitude for both men and women (adjusted means in rage of 3.2–3.7 on the scale 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree, the lower the score, the greater the love).
The study of Sprecher et al. (1994) conducted in the USA, Russia, and Japan, revealed that ludus love style, representing playful love
 in Lee’s typology, had the highest scores among Russian participants (M = 2.89), that can be associated with their insecure avoidant attachment. The means for American (M = 2.17) and Japanese (M = 2.20) samples were significantly lower, on subscale of Love Attitudes Scale ranging from 1—lowest to 5—highest.
A study conducted in late 1990s (Neto et al., 2000, M = 1.157) with undergraduate students in Europe, Asia, Africa, and South America (see the sample description in earlier sections) found moderately large cultural variations in ludus love attitudes
 (ranging from 2.95 in Mozambique to 3.78 in Portugal) (see footnote 2). The Portuguese, French, Swiss, and Brazilians were less ludic in their love attitudes than Mozambicans and Angolans, with Macanese in the middle.
Neto (2007) conducted another cross-cultural study using Love Attitudes Scale (LAS) in the samples of young adults—undergraduate British, Indian, and Portuguese students (see the description of samples and measures in earlier studies cited above). The results demonstrated that Indians (M = 2.40) are less ludic than British (M = 2.61). However, no significant differences are found in ludus either between Portuguese (M = 2.53) and Indians or between British and Portuguese. Gender differences are also associated with cultural contexts: Indian and Portuguese men are more ludic than Indian and Portuguese women are, while no significant differences were found between British men and women. The relatively high degree of women’s ludus love attitudes
 (comparable to men’s) can be explained by greater gender equality among British women than among Indian and Portuguese women.
Researchers in Spanish-speaking and Latin-American countries (Pérez, Fiol, Guzmán, Palmer, & Buades, 2009; Ubillos et al., 2001) revealed that the ludus love attitude had lack of acceptance in those cultural contexts.
A recent small-scale cross-cultural study (Smith & Klases, 2016) used the short form of LAS (Hendrick et al., 1998) with limited number of participants: N = 56 in UK (London) and N = 52 Hong Kong. Despite limitations in the samples (see description in the sections above), the results are consistent with the earlier cross-cultural findings: UK participants—as representatives of an individualistic culture—showed a significantly higher endorsement of ludus than participants from Hong Kong—as representatives of a collectivistic culture.
The cross-cultural research in Turkey and Great Britain (Sanrı & Goodwin, 2013) used the short form of LAS (Hendrick et al., 1998) to study ludus love style among rural and urban participants in two countries (the samples are described in earlier sections). The results revealed that ludus love attitudes
 are higher among Turkish participants (adjusted means by culture and location are 11.39 for rural and 11.29 for urban) than among British participants (adjusted means are 8.65 for rural and 7.56 for urban). The authors did not offer any interpretation of these cross-cultural differences, which contradict with earlier studies that found ludus love attitudes higher in individualistic rather than traditional collectivistic cultures.
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1The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item. The agreement side of the scale (positive endorsement of an item) was indicated in scores below 3 – the neutral point.

 

2The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.
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6.1 Experience of Suffering in Love
How Love Brings Suffering
Love is beautiful

, powerful, and uplifting; yet, it can make lovers to suffer from rejection and calls to make sacrifices

. Despite the ecstasy of love, people may experience frustration. The misery of love is as old as love itself. Passion might be not mutual; unrequited love happens; incompatible personalities exist. All this can bring turbulence in love, wreck romances, and break a heart. Love is joy and pain.
The swings of emotions

 in love—from elation to suffering and back—take place frequently. Romantic love
 is idealization and therefore vulnerable to disenchantment, disappointment, and disillusion, which inevitably bring suffering and pain. In the cultures with high value of romantic love, people are frequently dissatisfied with their partners and relationships. Suffering comes when the illusion of a relationship as ideal and a partner as perfect vanishes.
Suffering from Love Across Cultures
Anthropological research

 has found that the notion of love in various cultures considers suffering as a natural part of love. North American lexicon contains the cluster of notions that refer to suffering associated with romantic love, such as helpless, sad, hurt-hurts, lost, frustrated, vulnerable, jealous, and angry (de Munck & Kronenfeld, 2016). In Catholic Latin American culture
, the Christian notion of love contains suffering, self-abnegation, and self-sacrifice (Hagene, 2008). Brazilian proverb says ‘To love is to suffer’.
Why and where the suffering can come from in love? Since unity and affiliation are among the major motivations in love, then separation—temporary or permanent—causes the suffering. Many novels describe the anguish of separation for lovers. Unrequited love, when happy unity is impossible, is another source of suffering. Unrequited love and separation are associated with emptiness, anxiety, or despair (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993, p. 37)
Linguistic studies also revealed suffering as a distinct experience of love and depicted its culturally specific aspects. The study of Turkish (Aksan & Kantar, 2008) identified such Turkish conceptual metaphors as pain/suffering, ineffability, deadly force, and sacrifice. The prevalence of these metaphors distinguishes Turkish from modern English. As authors explain, the widespread presence of these conceptual domains in Turkish metaphors of love is due to cultural influence of traditional model as the passive sufferers of love, culturally accepted in Turkey. In conceptual metaphor, love as a journey, Turkish metaphorical expressions depict the beloved and union in love as unattainable goals.
These metaphors reflect the Sufi conception of love as an unreachable, but encompassing force in the universe. Accordingly, in Turkish culture, love is deemed as something unattainable and painful, yet pleasant experience (Aksan & Kantar, 2008, p. 282).
6.2 Maladaptive and Pathological Symptoms of Love
Maladaptive Symptoms of Love
Love can be desperate


                
                
              , devastating, and destructive (Sperling & Berman, 1991; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1998). Simenon distinguished sexual passion from romantic love calling 
                passion
                
               as an obsessive and possessive malady, full of jealousy, with no lightness and no harmony (Garis, 1984).
In Sternberg’s (1997) typology, the 
                fatuous/infatuated love
                
               describes such maladaptive experience of love. Tennov (1979/1998) introduced the term limerance to depict the unstable and intense feeling of love. Sperling and Berman (1991) conceptualized this as 
                desperate love
                
              , while Hindy and Schwarz (1994) conceptualize it as anxious romantic attachment. The French word amour fou (literally mad love, or more positively boundless love) stands for this type of love.
The feeling of insecure attachment also characterizes emotional aspect of maladaptive symptoms of love. Hendrick and Hendrick (1989), in their factor analysis of five love scales (described in earlier sections), identified ambivalence and insecurity of attachment—what is common for obsessive and possessive experience in love—as the salient features of love among American college students
.
Love Sickness
There are several theoretical concepts
 dispersed throughout scholarly literature, which describe maladaptive experience of love. Passion is a powerful feeling and its power sometimes goes to extreme and beyond the limits, in such degree that it may be considered as a psychological disturbance or even disorder. The early case studies of lovesickness were described in antiquity and later by medical doctors of different epochs (see, for references, Money, 1980; Tallis, 2004). The cases of lovesickness were observed in different cultural contexts.
Across history, medical scholars described lovesickness as an actual disease with a specific etiology, pathogenesis, and treatment. Lovesickness may still have a place in modern medicine in the form of 
                bipolar disorder
                
              , 
                somatoform disorder
                
              , or 
                erotomania
                
               (Dzaja, 2008).

Lovesickness is an affliction, which is caused by unrequited love and/or the impossibility for physical and emotional union. Many symptoms of lovesickness—fever, agitation, loss of appetite, headache, rapid breathing, and palpitations—are the same across time and place. The symptoms also include frenzy and intrusive thinking, despair, and depression (Dzaja, 2008; Leonti & Casu, 2018).
However, some symptoms of the disease and its care are different, depending on the cultural context. Hajal (1994), for instance, presents the diagnosis and treatment of lovesickness based on an Islamic Medieval case study. Dzaja (2008) reviewed several culturally specific cases drawn from various historical periods.The Islamic physician Rhazes (850–923 AD) reported a unique syndrome. In the early stages, the patient’s eyesight would become weak, the tongue would dry up and pustules would grow on it.

…One of the manifestations in medieval Spain was the “Frog/Diana syndrome,” caused by excessive desire of a person, and led to a person viewing something unpleasant and repulsive as beautiful and desirable

…The Nahua of Mexico describe unique findings, including grabbing posts as substitutes for the desired person, the formation of blisters on the face, and a red eye with a yellowish mucus discharge (see, for review, Dzaja, 2008, p. 66–67).



Anthropologists observed its symptoms in various cultures. The informants of Trawick (1990) in South Indian Tamil community
 called someone who falls head-over-heels in wild and desperate love as suffering from 
                mayakkam
                
              —intoxication, dizziness, confusion, and delusion (Trawick, 1990).
Love as Addiction
Passionate love
 is also explained as addiction process: lovers experience the mood-lifting, energizing, and giddy feelings, comparable to an amphetamine high. The “love addicts” crave for love as for particular kind of high, the same way as 
                drug addicts
                
               do. As Liebowitz (1983) describes, such lovers plunge from excitement, euphoria, relaxation, spiritual feelings, and relief—as the highs—to terrifying panic attacks, anxiety, the fear of punishment, the pain of separation—as the lows of love. The highs and lows change the brain chemistry. In an excitement state, natural brain chemicals work as the stimulants producing the state of rush. In a relaxation state, the chemicals related to tranquilizers, sedatives, narcotics, or alcohol wipe out anxiety, depression, and loneliness, and produce a mellow state. During experience of spiritual peak, the chemicals similar to psychedelics produce a sense of beauty, timelessness, and meaningfulness. After a romantic break-up, they experience crash like amphetamine withdrawal
.
Love as Obsession

Passion
                
               in love may go to such extreme that it becomes full of obsessive motivation, thoughts, and feelings that intrude and dominate a lover’s mind. Motivational aspect of strong obsessive attraction includes an overwhelming desire to possess a person and inability to accept failure or rejection. Such obsession is experienced as something urgent, stressful, and suffocating. A lover feels needy in an object of love and does not feel okay until they have a partner.
Cognitive aspect of obsession includes constant and often intrusive thinking of a beloved one, accompanied by persistent images and ideas. Tennov (1979) named this kind of experience as limerence, as being infatuated. This way of thinking is excessively positive, idealized, and wishful. It may have good outcome for relationship satisfaction (Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a, 1996b).
However, research findings have revealed that extreme passionate love, accompanied by the acute longing for reciprocation, the intrusive, irrational, obsessive thinking about the object of desire, may resemble a psychological disorder (Money, 1980; Tallis, 2004; Tennov, 1979). The biochemical similarities between the state of passionate love, typical for people in the early stage of love, and the people with obsessive-compulsive disorder and neuroticism were found in support of this claim (Marazziti, Akiskal, Rossi, & Cassano, 1999).
Marazziti and her colleagues (Marazziti et al., 1999; Marazziti & Canale, 2004) found that passionate lovers resemble the patients suffering from obsessive-compulsive disorders (OCD)
. They have the deficit in neurotransmitter of serotonin, which is supposed to provide a soothing effect on the brain. But, because of the lack of serotonin, they experience anxiety, depression, and aggression.
It seems that the tendency of lovers to engage in intrusive, sometimes obsessive, thinking about the beloved is a common cross-cultural phenomenon (Fisher, 2004); this feature of romantic love was identified by informants in the United States, Lithuania, Russia (de Munck, Korotayev, de Munck, & Khaltourina, 2011; de Munck, Korotayev, & Khaltourina, 2009), and China (Jankowiak, Shen, Yao, Wang, & Volsche, 2015).
6.3 Cross-Cultural Studies of Mania Love Attitudes
Mania Love Attitudes
In Lee’s typology (1973, 1976, 1977), maladaptive experience



                
                
               of love is represented in mania style
                
              , which is characterized


 by very intense emotional involvement, feeling of dependence on a partner, accompanied by obsessive, and possessive experiences. It is a roller coaster of positive and negative emotions. Despite the periods of joyful passion


, a lover feels insecure in a relationship concerning about the loss of the partner, which is accompanied by the feelings of exclusiveness and jealousy. Men and women with this tendency feel highly dependent on their partners, preoccupied with a need to receive reassurance of their partner’s love. Such lovers are loving, supportive, and devoted to a partner, but dependent, insecure, and obsessive, possessive, and yearning for love. This mixture of emotional ups and downs may be painful.
Lee (1973, 1976) and Hendrick and Hendrick (1986, 1989) extensively investigated the mania style
 of love.
Cross-Cultural Comparison of Mania in Multicultural Settings
Several studies used Love Attitudes Scale




                
              , developed by Hendrick and Hendrick (1986), which measures this love style among others. In their early studies, the authors investigated an American sample (described in earlier sections) and found no statistically significant differences in mania scores (with LAS) for participants with different ethnic backgrounds: the scores were around 3.0.1 A relatively small sample size for Asians and Blacks should be noted in this case.
The study of the Hispanic-oriented Mexican American, the bicultural Mexican American, and the Anglo-American samples of married couples (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections) found significant ethnic differences in the mania love attitude. The bicultural group had the highest scores in this love orientation (M = 3.65), followed by the Hispanic-oriented group (M = 3.85)2 and then the Anglo-American group (M = 3.98).
The data of the survey of love attitudes administered among Latino community college students in Los Angeles, California (Leon, Parra, Cheng, & Flores, 1995, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections) were not quite consistent with those found in earlier studies with similar population. In this study, Latino participants were close to the middle point in their orientation to mania love attitude (M = 3.1, SD = 0.9) (see footnote 2).
Besides the Latino and Hispanic communities in the US, the studies also provided some data on love attitudes obtained among student in Mexico (Chihuahua). Researchers administered the Spanish version of love attitude scale among 146 students (see the detailed description of sample and method above, Leon, Philbrick, Parra, Escobedo, & Malcesini, 1994).
Results showed the low endorsement of mania as obsessive and possessive love
 attitude (M = 18.87) in this Mexican sample. The score was a little higher, but still close to eros (M = 16.27) and ludus love attitude (M = 16.67), but lower than on the other three subscales (in the range of 20–22), with no statistically significant gender differences. The authors did not provide cultural explanation of these results
                
              .
Cross-Cultural Comparison of Mania Experience in Love Between Countries
Several cross-cultural studies


 employed mania subscale of LAS for comparisons between countries. Murstein, Merighi, and Vyse (1991) studied French and American college students on this dimension (see the description of samples in earlier sections) and, as predicted, American men (M = 2.8) and women (M = 2.8) were more manic than the French men (M = 3.2) and women (M = 3.1) on adjusted means (see footnote 2). The authors interpret this difference in the following way.
Society and parents regulate French youths more than American youths. Young men and women are expected to have good self-control in public. Thus, they may not want to acknowledge their reaction to falling in love and to break-ups with much excitement or anguish. Americans may be less restrained in this regard. Compared to the French, they are usually more “open” and they concern less with their public social appearance. For instance, the French surround their houses and gardens with walls, concerning about their privacy, while the American homes are frequently surrounded by open lawns.
The study of early 1990s (Sprecher et al., 1994, see the samples description in earlier sections) conducted in the USA, Russia, and Japan, revealed that mania love style
, representing possessive love
 in Lee’s typology, had the higher scores among Russians (M = 3.29) and Japanese (M = 3.21), compared with lower scores of Americans (M = 3.07). The scores on subscale of Love Attitudes Scale ranged from 1—lowest to 5—highest.
At the beginning of 2000s, Sprecher and Toro-Morn (2002) compared love styles of North American and Chinese students. The results of that study showed that in the mania love attitude, Chinese participants scored higher (M = 3.30, SD = 0.81) than the Americans (M = 3.02, SD = 0.86), even though both scores are relatively low—in the middle of scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

A more comprehensive cross-cultural study (N = 1.157) conducted with Love Attitude Scale in late 1990s (Neto et al., 2000) across a number of countries in Europe, Asia, Africa, and South America (see the samples’ description in earlier sections) found very moderate cross-cultural differences on mania scores (ranged from 2.51 in Macao to 2.92 in Switzerland) (see Footnote 2). This finding supported the authors’ hypothesis that experience of mania is largely free of cultural influences. The prospect of infidelity invokes a strong feeling of jealousy, irrespective of the participants’ culture (Neto et al., 2000). Possessive
 and obsessive characteristics of mania seem cross-culturally universal.
Neto (2007) conducted another cross-cultural study using Love Attitudes Scale (LAS)
 among young adults—undergraduate British, Indian, and Portuguese students (see the description of samples and measures in earlier studies cited above). The results revealed cross-cultural differences: Indians (M = 3.29) are more manic than the British (M = 3.04) and Portuguese (M = 2.96) —and gender differences among Indians: Indian women are more manic than Indian men (as well as women and men from Portugal and from England). Gender-role differentiation, which is greater in India than in England and Portugal, may explain these findings. Since Indian women are more dependent in their romantic relationships, they may express a higher manic love attitude than Indian men.
In the same vein were the results of International Sexuality Description Project (Schmitt, Alcalay, Allensworth, et al., 2004), conducted in 62 cultural regions (17,804 participants). The data from the Relationship Questionnaire and the self-report measure of adult romantic attachment revealed that while secure romantic attachment is normative in 79% of cultures, yet preoccupied romantic attachment is prevalent in East Asian cultures.
A recent small-scale cross-cultural study (Smith & Klases, 2016) used the short form of LAS
 (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998) with a limited number of participants: N = 56 in UK (London) and N = 52 Hong Kong. The results of cross-cultural comparison of experience of mania in individualistic (UK) and collectivistic (Hong Kong) cultures are inconclusive, maybe because of serious limitations in the samples (see description in the sections above). Analysis of the attachment style revealed that the UK participants were significantly higher on anxious attachment style. This finding contradicts with earlier studies (e.g., You & Malley-Morrison, 2000) that claimed that East Asians are more prone to anxious attachment style.
The cross-cultural research in Turkey and Great Britain (Sanrı & Goodwin, 2013) used the short form of LAS
 (Hendrick et al., 1998) to study manic love style
 among rural and urban participants in two countries (the samples are described in earlier sections). The results revealed that mania love attitudes are substantially higher among Turkish (adjusted means by culture and location are 14.44 for rural and 11.93 for urban) than among British participants (adjusted means are 9.27 for rural and 9.08 for urban). Although the authors did not offer any special interpretation of these substantial cross-cultural differences, one can see those as consistent with earlier studies that revealed that mania love attitudes are higher in traditional collectivistic cultures rather than individualistic cultures.
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7.1 The Feeling of Exclusivity in Love
Is Perfect Love Possible?
For centuries, people looked for a perfect love
 match with a predestined partner, with whom a perfect relationship would bring well-being and happiness. They called it a true love—for life. This dream has been embodied in many lexical expressions in many languages.
Many words in different languages represent this kind of love alluding to destiny and fate, in the sense that powerful forces guide us to the perfect love
. In classical Greek, the anánkē (star-crossed love) word denoted a binding force and unshakable destiny. The Chinese word yuán fèn depicts a force that impels a relationship ordained by destiny. In Japanese, the word koi no yokan means the feeling of meeting with someone with whom falling in love is inevitable. The Korean word sarang depicts unshakable lifelong forms of love (Lomas, 2018). Thus, we see that various cultural contexts have produced a similar idea of an exclusive and perfect love
. The contemporary psychological theory (Sternberg, 1987) produced the English term consummate love.
Is the Fable of Exclusivity Still Viable?
The ideal notion of romantic love

 admits exclusive romantic feelings with one partner. Having two or more romantic affairs at the same time was never endorsed and promiscuity was harshly judged. Public opinion always adored devotion and commitment. The metaphor of love doves (Kovesces) has stamped this dream. Romantic men and women hope to find the one and only love for their lives. Some people may believe that their love is unique and exclusive. The most well-known slogan of romantic lovers is coined in “They lived together happily ever after.”

The 
                myth of exclusiveness
                
                
               in romantic love


                
                
               assumes that it is impossible to be in love with more than one person at the same time. The 
                couple myth
                
               is another closely related belief that implies that the couple relationship is natural and inherent to humans. Implicitly, this belief is often transferred to animals (love doves, or swans) and other cultures. Hence, the myth of fidelity seems natural—one who really loves should always be sexually faithful to a partner. If one is not faithful, he or she does not really love one’s partner (Yela, 2006).
However, in practice, this idea of exclusivity does not always work this way. The studies from the middle of twentieth century—the Golden age of love in America—revealed the picture different from ideal. Ellis (1949) administered an anonymous questionnaire to 500 college girls in 19 widely scattered American colleges and found that 25% of his sample reported being in love with two or more men at the same time. Unfortunately, no recent statistics or research of this kind is available in scientific literature.
An important distinction in this regard is between sexual exclusivity and love exclusivity

. They do not always coincide with each other. Sometimes, men or women can be exclusive in their romantic love—loving only one partner, but sexually not exclusive, allowing themselves to indulge in non-love sex adventures. The modern philosophy may even ask whether the requirement of sexual exclusivity is consistent with romantic love (McKeever, 2017).
From an evolutionary perspective (Fisher, 2004), long-term commitment



                
               seems not viable because love is transient and fleeting. Fisher (2004) believed that in older times, people were predisposed to fall ardently in love only for a short time of four years. That was the period sufficient to conceive and take care of a child until he/she is grown enough to survive. Once people no longer had such a practical reason to stay together, they were inclined to fall out of love with their previous partner and to fall in love with someone else. Fisher claims that people are programmed to engage in such serial pair-bonding (monogamy) to produce maximum genetic diversity, which is an evolutionary advantage. Thus, long-term commitment
 seems not necessary from an evolutionary perspective.
A real romantic lover—with assumption of exclusivity—is inevitably possessive. Any real and imagined poaching would threaten a lover’s happiness and well-being. Romantic jealousy



                
               is natural. This is why the dream, expectation, and requirement of exclusiveness in love are so enduring theoretical ideas. However, practically, it is difficult to achieve. Love is multifaceted and it meets various human needs: need for unity, need for sex, need for care, need for intimacy, need for attachment, etc. It is perfect when a comprehensive partner can satisfy all these partner’s needs. Then love can be exclusive and consummate. Yet, in many other cases, throughout human history, partners could not fulfill all love needs. This is why they had several partners, each satisfying specific set of love needs. If a partner satisfies only some of love needs, then the love is polyamorous.
Is Exclusivity in Love a Cross-Culturally Universal Phenomenon?
Here is an interesting observation of an anthropologist A. Richards, who studied the Bemba people of Northern Rhodesia in the 1930s. Once she told the group of Bemba an English folk-fable

 about a young prince who, in pursuit to obtain the hand of his beloved maiden, did many feats: he fought dragons, climbed glass mountains, and crossed chasms. Once the story was told, the Bemba remained silent being plainly bewildered. Finally, an old chief spoke up and voiced the feelings of all present in the simplest of question: “Why not take another girl?” (quoted in Branden 1980/2008).
In light of Western romantic ideas, the reaction of the Bemba to the fable indicated that their view of love was very different from the view represented by the fable. The solution, which the chief’s question of expressed, would unlikely be acceptable for the prince since he believed that rue love is irreplaceable. But is it really correct and inevitable assumption?
An interesting study of love and marriage beliefs among Africans was conducted in 1980s (D’Hondt & Vandewiele, 1983). Researchers administered the survey consisted of several questions among 440 Wolof-speaking Senegalese adolescents in the cities of St. Louis, Thiès, Dakar, Rufisque, and Kaolack (50% boys and 50% girls of age 18–22 years, of different socioeconomic status). The questions were presented in French. The answers to the questions about the uniqueness of the experience of love (“do you think that one falls in love only once in one’s lifetime?”) are especially valuable in the context of this section. In this West African sample, 38% of respondents agreed with this belief in the uniqueness of love, while 62% disagreed, girls (47%) had a more romantic conception of love than boys (29%). Some of them, for instance, commented “that people fall in love only once since there is room for only one love in the heart,” and alike (p. 616). The girls’ greater attraction to romantic love might be due to the Hindu love films which are very popular in African movie screens. Another explanation might be in the fact that love in African cultures were traditionally expressed in oral literature with “lyrical songs devoted to the beauty of the beloved’s face, smile, gait, etc.” (p. 616). That could make youth being predisposed to the sentimental dramatization of the love in those films. Even though Islam, as the major religion in Senegal, tends to repress the natural and traditional expression of love emotions, the youth and especially young girls were able to find in the romantic Hindu films an outlet for self-expression. Inter-cultural propensity of girls for romantic love (see in other sections of this book) also should be taken into account.
Other comments revealed the views of West African boys and girls of that time on love. One-fifth of respondents mentioned that “life was too long to fall in love only once.” Many boys (14%) argued that “there were too many pretty girls to settle on only one for good.” Some commented that broken love could be replaced (10%) or that feelings could change (2%) (pp. 616–617).
Some boys commented that unity of love relations taken to an extreme could entail the unfortunate disappearance of polygamy. To understand such attitudes, one should keep in mind that traditional courtship in the Senegalese society does not expect romantic love, but rather encourages competitive relationships involving one boy and several girls or one girl and several boys. Such competition gives the boy or girl an opportunity to figure out who really loves and cares and is the best to meet expectations for life. This system naturally favors the most wealthy, handsome, and clever partner. The acceptance of polygamy makes it possible that a man might fall in love with several women consecutively or at a time. This may cause feelings of insecurity or distrust among the girls (D’Hondt & Vandewiele, 1983).
7.2 Challenges to the Romantic Idea of Exclusivity
Gender Norms of Inequality and Machismo
Special kinds of relationships present challenges to the myth of exclusivity in love. Some cultural and societal parameters can play their role. The gender norms of inequality and the cultural phenomenon

 of 
                machismo
                
               (“system of manliness,” Lancaster, 1992, p. 92) are among those.
The notion of macho, popular in Latin America, implies self-confidence, physical strength, and sexual power. Machos believe in conservative gender roles and their superiority over women. 
                Machismo
                
               is frequently associated with acts of dominance, independence, gambling, womanizing, etc. Men are expected to follow these norms, while failure to conform to those can devalue their manliness.
For instance, an anthropological study in Nicaragua (Hagene, 2008) found that men tend to be dominant in relationship, and they have more freedom than women. Men can pursue extramarital affairs, while the women are expected to be faithful.
Men and women believe that strong sexual urges are in the “male nature.” For men, the conquests and womanizing are viewed as normal behavior. Some young men are very good, loving, and tender, when they conquer a girl. However, the relationships problems begin later.
Women are often relatively tolerant to infidelity and capable of excusing their partners. Different from this image, women are viewed as emotional beings. The sexual norms expect women to fulfill the norm of chastity, as a “good woman.” While, both men and women may happen to have extramarital affairs, yet, only men can openly display them. Nevertheless, seeing infidelity might be emotionally and physically painful for women (Hagene, 2008).
Although women hope to maintain stable relationships with their partners, yet, they are willing to accept their infidelity. When women comment that their men live concurrently with other woman or moving back and forth, they expressed their feelings as amor compartido (divided love) or traición (treason).
Nevertheless, they are ready for self-subordination to gain the fulfillment of their emotional longings. Their motivation to keep a relationship is more emotional than economic. The experience of love is vital for their lives; therefore, women often choose to subordinate themselves to men in the hope to gain emotional fulfillment. The attempts to become independent would entail the high risk of losing the man. “Liberation” implies a “loss,” while a woman usually does not want him to go (Hagene, 2008).
Such relationships, which involve infidelity and unfaithfulness, are not well compatible with traditional assumptions of romantic love, expecting exclusivity, intimacy, and trust. Women “share” a man against their will and experience painful feelings. Men, even being emotionally involved with their partners, are focused more on their sexual pleasure and manly skills of seduction. They tend to be emotionally detached from their lover since they think that emotional closeness undermines their manly power.
Open Relationships
Another challenge to the romantic value of exclusivity in love came from the idea of open marriage—a form of open, non-monogamous relationship

, in which partners agree that they may engage in other sexual relationship (O’Neill & O’Neill, 1984; Cohen, 2015). They do not consider this opportunity as infidelity. The sexual revolution
 of the 1960s brought these ideas to life due to invention of contraceptive pills and new ways of protection from sexually transmitted diseases. The interest to open relationship emerged back in the late 1990s due to the rise of the Internet.


                Swinging
                
               and 
                polyamory
                
               are the two examples of such open relationships. Psychological factors can explain the preference for a polyamorous or a swinging relationship. One such factor is sociosexuality. Individuals with unrestricted sociosexuality are willing to engage in sexual behavior without emotional ties, while individuals with restricted sociosexuality are unwilling to engage in sexual behavior without emotional ties (Ostovich & Sabini, 2004).


                Swinging
                
               is a non-monogamous relationship, in which partners who are in a committed relationship allow each other a freedom to engage in sexual activity with others embracing their recreational motivation and curiously (Bergstrand & Sinski, 2010). They believe that this alternative lifestyle is a healthy behavior that strengthens their relationship.
The results of research revealed certain social and psychological characteristics of swingers (Gould, 2000; Jenks, 1998). They are mostly from the middle and upper middle classes, above average in education and income, in professional and management positions. Majority are White, in the age between 28 and 45 years (M = 39 years). Politically, they tend to be moderate-to-conservative, yet, liberal in the area of sexuality (see for detailed review, Jenks, 1998).


                Polyamory
                
               is an intimate relationship with more than one partner, when all partners agree with this kind of relationship. They see this kind of relationship as consensual and responsible non-monogamy, still rejecting casual sex, swinging
, or promiscuity as more sex- or pleasure-centered forms of non-monogamy. The polyamorous people believe that an open relationship rejects the view that sexual and relational exclusivity is necessary for deep, committed, long-term loving relationships. The philosophy of 
                polyamory
                
               still appreciates such values as love, intimacy, honesty, equality, and commitment (Klesse, 2006, 2014; Schippers, 2016).


                Swinging
                
               and 
                polyamory
                
               are the modern Western ideas of sexual relationships, which is alien for many other cultures in which monogamous relationships are a norm (Gould, 2000). An interesting question remains, “Do proponents of open relationship feel jealousy

                
              , while jealousy is a quite common experience of love in many culture?”
The Beliefs in Exclusivity and Jealousy
The cross-cultural evidence of the experience of jealousy
 in love seems to support the idea of exclusivity. The feeling of jealousy

 works as a motivator to protect one’s need to be one and the only one for a partner, at least for a while.
Evolutionary theory explains very well a cross-cultural universality of jealousy
, its important function in relationship maintenance, and gender differences (Buss, 2000). Men are more concerned with sexual infidelity, while women are more concerned with emotional infidelity.
From this theoretical perspective, for men, it seems beneficial to have many sexual partners to increase their chances to have offspring. However, they want to be sure that a child borne from that woman is his. Because of this, men are more concerned about sexual infidelity and experience sexual jealousy
.
For women, from evolutionary perspective, it is important to engage and maintain long-term relationship to be sure that a man would be around and take care of her child. Because of this, women are more sensitive to emotional infidelity and experience emotional jealousy
 (Buss, 2000).
These gender differences are observed in many cultures. However, some cross-cultural findings challenge evolutionary interpretation of jealousy. For instance, in modern societies, with high gender equality
, women are financially independent. Therefore, they do not exhibit such typical pattern of jealousy
 since they are self-sufficient (Parameswaran, 2014).
Even in traditional cultures, the evolutionary theory might be not always adequate. It assumes that monogamous relationships and a nuclear family (with one mother and one father) is the most evolutionarily beneficial. However, some cultures do not live in nuclear families. For example, in Africa, the Aka people live and raise their children in a community. Women often breastfeed infants, which are biologically not their (Parameswaran, 2014).
Such examples indicate that cultural factors play their role in experience and expression of jealousy
 in love revealing their cross-cultural diversity. The cultural conceptualization of jealousy, social factors, and gender norms make difference in this regard. Cross-cultural studies

 present many examples of this (e.g., Bhugra, 1993; De Silva & De Silva, 1999; Díaz-Vera & Caballero, 2013; Jankowiak, Bell, & Buckmaster, 2002; Kim & Hupka, 2002; Zhang, Ting-Toomey, Dorjee, & Lee, 2012).
7.3 Long-Term Commitment in Love
What is Commitment?
In modern scholarship, the term commitment

                
                
               in the context of love relationships is used in several meanings


 (Delaney, 1996). This might be the commitment
	To a relatively short-term relationship



                      
                    , or a long-term relationship
,

	To an exclusive relationship, or primary-to-one-person relationship,

	To a forever-relationship, or for a relationship as-long-as-it-works.






Commitment to a relationship, to a partner

                
                
              
, and expectations of endurance of love feelings are widely recognized features of romantic love (Lindholm, 1998; Marston, Hecht, Manke, McDaniel, & Reeder, 1998; Rosenblatt, 1967; Sprecher & Metts, 1989; Sternberg, 1987). Experience and expression of commitment assume that a romantic relationship is exclusive (Rosenblatt, 1967; Rubin, 1970).
The ludus subscale of Love Attitudes Scale (LAS), especially its short form (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998), measures the experience of non-exclusivity in love. Three out of four items comprising subscale express the presence of multiple partners and experience of cheating.
Commitment Among Americans and Chinese
The concept of commitment is a subject of cultural interpretations and orientations.
In romantic relationships, Americans

 tend to focus on the emotional aspects of a relationship. In the Chinese culture

, however, romantic relationships focus more on a pragmatic function reflecting responsibility of a person and the obligations. Correspondingly, the attitudes toward commitment in a relationship are different in Chinese societies from Americans (Tzeng, 1993). While in American culture, romantic relationships tend to rely on emotional experiences, in Chinese culture, romantic relationship implies the seriousness and long-term commitment. While in American case

, this can be just a dating relationship, in China, it is viewed as a serious step toward marriage (Gao, 2001). Several studies (see for review Farrer, Tsuchiya, & Bagrowicz, 2008) found that Japanese partners in serious romantic relationships are high on commitment.
When Fitzpatrick et al. (2001) studied romantic couples in the United States, Chinese residents in the U.S., and couples with Chinese native origins

 (the sample of 11,300 participants, 6831 men and 4469 women; M
age = 33.7 years, SD = 10.1 years), the researchers found a very little effect of culture on romantic relationships. This research suggested that culture may have less influence on romantic relationships than it was earlier expected. Westernization, globalization of modern society, and natural integration of different cultures can explain this little effect of culture on romantic relationships (Hatfield & Rapson, 2005). The global connectedness that defines the Internet may well promote these types of effects, especially in online dating or matchmaking communities.
The study of Gao (2001) investigated the effect of culture and the stage of relationship on the level of commitment (conceptualized from triangular theory of love) in couples from China and from the United States. The samples consisted of American

 and Chinese couples

 from a large university in China and two large universities in the United States. Based on previous findings, it was expected that people in China being in romantic relationships would experience more commitment than in the United States. It was found that partners experienced increase in the commitment as the relationship became more serious, yet the culture did not reveal its impact. Despite the theoretical expectations, the study revealed no statistically significant differences in the scores of commitment among American and Chinese participants. The level of commitment among Chinese couples was not higher than that among American couples

. We should take into account the limited samples that researchers had: 77 American romantic couples in the United States and 90 Chinese romantic couples

 in China.
As for the external communication of commitment, it is interesting to note that holding hands (qiān shǒu) in Chinese culture implies a deep meaning. In particular, holding hands in a romantic relationship conveys a sense of commitment and expresses a feeling of love forever (Shanshan Du, as quoted in Jankowiak, Shen, Yao, Wang, & Volsche, 2015).
Commitment Among Japanese
Other study (Farrer et al., 2008), cited in previous sections, investigated the emotional experiences and expressions involved in tsukiau (“going steady”) dating relationships among young Japanese
                
                
               (see the description of sample and method in previous sections). The analysis of self-reported narratives identified commitment, along with passion and intimacy, which Sternberg (1987) earlier proposed in his American studies. Commitment in Japanese context was expressed in culturally specific ways, highlighting the culturally valued traits of loyalty (seijitsusei) and harmony (chouwasei).

Being in tsukiau relationships, Japanese partners relished to imagine and share their thoughts and fantasies about a long-term future together. As the relationship progressed, partners had more thoughts and hopes of marriage, playfully imagining and dreaming about marriage with their partner. All this indicates increasing commitment.
It should be noted, however, that a tsukiau relationship does not assume the immediacy of marriage; a tsukiau relationship is for its own sake. Informants frequently mentioned financial, career, and personal obstacles, childrearing, and other special circumstances, which should be taken into account in making marriage commitment. Nevertheless, thoughts, dreams, and talks of marriage give partners the opportunity to express themselves and discuss the possibilities of what can happen in the future. They share a hope that a romantic love (renai) relationship will last.
On the other hand, Japanese informants realized the negative aspects of over-commitment and excessive intimacy. Avoiding restriction (sokubaku) was often among the topics in their narratives.
They understood that widely accepted norms of commitment and communicative intimacy could be felt as restrictive. Emotional bonds, which are formed in tsukiau relationship, involve implicit or explicit restricting a partner’s behavior, thoughts, and feelings. Such restrictions can be evident in control and monitoring of the partner’s behaviors, thought, or even jealousy
. In these cases, a person feels as being controlled and tied down, experiencing a loss of freedom. Informants in the study mentioned such feelings of “restriction” as their common complaints. They admitted restricting partners as well as being restricted. Among all the interviews (n = 135), in 56% of cases, participants told that they were taking some kind of restrictive measures against their partner, and in 66% of cases, participants noted experiencing a restriction from a partner.
Informants were sometimes annoyed by constant necessity of communication, emails, messages, etc. and therefore, they loathed, contested, and detested restriction. The display of jealousy
 undermined trust in a relationship. Therefore, a person was expected to avoid expressing the feeling of jealousy and possession that seems to be restrictive.
Avoiding “heaviness” (omoi) was another concern expressed by informants. The feeling when a partner is emotionally over-involved in the relationship represents what Japanese called the feelings of “heaviness” (omoi). Generally, any intense and obsessive emotions in tsukiau relationship can potentially be too heavy. As informants noted, the “heaviness” should be avoided because it is a pressure from an overly committed partner. Feelings of heaviness can often be caused by the skewed balance of devotion. Over-involvement and being too serious can prompt a break-up.
Commitment in India
In India, the concept of romantic love has its origins in various schools of Indian philosophy. The term romantic love in traditional Indian culture

 represented the highest ideal. An individual being aspired by love, understand his/her own nature, the highest form of consciousness. Indian mythology and epics depict the glory of romantic love as well as its dangers in abundant examples (Punja, 1992).
It should be noted, however, that in Indian cultures, love and marriage were not treated together. From antiquity, the God of love and the God of marriage were different (Gala & Kapadia, 2014). Love was viewed as a personal ideal being possible only when it was free of any compulsions. Meanwhile, marriage was treated as a social duty, as a social ideal.
However, with the passage of time, some cultural traditions were lost. People paid too much attention to caste, hypergamy, and virginity. Romantic love became acceptable when it ultimately evolved to marriage and only if the mate was from an appropriate caste, class, and religion.
In recent decades, India has been moving toward less strict attitudes toward love. It was especially evident in the urban areas. The youth from Indian upper class attempt creatively to combine romantic love and responsibility through the lens of their Indian heritage (Netting, 2010).
Many new cultural and societal factors, such as extended periods of education, growth in education of girls, better opportunities for interaction between young men and women, more diverse career options, increased legal age of marriage, and new relationship patterns, affect the ways in which individuals relate to each other. Increased anonymity in large cities bring more opportunities for the growth of romantic relationships (Larson, Wilson, Brown, Furstenberg, & Verma, 2002).
The recent research of Gala and Kapadia (2014) explored how modern generation of Indians conceptualizes romantic love and commitment. The study used mixed methods and included open-ended questionnaires and interviews. The study was conducted in two phases with a total sample size of 110 participants. The two samples of participants included (1) college students in the age range of 18–25+ years (currently involved in romantic relationships and not currently involved) and middle adults in their 50s to 60s+ years (having children in the age 18–25 years).
Analyzing the intuitive reports of respondents in their emerging adulthood, authors found that they were aware of the increased visibility of romantic relationships in the Indian culture. They construed love based on commitment. Love to emerging adults and middle adults in the urban Indian cultural context means awareness about one’s own self, love with sincerity, love with the foresight of long-term consequences and with commitment. Sincerity and responsibility are highly valued in a romantic relationship.
One can be committed to marry or not. Commitment to marry is praised and valued, but is not enforced.
The participants, who were currently in a romantic relationship or had such experience in the past, believed that love is a process of self-discovery. “Security is not a value in itself, but love is. Love is supreme and a relationship based on love (till it lasts) needs no other legitimacy, let alone a ‘piece of paper’ called marriage certificate.” Some participants believe that experimenting in romantic relationships is possible, but it means finding a ‘right partner’ to live their entire life with. The participants do not endorse experimentation for the sake of experimentation. Break-up of a relationship is possible and acceptable, but one should learn something about relationships and oneself from that experience. Moving in and out of relationships without considering long-term consequences is viewed as a ruthless act against one’s own romantic partner.
Although the feeling of commitment may not be experienced at the early relationship stage, yet, further long-term commitment


                
                
               is expected. “Love as a precursor to marriage is more acceptable than absence of love as a basis to dissolve a marriage” (Gala & Kapadia, 2014, p. 136). The latter is an important distinction of modern Indian conception of commitment in love from modern Western conception of love.
The researcher has summarized cultural understanding of commitment in the context of love relationships among emergent adults in modern India in the following way:Commitment is a matter of doing what is good and right for oneself, for the partner, for parents and for all the others involved at large, depending upon several factors and unforeseen circumstances…Therefore, commitment is desirable and valued as it serves functional purposes in a relationship and the society; however, it need not become dysfunctional to individuals by expecting them to commit undiscerningly (Gala & Kapadia, 2014, p. 135, 138).
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8.1 Union in Love
The Idea of Unity in Love
The unity metaphor

                
               has flourished as a model of love


 and pervaded the human thinking for more than 2000 years (Kövecses, 1988). In modern scholarship and public view, love is commonly understood as attraction of a person to another with ultimate motivation to affiliate
, or even merge in a unity, to form a close connection of minds and souls.
Love in scientific literature is described as an intense longing for a total absorption of lovers (Berscheid & Walster, 1969/1978), as a state of intense longing for union with another (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993), as a longing for association (Reddy, 2012), as connection (Lomas, 2018), as a desire of union with the beloved, especially in times of adversity (Fisher, 2004). Such longing for affiliation

                
               motivates a lover for a mental, emotional, spiritual amalgamation, and—in the case of romantic love—for a sexual embrace and bodies’ fusion with an object of love. Romantic love as a longing for affiliation in a union includes motivation for sexual, emotional, and mental unions and it is suitable for a variety of cultures.
Love is the feeling that two are in one. This idea crossed the mind of many scholars and writers. Belgian writer Simenon once described romantic love as a sense of self-loss through the expansive merger with the beloved other. Love is a quiet understanding and a fusion (quoted in Garis, 1984).
The metaphor of love
 as a unity is typical for English lexicon (Kövecses, 1988, 2005). In many lexical forms, love is expressed as a Unity of Two Complementary Parts:We were made for each other

We are one.

She is my better half

Theirs is a perfect match.

We function as a unit.

They are inseparable.

You match each other perfectly.
We belong together (Kövecses, 1988, p. 18).



Love as a unity of two complementary parts is evidently present in the model of romantic love as depicted in Romeo and Juliet (Sánchez, 1995).
Many expressions of unity metaphor
 reflect the fusion in sexual act as the unity of two physical parts. In addition, the abundance of other linguistic expressions related to physical closeness illustrates the prevailing role of physical closeness in love:I want to be with you all my life.

They’re always together.

He follows her everywhere.
They walked along the Danube holding hands.

“I wanna hold your hand.”
Please don’t ever let me go.

I want to hold you in my arms.
You are so far away; I wish you were here. (Kövecses, 1988, p. 21).

In addition, the idea of love as a union embraces metaphorically a great variety of mergers. The unity metaphor

                
               implies perfect harmony and an idyllic state of being.
Varieties of words, such as ties, bonds

                
                
              

                
              , connections

                
               express this unity idea in love. Something holds the two persons together.There are romantic ties between them.
There’s a strong bond between them.

There is something between them. (Kövecses, 1988, p. 20).



Cross-Cultural Similarity of Love as Unity Metaphor
In Chinese, the same way as in English, 
love


 is conceptualized as a unity, as a UNITY OF TWO COMPLEMENTARY PARTS.In English:We are made for each other.

We are one.
She is my better half.


These sayings are expressed in Chinese as:Wo men shi tian zao di she de yi dui.
Wo men shi yi ti de.ta shi wo de ling yi ban. (Chang & Li, 2006, p. 20).

Partners in love are compared with a pair of birds in both English and Chinese:English: Look at those two love doves on the bench over there!
Chinese: zhi xian yuan yang bu xian xian.
Only envy mandarin ducks that always appear in couple instead of being immortal. (Being a person in love is much more wonderful than a person who lives in the heaven and will never die).



However, there are some cultural differences in love metaphors. This comparison of Chinese and English is important because they belong to different cultural groups and did not have much communication with each other when metaphors developed. For instance, love is frequently viewed as commodity in English, while in Chinese as paired animals. Cross-cultural variation in this regard is a matter of preference of certain conceptual metaphors. The metaphor LOVE IS ANIMAL in reference to love as a unity is present in both languages and cultures. However, English and Chinese have different source domains to conceptualize love. In Chinese, the specific source domain is flying twin swallows or mandarin ducks. These Chinese metaphors imply that “the lovers should be as harmonious as birds flying together, or fish and water, which live together harmoniously.” In English, doves usually conceptualize love: “They sat there billing and cooing till after midnight/It was all lovey-dovey” (Lv & Zhang, 2012, p. 358).
This unity metaphor

                
               constitutes a central role in the ideal version of love. The real love in a culture may sometimes coincide with it, but not necessary. Different conceptual metaphors may represent the typical models of love in several strata of society and subcultures.
Psychoanalytical Interpretation of Love as a Unity


Psychoanalytical interpretation


 of romantic love

 is also in accord with this motivation for a unity experience (Johnson, 1983). Man and woman have complimentary masculine and feminine psychologies and therefore strive for their sexual and psychological completeness. As Johnson (1983) believes, men unconsciously search for their missing feminine part—relatedness, feelings, and soul consciousness—through a woman, while many women look for their missing masculine part—thinking, power, and achievements—through a man. Being equally valuable, masculine and feminine qualities have their own strengths that complement each other and the function of romantic love from this viewpoint is in the opportunity for a man and a woman to complement each other and find the united We. The missing parts of themselves are returned to them, allowing them to achieve wholeness in life (Johnson, 1983). Thus, psychoanalytic interpretation admits that longing for affiliation

                
               of masculine and feminine psychologies in one unity of We is an essential feeling, which romantic lovers experience. In this union, partners strive to find a completeness and complementarity in each other.
Cross-cultural comparison of societies allows some kind of support for this psychoanalytical view. In old traditional cultures, like Ancient Greek—where positions of women were too inferior and men–women relationships were more practical than emotional—romantic love was not a worthwhile emotion and did not survive. In more modern, but still traditional cultures, like Victorian—with endorsement of distinctive masculine and feminine gender roles, which are both valuable, yet different—romantic love was extolled. In modern Western cultures—with diminished distinction between masculine and feminine roles—the value of romantic love is in decline.
Many women in modern Western societies believe that their feminine side is inferior, or at least less valuable; therefore, they strive for equality, sometimes erroneously understood as the rejection of any gender differences. They develop a competitive mastery of the masculine qualities—often at the expense of their feminine side—becoming more and more masculine. Inversely, many men believe in the high value of feminine side and strive for equality from another end: they develop their feminine qualities at the expense of their masculine side. They become more a more feminine. Thus, the gender differences in femininity and masculinity between men and women in modern Western world are diminishing. Consequently, they feel much less motivation for complementarity of their roles in heterosexual relationships—romantic allure is vanishing.
Longing to Be Together
The feeling of affiliation


, unity, and connectedness are considered among the key features of both passionate and companionate love. The multisite study in the USA, Lithuania, and Russia (de Munck, Korotayev, de Munck, & Khaltourina, 2011) showed that respondents in those countries are in general agreement that “romantic love is a strong feeling and being together is the main desired state” (p. 144).
In the same vein, studies (see for review Farrer, Tsuchiya, & Bagrowicz, 2008) established that Japanese partners being in serious romantic relationships experience a longing to be together
, a sense of exclusivity and restriction. They also tend to express such culturally valued traits as loyalty (seijitsusei) and harmony (chouwasei).

This study (Farrer et al., 2008) explored what young Japanese experience being involved in tsukiau (“going steady”) dating relationships (see the description of sample and method in previous sections). The self-reported narratives contained intimacy, along with passion and commitment, as the core experiences of love. Partners in a tsukiau relationship expect and enjoy comfort, closeness, and intimacy. They want to spend time together (issho ni sugosu) and express their feelings. For many informants, just being together was a source of comfort (anshin, kokochiyosa), psychological support (sasae), and even healing (iyashi). Such being together is an expression rule that is taken for granted for many Japanese informants in tsukiau relationship.
The desire of being together in a tsukiau relationship goes along with expectation of communication (komyunicasyon: conversation (kaiwd) and dialogue (taiwa) between partners. The best way to communicate was seen as the meeting up and talking in person (issho ni ini).

Partners want to stay connected even when apart. When they are not together, regular electronic communication is important. It is not simply a means of sharing information and arranging meetings; it is rather a way of sensing the partner’s “presence” and a virtual connection even.
Partnership in Love
Several studies explored the experience of 
partnership in love
 using phenomenological approach. Among those were the study of love styles


 (Lee, 1973, 1977, 1988), the study of love ways (Hecht, Marston, & Larkey, 1994; Marston, Hecht, Manke, McDaniel, & Reeder, 1998; Marston, Hecht, & St. Robers, 1987), and the study of love stories (Sternberg, 1995, 1996, 1998). In all these typologies, partnership love is an evidently present experience expressed in various ways.
In the Lee’s typology, storge and pragma represent two most salient facets of partnership experience in love. From the Lee’ theoretical perspective, these styles are love ideologies and social psychological phenomena, which might be the subjects of cultural influence. These love styles represent different assumptions, expectations, and beliefs about love.
Marston and his colleague (Marston et al., 1998), in their theory of love ways, suggested that there might be a number of ways to express and experience love. These researchers conducted a content analysis of open-ended interviews and elicited ‘the respondent’s own experiential definition of love’, which were then coded (Marston et al., 1987, p. 393). A statistical analysis resulted in taxonomy of five different ‘ways’ of experiencing love. Two of those definitely represent partnership experience of love: companionate love, emphasizing togetherness, communication, support, expressiveness, and committed love, seeking commitment and a clear plan of the future. Marston and his colleagues (Marston et al., 1998) assert that cultural conceptions definitely influence subjective experiences of partnership love (p. 19).
Sternberg (1995, 1996) suggested that people’s experiences and expressions of love depend on their implicit theories of love as an expected story. These are the mainly unconscious preconceptions about love. The authors gathered over 100 love stories from students and, based on factor analysis of responses, identified 26 types of love stories, each with its distinctive features. Partnership love is among those which were identified in that taxonomy. Sternberg advocated that the cultural conceptions of love implicitly affect what experience and expression of love are appropriate (Beall & Sternberg, 1995, p. 426).
Another series of studies (Watts & Stenner, 2005, 2014) employed Q-methodology. Participants carried out a card-sorting task using these 60 statements describing different assertions about the nature of partnership love. Studies conducted among 50 participants revealed eight distinct subjective experiences of partnership love, which were presented in the form of a narrative accounts. They covered a range of cultural conceptions of partnership love from the subjective experiences of their participants. Two of those certainly referred to partnership experience and expression of love: Factor D: Love as ultimate connection and profound feeling and Factor H: Dyadic-partnership love. Other similar studies employed the same card-sorting task (with identical statements) with a group of 49 Asian and White British participants (Watts, 2002, cited in Watts & Stenner, 2005) revealing some cultural influences.
8.2 Connection and Communication in Love
Shared Experience and Cooperation in Love

Affiliative and cooperative aspects

 are salient in conceptualization of love among Mexican-Americans in northern California. In particular, in the study of Castaneda (1993), shared values/attitudes was the fourth most frequently mentioned category of responses among 47 women and 36 men. It was identified among five key elements of their conception of love. When they were asked “What qualities and characteristics are important in a love relationship to you personally? ,” they wrote that partners should have similar general attitudes and values.One man stated:Two people don’t have to have the exact same views, but an understanding, not necessarily an acceptance of the other’s views, is important. If this compatibility is lacking I believe there is always a clash of personalities (p. 266).

In the same vein, one woman noted:Shared ideals. While the couple may not share a lot of recreational hobbies, they must have the same basic values when it comes to raising children, personal integrity, etc. (p. 266).

Another woman indicated that:Two people who love each other probably should have similar beliefs and attitudes. This way there will be no conflicts over something that’s very important to each person in the relationship.

As many respondents believe, misunderstanding, discomfort and conflict evolve from the lack of some common ground, especially over important goals. Shared values/attitudes place the ground for harmonious interactions in a relationship. Having a lot in common makes it easier to be together.
Commenting on these data, Castaneda (1993) noted that Hispanic persons in general and Mexican-Americans in particular hold culturally specific values and expectations of their social relationships, typical to collectivistic cultures. They view cooperation, sharing responsibilities, avoidance of conflict, and respect as important characteristics of a relationship.
Love as Communication
Love admits many special ways of communication
                
                
               and love rituals
. These might be special dates, ritualistic outings, and exchanging gifts. People frequently assign special meanings to those rituals to demonstrate commitment and rekindle excitement. They tend to expect them in their romantic relationship—the confession of love with “I love you,” the first kiss, gift exchange, etc.
Multiple examples of this were revealed in a Japanese study (Farrer et al., 2008, cited in previous sections) that analyzed Japanese emotional expression rules among young Japanese in dating relationships (see the description of sample and method in previous sections). Researchers found that their informants pay special attention to some events in their relationships such as partner’s birthday, the relationship anniversary, particular holidays (e.g., Valentine’s Day, Christmas Eve, “White Day”). These practices reinforce commitment in the course of relationship progression. On these special occasions, partners often go places, which have special meaning for them (e.g., location of their first date), and exchange gifts. They may go out, catch a movie, eat at a restaurant, play pool, or spend time at home watching DVD or lazily sleeping together. All these things bring fun and excitement to the tsukiau relationship, and reignite the sense of commitment.
Autonomy in Love
Affiliation
                
               in romantic love includes two sides: (1) the feeling of union with a beloved and (2) the feeling of autonomy
. Even though the ultimate fusion with a partner is a strong desire in love, the unconscious desire to keep independence is still present. The other side of affiliation in love is the desire for autonomy.
The study of de Munck, Korotayev, and Khaltourina (2009) found that Americans more than Russians are concerned with the loss of independence in a romantic relationship.
Jankowiak, Shen, Yao, Wang, and Volsche (2015) in their study in China found that modern urban Chinese women emphasize the value of being an independent self: 100% of females agreed that loving a person should not mean the loss of independence, while 94% of male agreed with this statement.
Love as Emotional Investment

The concept of emotional investment defines such features
 of love as emotional engagement, being high or low emotionally while experiencing love. Evolutionary theory once again (as with the study of romantic attachment reviewed above) explains cross-cultural variation in emotional investment (Belsky et al., 1991). Such aspects of ecological stress, as harsh physical environment and economic hardship, insensitive and inconsistent parenting, cause the development of insecure attachment and later—in adulthood—determine the lower emotional investment of a person in a relationship. On the other end, the lower stress environment, characterized by good healthcare, affordable education, and ample resources, allows people to develop high self-esteem, secure romantic attachment, and disposition to invest emotionally in a relationship (Schmitt, Alcalay, Allensworth, et al., 2004).
Schmitt and his colleagues from the international sexuality description project (ISDP, Schmitt, Alcalay, Allensworth, et al., 2003; Schmitt, Alcalay, Allik, et al., 2003; Schmitt, 2006) studied a variety of sex- and love-related variables using psychological scales and data from other sources in a total sample of 15,234 participants from 48 countries. One question of interest was how cultures affect such experience of love as emotional investment (Emotional Investment Scale, Schmitt & Buss, 2000).
Supporting evolutionary perspective, the lower levels of emotional investment were found within and across nations with higher levels of stress in local environment measured by such indicators as infant mortality rates, childhood malnutrition rates, and the pathogen stress.
The lower degree of emotional investment among women (at the nation level) was in the societies with higher fertility rates (r(44) = −0.25, p < 0.05). On the other side, the scores of emotional investment in a relationship were higher in the societies where short-term mating and sexual promiscuity were common (at the national level). This was evident in such parameters as unrestricted socio-sexuality, r(41) = 0.49, p < 0.001, interest in short-term mating, r(41) = 0.44, p < 0.01, higher divorce rate, r(22) = 0.52, p < 0.01, and the disposition to engage in short-term mate poaching (i.e., stealing someone else’s partner for a short-term sexual affair), r(40) = 0.55, p < 0.001. The latter results appear inconsistent with evolutionary interpretation.
However, these seemingly inconsistencies might be due to some other cultural parameters. These correlations varied by world regions—sometimes in opposite directions. On the one side, in some regions, people with tendency toward short-term mating strategies had the lower scores of emotional investment, as predicted by evolutionary theory. In particular, participants in North America, South America, Eastern Europe, and Oceania with unrestricted socio-sexuality had lower scores of emotional investment. On the other side, participants with unrestricted socio-sexual tendencies in South/Southeast Asia and East Asia had higher levels of emotional investment. In the same vein, participants from Africa with interest in short-term mating and short-term mate poaching had significantly higher scores of emotional investment. Thus, it seems that other cultural factors, besides evolutionary, might be at work in these correlations.
Sex differences in this experience of love were identified cross-culturally—women had higher levels of emotional investment than men in majority of cultures, even though the magnitude of these differences was higher or lower in some groups of countries. In cultures with high environmental stress (e.g., Indonesia, Malaysia, Bolivia), the scores of emotional investment were significantly lower, especially among women, resulting in the absence of sex differences in emotional investment. This pattern was evident across several indicators of stress—higher cultural stress was associated with smaller sex differences in emotional investment, while lower stress (e.g., high human development) was associated with greater sex differences in emotional investment (Schmitt et al., 2009).
These results appeared as contradicting the Social Structural Theory (Wood & Eagly, 2002) that assumed that sex differences would erode when men and women occupy the same specific social roles. Therefore, the theory suggested that greater gender equality leads to less sex differences in such variables as emotional investment.

Contrary to this expectation, sex differences in emotional investment were bigger in countries characterized by high gender equality (e.g., Germany, Switzerland, Australia, and) and were smaller in countries characterized by low gender equality (e.g., South Korea, Turkey, and Bolivia). Even though the greater gender equality correlates with higher emotional investment among both men and women, “the accentuating effects of gender equality on Emotional Investment are greater among women, leading to larger levels of the naturally-occurring sex difference in Emotional Investment” (Schmitt et al., 2009, p. 841).
A type of romantic attachment is consistently predictive for the levels of emotional investment within regions and across cultures (Schmitt et al., 2009). Within regions, the individuals with higher secure attachment and higher self-esteem have higher levels of emotional investment, while those with higher dismissing attachment have lower levels of emotional investment.
Across cultures, secure attachment has positive correlation with emotional investment and preoccupied attachment has negative correlation, while fearful attachment negatively correlates with emotional investment only among women. All eight countries with the lowest emotional investment levels (i.e., Taiwan, Morocco, Ethiopia, Indonesia, South Korea, Japan, Hong Kong, and Tanzania) are above-average in national levels of preoccupied romantic attachment (Schmitt et al., 2009).
The researchers found that emotional investment has positive correlation with national levels of individualism; however, this finding is contrary to earlier expectation that emotional investment would be in collectivist cultures (cf. Dion & Dion, 1996). North Americans have a significantly higher degree of emotional investment, while East Asians have a significantly lower degree than those of other world regions. The United States, Slovenia, and Cyprus were the countries with the highest scores, whereas Tanzania, Hong Kong, and Japan were the countries with the lowest scores of emotional investment (Schmitt et al., 2009).
Appreciation in Love
People in traditional Chinese society usually do not emphasize intimacy in marriage. Instead, Chinese couples may be closely tied to each other by enqing—the expression of feelings of gratitude and admiration. 
                Enqing
                
               is a focal component of Chinese marital affection (love). Chinese couples’ love includes four components: (a) feelings of gratitude, (b) admiration, (c) togetherness, and (d) compatibility (Chen & Li, 2007). While Western couples’ marital intimacy includes the feelings of togetherness and compatibility, feelings of admiration and gratitude are more prominent among Chinese couples.
Previous researchers have identified 
                enqing
                
               as a main component of Chinese marital affection (e.g., Li & Chen, 2002; Tang, 1991). Why and how does this form of marital affection develop? In the traditional Chinese society, parents often arranged marriages. In these circumstances, many couples entered into marriage without any intimate relationship; moreover, intimacy was not encouraged even after the couple married. The enqing—the expression of feelings of gratitude and admiration—grows from conjugal love, role fulfillment, and keeps Chinese couples closely. In the modern Taiwanese (Chinese) marriage, people experience intimacy more frequently than before; yet, the presence of 
                enqing
                
               is still evident. Despite the fact that modern Western cultural ideology of love influences Chinese marriages, the traditional Chinese concept of enqing has not faded away (Li & Chen, 2002).
Another series of cross-cultural studies (Bello, Brandau-Brown, Zhang, & Ragsdale, 2010) explored how verbal and nonverbal expressions
 of appreciation in romantic relationships influence relationship quality in “high-context, collectivistic cultures and low-context, individualistic cultures” (p. 294). Authors found that in such cultures, as the United States and China, appreciation is expressed in different forms and it plays different roles in relationships. Participants (N = 200) from the two countries listed specific ways in which they express appreciation in a romantic relationship. Analysis of results indicated that Chinese participants prefer nonverbal expressions to verbal ones, whereas American participants rely equally on both verbal and nonverbal expressions of appreciation.
Overall, data demonstrated that Americans employ significantly more expressions of appreciation than the Chinese participants do. However, it is mainly due to American extensive use of verbal expressions. On the other hand, Chinese employ more indirect methods than do Americans.
8.3 Love as Friendship
Studies of Friendship-Based Love in Multicultural Settings
The experience of love as friendship
                
                
               is represented in Lee’s typology (Lee, 1973, 1976, 1977) as storge love style. It is the love experience based on shared interests and trust, slowly developed over time from a friendship relationship.
It usually measured on the storge subscale of Love Attitude Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) or its short form (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998). There have been two groups of research exploring this friendship aspect of love experience: cultural comparisons of subcultural groups within countries and cross-cultural comparison between countries.
In the study of Hendrick and Hendrick (1986), when cultural groups in the United States were compared (see the samples description in earlier sections), Asian and Black students were higher on storge (M = 2.3), as compared to students from other ethnic backgrounds (vs. white-non-Hispanic—2.6, white-Hispanic—2.5) .1 The difference was statistically significant, yet, relatively small in means, along with a small sample size for Asians and Blacks should be noted.
Canadian researchers (Dion & Dion, 1993a, 1993b) studied how cultural backgrounds of university undergraduates (in an ethnically heterogeneous sample in Toronto) affect individual preferences in styles of love. They found that young adults from Chinese and other Asian backgrounds valued love as friendship more than those from Anglo-Celtic or European ethnocultural backgrounds.
In the study of the Hispanic-oriented Mexican American group, the bicultural Mexican American group, and the Anglo-American group of married couples (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections), the data showed high endorsement of the storge love attitude and cross-cultural similarity. The authors found no significant differences among the groups of Anglo-Americans (M = 2.13), Bicultural (M = 2.29), and Hispanic-oriented (M = 2.43).2

A survey of love attitudes was administered among Latino community college students (Leon, Parra, Cheng, & Flores, 1995, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections). Storge love attitude was strongly endorsed (M = 2.5, SD = 0.8)3 and was similar to previous studies with a similar population.
Researchers also studied Mexican and Latino love attitudes of those who live outside of the USA. For instance, Leon, Philbrick, Parra, Escobedo, and Malcesini (1994) administered the Spanish version of love attitude scale among Mexican students in Chihuahua (146 students, see the detailed description of the sample and method above, Leon et al., 1994). Results demonstrated that Mexicans moderately highly endorse storge as a friendship-based love attitude (M = 20.32), similar to pragma (M = 21.82) and agape (M = 21.72), but much higher than eros, ludus, and mania (in the range of 16–18, see data in the previous sections). There were no statistically significant gender differences. Authors did not interpret these differences from a perspective of Mexican culture.
Cross-Cultural Studies of Friendship-Based Love Across Nations
Several cross-cultural studies

 employed storge subscale of LAS for comparisons

 between countries. Murstein, Merighi, and Vyse (1991) studied French and American college students on this dimension (see the description of samples in earlier sections) and, as predicted, American men (M = 2.4) and women (M = 2.3) were more storgic than the French men (M = 2.9) and women (M = 2.9) on adjusted means.4 The authors interpreted this difference with the fact that boys and girls have an easier access to each other in the educational system of the United States than that in France. With less opportunity for interaction between the sexes, Storge is less prevalent among the French. In the United States—a country of immigrants—sex-segregated education was abandoned quite early in history.
The study of Sprecher et al. (1994), conducted in the USA, Russia, and Japan (see the samples description in earlier sections), found that storge love style (in subscale of Love Attitudes Scale ranging from 1—lowest to 5—highest) had the highest scores among American students (M = 3.47), compared to Russians (M = 3.04) and Japanese (M = 3.11). These results demonstrated an emphasis on friendship in the love relationships of young adults in American culture.
Such friendship love orientation of American young men and women is consistent with earlier findings (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1993). These researchers conducted a series of three studies using freeform accounts of a romantic love relationship. Even though the samples of those studies were limited, the authors found that storge (friendship-love) was the most frequent theme among six love styles. Among the freeform accounts of their friendship relationship, 44% of the participants called their romantic partner as a closest friend. The results of these studies highlight the importance of friendship for young Americans in their romantic relationships. The authors conclude that a strong friendship component in the romantic love relationships of young adults is prominent for American culture of 1990s, comparing to the 1970s. They claimed that relationships between men and women had changed during those 20 years with clearly occurring cultural evolution.
A comprehensive study with this love scale conducted in late 1990s (Neto et al., 2000) with a sample of 1157 participants in European, Asian, African, and South American countries (see the sample description in earlier sections) discovered a large cross-cultural variation in storge love attitudes (ranged from 1.94 in Angola to 3.44 in France).5 French and Swiss participants were less storgic in their love attitudes than Angolans, Cape Verdeans, and Mozambicans. Macanese and Portuguese were in the middle.
Neto (2007) conducted another cross-cultural study using Love Attitudes Scale (LAS) among young adults—undergraduate British, Indian, and Portuguese students (see the description of samples and measures in earlier studies cited above). The results discovered cross-cultural and gender variations. Comparison of means demonstrated that Indians (M = 3.80) are more storgic than Portuguese (M = 3.46). However, no significant differences are found in storge either between British (M = 3.65) and Indians or between British and Portuguese. As for gender differences, Indian men revealed more storgic love attitudes than Indian women, and men and women from England and Portugal. It seems that Indian culture places emphasis on friendship in the love relationships for young men. Again, greater gender-role differentiation in India than in European countries can explain these differences in storge love attitudes.
The research conducted in Spanish-speaking and Latin-American cultural contexts (Pérez, Fiol, Guzmán, Palmer, & Buades, 2009; Ubillos et al., 2001) found that the storge love attitude is only on the fourth place in participants’ endorsement (after eros, agape, and pragma).
A recent small-scale cross-cultural study (Smith & Klases, 2016) used the short form of LAS (Hendrick et al., 1998) with a limited number of participants: N = 56 in UK (London) and N = 52 Hong Kong. The results of cross-cultural comparison of experience of storge in individualistic (UK) and collectivistic (Hong Kong) cultures are inconclusive, maybe because of serious limitations in the samples (see description in the sections above).
The cross-cultural study of love styles in Turkey and Great Britain (Sanrı & Goodwin, 2013) employed the short form of LAS (Hendrick et al., 1998) and included rural and urban participants in both countries (see the description of samples in earlier sections). The results indicated that storge love attitudes are higher among Turkish (adjusted means by culture and location are 12.86 for rural and 11.68 for urban) than among British participants (adjusted means are 9.26 for rural and 12.67 for urban). Authors attributed these differences to characteristics of Turkey as a more traditional, collectivistic culture.
De Munck et al. (2011), in their cross-cultural study (see description of sample in previous sections), found that friendship and comfort love were critical features of romantic love for the U.S. sample, but nonexistent for the Lithuanian and Russian samples.
8.4 Love as Transcendence
American sociologist Lindholm (1995, 1998) maintained that the essence of romantic love is in the experience of self-transcendence


              
              
            : “It is a cultural expression of deep existential longings for an escape from the prison of the self” (Lindholm, 1995, p. 57).
From psychological perspective, Aron and Aron (1986, 1996) suggested that people’s motivation for self-expansion and the growth of self can explain the concept of transcendence in love. When romantic partners fall in love, they incorporate one another in such an expansion process when you and me become us. Such an expansion of self-boundaries triggers a pleasurable feeling of love, boosts higher self-esteem, stronger self-affirmation, and the partner’s affirmation.
Cross-cultural study of de Munck et al. (2011) revealed that the concept of transcendence—as the feeling that the union of two lovers results in something more meaningful than just the two lovers—is considered as the core feature of romantic love among participants in the United States, Lithuania, and Russia.
A cross-cultural study (de Munck et al., 2011) surveyed a sample of 1177 people in the USA (262 males and 362 females), Russia (166 males and 130 females), and Lithuania (102 males and 135 females) and identified transcendence among the five major characteristics, which participants in these countries have in common in their understanding of romantic love. Three of those—(1) 
              altruism
              
             (or agapic love); (3) transcendence; (5) the lover increases the beloved’s psychological well-being through his or her love—express the idea of transcendence. Thus, one can see that their findings support Lindholm’s view that for these three national cultures, transcendence as a core feature of romantic love is evidently present.
The idea of 
              self-transcendence
              
             is essentially present in the nature of agape love style (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986, 1989; Lee, 1973, 1976)—a selfless, altruistic, all-giving love. The agapic lover experiences spiritual and emotional identification with a partner. In true romantic love, when partners experience a genuine affection, they overcome their self-centered motivations for the sake of a beloved one; their love is capable of ultimate self-sacrifice.
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Footnotes
1The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item. The agreement side of the scale (positive endorsement of an item) was indicated in scores below 3 – the neutral point.

 

2The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

3The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

4The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

5The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.
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9.1 Love as Pragmatic Experience Across Cultures
The Concept of Pragma in Love
The term prâgma—rational love



                
                
              —captures the meaning of love, which many in public opinion would not associate with romantic love. Instead of traditional image of love as the swooning feeling of “falling” for someone, the pragma approach views love as the long-term process of building a life together, as forging a bond that goes beyond the passing whims of desire (Lomas, 2018). It is a valuable experience of love, which Fromm (1956/2006) highlighted. He commented that people place a substantial attention on 
                falling in love
                
              , and not enough emphasis on learning how to 
                stand in love
                
              . The pragma love represents that latter meaning and has several cross-cultural linguistic analogues. In particular, the Korean noun jeong depicts a deep affinity or connectedness that is not necessarily accompanied by romance (Lomas, 2018). The French verb s’apprivoiser (meaning “to tame”) in the context of a relationship depicts a mutual process of accommodation, when partners learn to trust and accept

 each other (Lomas, 2018).
Love as Pragma in Multicultural Comparison
When Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) did factor analysis

 of five love scales administered among American students (see the description of study in previous sections), they identified practicality among the five major factors of love among American college students.

Pragma love in Lee’s typology
 is a secondary style, some kind of a rational, sensible form of love arising from the conjunction of ludus and storgē. It is a practical (pragmatic) approach to love when a lover considers the suitability of the partner to fulfil his or her personal and social needs. Similarities of interests and backgrounds are viewed as important to make the other a good partner for life. It seems very much like an exchange approach discussed above because the lover considers the interest of both.
Several studies conducted in the US compared the pragma love attitudes of people with different ethnic backgrounds. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) in their study in the United States (see the samples description in earlier sections) found that Asian students were higher on pragma (M = 2.4), when compared with students from other ethnic backgrounds (vs. white-non-Hispanic—3.1, white-Hispanic—2.9, Blacks—3.0).1 The difference was statistically significant, yet, relatively small sample size for Asians and Blacks should be noted.
In a study of the Hispanic-oriented Mexican American, the bicultural Mexican American, and the Anglo-American samples of married couples (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections), the authors found significant ethnic differences in the pragma love attitude. The differences were between the group of Anglo-Americans (M = 3.24) and Bicultural (M = 3.29) who moderately disagree with this attitude, on one side, and Hispanic-oriented (M = 2.83),2 who moderately endorse this love orientation, on the other side.
A survey of love attitudes administered among Latino community college students in Los Angeles, California (Leon, Parra, Cheng, & Flores, 1995, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections) also found that Latino participants moderately accept pragma love attitude (M = 2.9, SD = 0.9)3; the scores were similar to those found in earlier studies with similar population.
Studies also explored love attitudes of Latinos and Mexicans living outside of the USA. For example, the data collected in the sample of Mexican students (146 participants in Chihuahua, see the detailed description of sample and method above, Leon, Philbrick, Parra, Escobedo, & Malcesini, 1994) revealed that participants give high endorsement to pragma (M = 21.82) as practically oriented love attitude, with mean ratings close to agape (M = 21.72) and storge (M = 20.32). Conversely, eros, ludus, and mania were rated much lower—in the range of 16–18 (see data in the previous sections). Gender differences were not significant. The authors did not give cultural interpretation of this result.
Cross-Cultural Comparison of Pragma Love Attitudes
Several cross-cultural studies



                
               used pragma subscale of LAS for comparisons between countries. When Murstein, Merighi, and Vyse (1991, see the description of samples in earlier sections) studied American and French college students on this dimension, they found no cross-national differences in pragma attitude for both men and women (adjusted means in the range of 3.5–3.7 on the scale 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree, thus the lower the score, the greater the love).
The studies (Pérez, Fiol, Guzmán, Palmer, & Buades, 2009; Ubillos et al., 2001) showed that in Spanish-speaking and Latin American countries, the pragma love attitude is only on the third place in participants’ endorsement (after eros and agape).
In a survey (Sprecher et al., 1994, see the samples description in earlier sections) conducted among university students from the United States, Japan, and Russia in early 1990s, researchers found that rating of pragma love style was in the middle of scale: Americans (M = 2.44), Russians (M = 2.41), and Japanese (M = 2.48). The scores ranged on the subscale of Love Attitudes Scale from 1—lowest to 5—highest. No cross-cultural differences were found.
Several studies compared pragma love attitudes in Western–Eastern cross-cultural perspective and found that people in Asian (collectivistic) cultures (i.e., Chinese, Japanese) have a greater tendency toward pragmatic love than those from Western (individualistic) cultures (i.e., American, British).
Goodwin and Findlay (1997), in their study of British undergraduates in the University of Bristol and Chinese undergraduates in the University of Hong Kong (see the description of samples in earlier sections), used Love Attitudes Scale and found that the Chinese students were more pragmatic than the British ones (Ms = 11.40 vs. 7.56).
At the beginning of 2000s, Sprecher and Toro-Morn (2002) compared the love styles of North American and Chinese students (see the description of samples in previous sections, Sprecher & Toro-Morn, 2002). The results of that study showed that on the pragma love attitude, Chinese participants scored higher (M = 2.62, SD = 0.84) than the Americans (M = 2.39, SD = 0.89), even though both scores are relatively low—in the middle of scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Another more comprehensive study with Love Attitude Scale was conducted in the late 1990s (Neto et al., 2000) with cross-cultural sample of 1157 participants in several countries in Europe, Asia, Africa, and South America (see the sample description in earlier sections). The mean scores on pragma for the eight countries varied substantially (ranging from 2.36 in Angola to 4.15 in France),4 with Angolans, Brazilians, Cape Verdeans, and Mozambicans being more pragmatic in their love attitudes than French and Swiss, while Macanese and Portuguese were in an intermediate position in this regard. Participants in France and French-speaking Switzerland particularly strongly rejected the pragma love attitude.
Neto (2007) conducted another cross-cultural study using Love Attitudes Scale (LAS) among young adults—undergraduate British, Indian, and Portuguese students (see the description of samples and measures in earlier studies cited above). Results demonstrated that Indians (M = 3.47) are more pragmatic than the British (M = 2.70) and the Portuguese (M = 2.56) in their relationships. Young adults in India are probably socialized to have expectations that are more practical and consider how their potential partner would reflect on their family. Such a choice frequently involves the whole family. According to the cultural traditions, duties to one’s parents and ancestors are more important than personal desire in mating choice. These findings further support the view that love is a social and cultural construction that is different in collectivistic (Asian) and individualistic (Western) traditions.
A recent small-scale cross-cultural study (Smith & Klases, 2016) used the short form of LAS (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998) with a limited number of participants: N = 56 in UK (London) and N = 52 Hong Kong. Despite limitations in the samples (see description in the sections above), the results are consistent with earlier cross-cultural findings: participants from Hong Kong—as representatives of a collectivistic culture revealed a higher pragma love attitude than the UK participants—as representatives of an individualistic culture.
The cross-cultural research in Turkey and Great Britain (Sanrı & Goodwin, 2013) used the short form of LAS (Hendrick et al., 1998) to study pragma love style among rural and urban participants in two countries (the samples are described in earlier sections). The results indicated that pragma love attitudes are substantially higher among Turkish (adjusted means by culture and location are 14.95 for rural and 10.69 for urban) than among the British participants (adjusted means are 8.18 for rural and 8.73 for urban). The authors attributed these differences to the characteristic of Turkey as a more traditional, collectivistic culture. Especially high scores for Turkish rural respondents additionally support this interpretation since they are more collectivistic.
A small sample size cross-cultural study (Desai, McCormick, & Gaeddert, 1990) examined the Malay and American beliefs about love among 20 Malay and 20 American university students. They responded to open-ended questions about love. Three Malay and three American students (who were not served as participants) independently coded the responses. Results showed that Malays endorsed practical
, self-centered, and dependent love attitudes significantly more than did Americans.
9.2 Love as Social Exchange
Unity Vs. Exchange Experience of Love
In the traditional unity conception of love

                
                
              
, described in previous sections



                
              

                
              , there are two individuals, who are incomplete, and only the unity of the two makes them a whole. Different from this, in the 
                exchange conception of love
                
              
, two individuals, each are not as complete as they could be, and due to the exchange, each individual is enhanced, so that each is a more complete and autonomous whole.
The conceptual metaphor 
                love is an economic exchange
                
               assumes that an individual should get rewards from a love relationship (Kövecses, 2005). This 
                exchange model of love
                
               seems less ideal, or idealistic, but may be more realistic. While the unity metaphor brings an aspiration in people’s minds, yet life takes into account a variety of needs.
The metaphor LOVE IS UNITY reflects traditional cultural ideology of love. It is an ideal model. Two parts form a whole and fit one another. They make up a unity that functions as a whole. Love is viewed as the spiritual merger of two souls into one.The two physical parts - two lovers
The physical joining of the parts - the union of the lovers
The physical unity - the spiritual mergers of the two souls
The physical fit between the parts - the harmonious relationship between the two lovers
(Lv & Zhang, 2012, p. 358)

The metaphor LOVE IS ECONOMIC EXCHANGE
 reflects another cultural ideology of love. It is a model of typical love. It is about the rewards, which a person receives in a relationship, which are related to social exchange. The conceptual metaphor LOVE IS EXCHANGE became quite prevalent in American culture throughout recent decades. It also became more popular in modern Chinese due to the influence of materialism of American culture (Lv & Zhang, 2012, p. 359).
Gift-Giving in Exchange Paradigm of Love

Gift-giving



                
               is frequently viewed as an important part of romantic relationships and dating.
What is the purpose and function of this romantic action? Social science often perceives it through the prism of exchange paradigm. Do lovers give only in anticipation to get something in return, based on reciprocity expectation? Should dating gifts and expenditures be considered as elements in an exchange?
The models of economic exchange and social exchange have been popular explanatory frameworks for mating, dating, and marriage relationship in sociology, psychology, and anthropology. According to the economic exchange model
, the gifts are exchanged based on market value (their scarcity, monetary price, and alternative sources of supply), while according to the social exchange model, gifts are exchanged based on subjective value determined only by the giver and recipient (Belk & Coon, 1993; Otnes & Beltramini, 1996). From the exchange theory perspective, gift-giving is an instrumental act, which is designed to accomplish a goal, for example, gaining a romantic favor, prospective marriage, etc. In gift-exchange behavior, women are more concerned and they are more involved in giving gifts than are men.
The general model of social exchange implies that something is given in return for something that was received from another person simultaneously (at the moment) or previously (in the past), or in anticipation of future returns. Reciprocity
 is the key element of exchange, even though formal obligations are not necessary and often not expected. However, when a person receives an unreciprocated gift and treats it in the framework of an exchange relationship, he or she usually feels informal obligations and experiences a psychological debt. In light of the economic exchange model of dating, a gift exchange relationship must be mutually profitable.
In some sense, the economic exchange

                
               and social exchange are similar since gift-giving motivations in both models are egoistic rather than altruistic. The partners in such a relationship are independent and they seek to maximize their benefits, assuming quid pro quo reciprocation. However, as Belk and Coon (1993) demonstrated, these models are different:The social exchange model does not employ notions of supply and demand, investment, power, or exploitation. Rather, it stresses the ritualistic use of gifts in bonding, where gifts are valued for their symbolic worth instead of their economic worth. Gifts are seen as inalienable from their givers. Mutual dependence is not feared; instead, social indebtedness as well as bonding through the overlapping extended selves may be welcome. Rather than viewing dating partners as commodities, the social exchange model sees them as part of the extended self. Parties do not seek to cancel any felt indebtedness immediately; instead, gift giving is ideally staggered so that it is never fully balanced. And generalized reciprocity is sought rather than either balanced or negative reciprocity (p. 402).



Gift-Giving in America
A research on gift-giving conducted among American



                
               college students (Belk & Coon, 1993) focused on dating behavior and experience and qualitatively investigated such practices and their meanings. This multi-stage study employed depth interviews, dating questionnaire, and journaling, conducted with several samples of heterosexual students involved in dating.
The results provided the examples that allowed interpreting dating as economic exchange. In relation to this, some participants expressed implicit motives of economic rationality in dating, expectations of reciprocity, fear of dependence, and commodification of partner.
The authors also found support for interpretation of dating as social exchange. In relation to this, many participants acknowledged symbolic gift value, importance of gifts as symbols of commitment, perceived gifts as cues to compatibility, and considered gifts as extensions of self. The two exchange models of giving are summarized as follows:
                  Economic exchange model of love in gift giving
                  	Gifts are commodities with economic utilitarian value

	Balanced or negative reciprocity

	Simultaneous exchange ideal

	Dependence feared but may occur because of gift investments

	Commoditizes partner

	Market economy




                

                  Social exchange model of love in gift giving
                  	Gifts are tokens with symbolic value

	Generalized reciprocity

	Staggered exchange ideal

	Social debt and bonding through overlapping extended selves may be welcomed

	Partner comes to be seen as part of extended self

	Moral economy




                
(Belk & Coon, 1993, p. 402)

Some data from that research (Belk & Coon, 1993), however, did not fit the exchange paradigm. These cases of non-exchange gift-giving suggested that gift-giving can be an altruistic (agapic) experience of the romantic love. They are reviewed in the following sections.
Is it better to give or receive a gift? Areni et al. (1998) analyzed the gift-giving and gift-receiving episodes among participants from the United States (n = 124) and Europe (n = 50) who wrote the narratives regarding their most memorable gift experiences. The researchers conducted an interpretive analysis of the texts and revealed the topics related to giving and receiving gifts. It turned out that women tend to recall more the gift-receiving, while men tend to recall more the gift-giving: four of the five women reported memories of receiving rather than giving gifts, while two of the three men reported giving gifts. Gift exchange is more enjoyable and memorable when the gift is unexpected and given as a surprise (Areni et al., 1998).
Gift Giving in Japan
The culturally framed values in Japan



                
               are focused on its traditional, giri-based, reciprocal gift-exchange practice (see for review Minowa & Gould, 1999). In modern Japan, there is a culturally prescribed, gift-giving practice based on moral obligation and balanced reciprocity that is called 
                zoutou
                
              .
There is also another category of gifts in Japan, which are individually based and spontaneous gift-giving that express personal affect. Japanese called it 
                purezento
                
              
, which derives from the English word a present. A purezento is given to a person with whom one is in intimate relationships. The major cases for purezento gifts are birthdays, Christmas, and Valentine’s Day, which are not traditional Japanese gift-giving, but are rather commercially constructed occasions (Minowa & Gould, 1999).
What do we know about love exchange—the personal emotional experiences involving gift-giving and receiving among romantic partners in Japan? Do Japanese women and men feel the same way as Americans in romantic gift-giving? Is it a self-serving reciprocal exchange or an expression of altruistic romantic feeling?
Minowa and Gould (1999) conducted a study using a written protocol that included four open-ended questions to elicit narrative type responses. The episodic examples were obtained from Japanese men (n = 15) and women (n = 25) (age ranged from 25 to 69, with the mean age 38, in greater Tokyo) regarding gift-giving and receiving among couples in Japan.
The Japanese women described their gift-giving experiences, stressing the practicality of the gifts, such as clothes, sweaters, or vests as regular gifts. In this regard, they have similar traits with their American counterparts (Minowa & Gould, 1999; Otnes et al., 1993).
Women also frequently mentioned handmade knitting things (sweaters, vests, and gloves) as especially memorable gifts that they gave to their partners. It was related to their hedonic experiences since they enjoyed the knitting process, their accomplishment, and subsequent compliments. Their partners’ needs and satisfaction with the gift were important yet secondary.
For many Japanese men, such handmade things were very memorable gifts that they received. They perceived these gifts as surprise, as assurance and symbol of relationship. They appreciated covert thoughtfulness expressed in the unexpected gift. They respected the efforts which women did to hand make these things. Such a surprise handmade gifts also functioned to symbolize the closeness of intimate relationship.
For Japanese women, the most memorable gift-receiving episodes were unexpected/surprise and effort. Similar to men, they valued the subtle and quiet thoughtfulness that they felt in the receiving of gifts. Whereas Japanese men liked to surprise their partners in gift-giving, their female partners appreciated their gift-receiving experiences. For them, the efforts that men did to give a gift and surprise were even more important than the tangible gift itself. This is an important point since many Japanese men—especially young and single—experience embarrassing feelings in gift-giving to their romantic partners. Therefore, Japanese women try to understand the psychologically awkward feelings that their partners undergo when they are shopping for gifts. Therefore, men’s efforts to overcome such uncomfortable feelings are greatly appreciated, even more than the material gift itself when women receive a gift (Minowa & Gould, 1999).
As for the behavioral reactions to the gift-giving, Japanese people are usually reserved. They are normally not overly expressive; therefore, in case when a person is overtly complimented, he or she feels embarrassed by such expressiveness of a partner and perceives it inappropriate under such situations (see for review Minowa & Gould, 1999).
Thus, the results of this study (Minowa & Gould, 1999) demonstrated the similarity of the characteristics of Japanese couples’ most memorable gift to the American “perfect gift” (Belk, 1996). The handcrafting as the value-adding ability seems cross-cultural. Yet, it seems that handmade things, in particular, a sweater made by women, have a distinctively strong value in Japan. A special cultural value is attached to a handmade sweater, which is frequently perceived as a symbol of perfect gift that a woman gives to a man in a romantic relationship.
Another culturally distinct aspect in gift-giving (Minowa & Gould, 1999) is that Japanese men experience psychological embarrassment (rather than financial and time problems) while they are shopping for a gift. So, doing this, they experience enduring sacrifice.
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Footnotes
1The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item. The agreement side of the scale (positive endorsement of an item) was indicated in scores below 3—the neutral point.

 

2The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

3The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

4The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.
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10.1 Experience of Respect in Love
The Concept of Respect in Love
Respect as positive evaluation

 of another person and high regard for her/him are considered an important experience in love. It is an emotion of high esteem for a partner and the recognition that he/she is worthy. It is treating a partner with special regard and consideration. This emotional experience of respect in an ideal case of love might be close to genuine admiration
 of partners for each other.
Fromm (1956/2006) included respect in his analysis of love among other components, such care, responsibility, and knowledge. Rubin (1970) and Critelli, Myers, and Loos (1986) derived this concept from Fromm developing their love scales

.
Empirical Cross-Cultural Studies of Respect in Love
This love attitude



                
                
               of respect was included as an item in Rubin’s (1970) scale, but in a liking-, not a love scale. Respect as a characteristic of love is also partly covered by the sub-scale of Viability in the Relationship Rating Form developed by Davis and Todd (1982). Critelli et al. (1986) in their study of love (in a sample of 123 heterosexual American dating couples) revealed respect as a prominent component of romantic love, among other four—romantic dependency, communicative intimacy, physical arousal, and romantic compatibility.
Several studies of Mexican Americans established respect as a prominent cultural characteristic of their relationships with others (e.g., Garza & Lipton, 1982; Mirande & Enriquez, 1979; Triandis, Marin, Hui, Lisansky, & Ottati, 1984; Triandis, Marin, Lisansky, & Betancourt, 1984) and an important cultural value across various types of personal relationships.

Respect is a norm of polite behavior and concern for another’s feelings in the Mexican American family (Murillo, 1971). Castaneda (1993) in her study of the meaning of romantic love among Mexican Americans (47 women and 36 men in northern California) revealed that the participants named respect, among five key elements of their conception of love. When they answered the question “What qualities and characteristics are important in a love relationship to you personally?,” 
                mutual respect
                
               was the third most frequent category in their responses. As Castaneda (1993) expected, mutual respect emerged prominently in this Mexican American sample. Speaking about respect, respondents frequently mentioned about holding each partner in a relationship in high regard. Some examples of such responses are: “We must respect each other’s feelings as we would expect them to show us respect.” “Each partner should respect and consider the other’s opinions.” (Castaneda, 1993, p. 265). Respondents assumed that a man or a woman would treat their partner with care and consideration, taking into account their needs and concerns, even if they disagree with each other. As one woman described,Being in love, you have respect for that other person and they have respect for you. You understand their difference in opinion, when they may not agree with you. You are willing to give not only take. (Castaneda, 1993, p. 265).



10.2 Love as Submission
The Concept of Submission Being in Love
Submission
                
                
               is frequently thought as obedience and the doing of whatever a partner tells you to do. In light of modern social struggle for equality in relationships, especially for women’s rights for equality, submission in love may have a negative connotation in modern Western public view
.
Actually, submission is more than that. Rather than blindly following and doing what a partner tells you to do, submission can be viewed as the yielding, when two different opinions clash, unless difference really matters. Being always right and insisting on one’s own opinion is not the only worthy virtue in a relationship. Compromise has its own value for one to cherish a relationship. Submission in this case can also be a matter of trust and respect in a partner allowing him/her to lead.
Someone has to lead. Partners cannot lead and follow at the same time, so they need to decide who will lead, but there can only be one in a particular case. Generally, submission is a matter of respect, admiration
, and devotion to someone who you love. This might be a pleasure to allow someone who is reliable, confident, and consistent to lead.
In many traditional cultures, the religious beliefs of old times tell how man was created to protect, provide, and lead, while the woman was created to help the man and manage the home. We should not underestimate how many women would appreciate being on such secure protection and care. This is probably why the expressions like “Hi babe” (literally meaning a baby –the submissive role) sounded so affectionate and romantic for many women to hear in romantic relationships.
Many women, however, may be totally against obedient submission to their partners, and they are right –difference in gender is not sufficient reason to dominate or submit. Nevertheless, women’s submission to men is still a common cultural stereotype. Gender norms expect that women should cater to others’ desires and be responsive to others’ needs, while men should be assertive and independent of others. Such gender-based roles expect sexual submissiveness for women and sexual agency for men. Therefore, sexuality of women is often represented as passivity and submission to men’s desire (see for review Kiefer, Sanchez, Kalinka, & Ybarra, 2006).
Empirical Studies of Submissive Attitudes in Love
Despite conscious resistance



                
                
               to such beliefs, women may still have non-conscious submissive sexual attitudes. The studies showed that such non-conscious association of sex and submissiveness can impair their capacity for arousal and orgasm in intimate heterosexual relationships (Kiefer et al., 2006; Sanchez, Kiefer, & Ybarra, 2006).
Mostly, European American undergraduate students participated in two studies (Kiefer et al., 2006): 48 female participants in Study 1 and 115 female participants in Study 2, both in Michigan. So, no cross-cultural comparison was conducted. The results of these studies showed that sex-submissive attitudes of women are associated with diminished subjective sexual arousability and less self-reported ability to reach orgasm. Thus, these findings demonstrate that culturally traditional female submissive sexual roles weaken the sexual autonomy and agency and inhibit their sexual function.
Submission in love relationship is not the matter of gender. A man can submit to a woman, as well as a woman can submit to a man. Submission in a relationship depends on interpersonal perception of each other qualities. For example, in a study of the effect of physical attractiveness on relationships in a sample of 123 dating couples, researchers found that participants, who believed that their partners were more attractive, loved their partners more. They also stated greater submission in their relationships than those who believed that they were more attractive.
The alternative of submission vs. dominance
 is also a matter of individual differences in these personality traits, rather than a matter of gender. How do similarity and complementarity of personality of partners affect their romantic relationship quality? Markey and Markey (2007) collected data in a sample of 106 heterosexual romantic couples (212 participants; M age = 24.86; SD = 7.54), of whom 30 couples were married, 34 were cohabitating but not married, and 42 were exclusively dating, but not living together. Participants had been in a monogamous romantic relationship with their partner for at least 1 year (M = 3.83 years; SD = 4.61).
These results showed that the partners who were more dissimilar in terms of dominance (one partner was dominant, while another was submissive) experienced the higher relationship quality than couples who reported the low relationship quality. As Markey and Markey (2007) comment, this type of partnership might be perfect because it allows romantic partners to behave in a style consistent with their individual personality.For example, a person who is somewhat dominant might enjoy continuously interacting with a submissive romantic partner because he or she allows this person the ability to maintain his or her preferred style of behavior. Furthermore, it is possible that dissimilarity on dominance is ideal in a romantic dyad because a couple composed of two dominant individuals may experience high levels of conflict as both members attempt to exhibit control over the other. A romantic couple composed of two submissive individuals may experience high levels of frustration because neither member of the dyad would tend to take the initiative (Markey & Markey, 2007, p. 529).

Thus, in light of this research, the myth of desired equality in terms of both partners being equal in dominance and submissive seems not viable.
So, maybe the being in dominant or submissive roles in romantic and marital relationships is a matter of complementarity of those roles that is well functional for successful and satisfying relationships, rather than a matter of gender stigma, as some proponents of gender equality might think.
Submission is valuable expressions of love that help partners adjust in their romantic and marital relationships. Researchers (Fineberg & Lowman, 1975) studied the interactions of partners in two groups of couples in North Carolina, USA. The couples had been married from 1 to 5 years at the time of the study. One group consisted of ten maritally adjusted (felt that their marriage was happy) couples, while another group of ten consisted of maladjusted couples (at the beginning stages of marital therapy).
One important finding was that adjusted couples communicated not only more affection, but also more submission than did maladjusted ones. Observation of interaction showed that the adjusted couples showed 12% more submission and less dominance than the maladjusted ones. This finding confirmed the value of submission in a relationship.
10.3 The Pleasure of Submission in Love
Concept of 

Amae: The Japanese Lesson We Can Learn
Even though the modern societies

 put a special emphasis on equality of partners in a love relationship, yet we should look closer at the value of dominance and submissiveness in traditional societies. Do partners –quite often women –feel suppressed and humiliated in a submissive position? Do they always strive for equality? Maybe they just enjoy their submissive role?
The Japanese concept of Amae

                
                
              

                
               can shed light on their feelings. Let us expand this concept, briefly introduced in the previous sections. Amae expresses and describes a special type of love not well pronounced in the Western scholarly tradition. It might extend our cross-cultural understanding of romantic love. To the Japanese, amae describes positive and sentimentalized relationships between child and parent, wife and husband. In such relationships, a partner depends upon the other to provide indulgent gratification and considerate affection (Dion & Dion, 1993a, 1993b; Doi, 1973/1988). Some authors (Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000) equated amae to the Western psychological constructs of attachment and dependence; however, Yamaguchi argues that attachment as studied in the West and Japanese amae represent two different constructs (Yamaguchi, 2004; Yamaguchi & Ariizumi, 2006). The amae feeling and behavior are motivated by the need for unconditional love. An infant anticipates that their caregivers should love him/her without giving anything in return and believes that their pleasure also brings pleasure to their parents. For the grown-up children and adults, the sense of being loved unconditionally is comfortable. This kind of need for love transfers later into romantic relationships. Yamaguchi and Ariizumi (2006) give the following example:Suppose that a young girl requests her boy friend to purchase jewelry for her, even though she already has a lot. If this request, which is inappropriate in an ordinary situation, is intended to confirm that she is accepted by her boy friend, the requested jewelry is less important than confirming his unconditional love. What she is seeking is his acceptance. As such, what is requested does not matter. It can be a new dress, a car, or anything that is inappropriate for that situation. She is just eager to know that she is accepted by him to the extent that even an inappropriate request is approved (p. 170).

By the way, the last quote highlights the importance of forgiveness in love. Being in true love, a person is not only able to respect and admire the strengths of a partner’s personality, but also is capable of accepting or tolerating weaknesses and forgiving misbehavior and wrong-doing.Do you love me enough that I may be weak with you? Everyone loves strength, but do you love me for my weakness? That is the real test” (De Botton, 1993/2006).



Experience 
of Amae in Love

Amae might



                
               be an important aspect of love experience, without which it loses its charm. A person requesting amae is viewed as expressing love toward a partner, while a person who never requests amae can be viewed as cold since he/she never expresses love toward the partner. People in love have an ambivalent attitude toward a partner –as an amae requester –because amae involves both positive and negative aspects. The participants in Yamaguchi’s study (Yamaguchi, 1999) were asked to evaluate a person (a) who always requests amae, (b) who sometimes requests amae, or (c) who never requests amae, on a seven-point bipolar scale (e.g., warm-cold).The results indicated, as predicted, that the participants had an ambivalent attitude toward the three types of amae requesters. On the likeability dimension, they liked a person who sometimes requests amae best and least liked a person who never requests amae. On the other hand, on the fairness dimension, the person who never requests amae was evaluated most highly and the person who always requests amae was evaluated as lowest on the fairness dimension (Yamaguchi, 1999, p. 166).

These results can explain why a partner, who occasionally requests amae from a lover, is more lovable than the one who always and never requests it. An occasional caprice from a girl is often charming and lovable by her boyfriend, as a part of their love game. Yet, the frequent caprices may be annoying and indicative of not lovable personality trait. Amae as a type of love is passive and different from active love that should develop later in individual development.
The evidence of amae feelings was also found in another study (Farrer, Tsuchiya, & Bagrowicz, 2008, cited in the previous sections) that analyzed how young Japanese in dating relationships described their love experience (see the description of sample and method in the previous sections). The experience of amae for them was an ability to entrust the self to a partner, being accepted by the partner, and not being afraid of dependency on him/her. For Japanese, it is a conventional expectation of being in the tsukiau relationship. Being intimate with a partner, one can feel comforted, taken care of, spoiled, and forgiven. Researchers found that informants related the experience of amae to showing the su no jibun (true self). Such dependency represented a private revelation of the self.
As Farrer, Tsuchiya, and Bagrowicz noted (2008), in tsukiau relationships, amae was viewed a feminine experience: women tended to show dependence earlier in the relationship, whereas men expected to show dependence when the relationship is more stable. Men were reluctant to show amae early in their relationship, but still enjoyed or wanted to feel amae. As Farrer et al., noted (2008), amae makes a person vulnerable. Nevertheless, a lover still entrusts the vulnerable self to the partner and relies on him/her. This feeling brings a joy.
Positive Amae seems foreign to Americans, especially in a relationship between mature adults. Cross-cultural studies on Amae documented that it is viewed negatively in the US and positively in Japan. However, Niiya, Ellsworth, and Yamaguchi (2006) found that despite the absence of an English word for Amae and despite the encouragement of cultural values of autonomy and independence, American participants’ reactions to Amae situations were similar to the Japanese. Thus, despite cultural differences, the experience of Amae in these cultures is similar, but not identical.
There are two other evidences that the conceptual idea of amae is not alien to Western view on love.
First, the Western culture(s) is still diverse; Americans are characterized by a diversity of their cultural backgrounds, as well as Europeans are. They may hold different beliefs about love. Therefore, cross-cultural differences can be found within Western thought in their attitude toward amae. In particular, “North European Protestantism has been the religion which stressed individualism most strongly, whereas Catholicism retained socially acceptable channels for amae-type feelings, such as the cult of the Virgin Mary or the practice of Confession” (Morsbach & Tyler, 1986, p. 305).
Second, the idea of unconditional positive regard, as foundation of love, came from the Western school of humanistic thought. Even though initially the idea referred to the therapist–client interaction (e.g., Rogers, 1962/1973, 1963/1980) and the parental love toward a child (e.g., Kohn, 2006), yet, later, it also embraced romantic relationship (e.g., Beauregard, Courtemanche, Paquette, & St-Pierre, 2009; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a, 1996b). Psychologists and psychotherapist encouraged people: “Believe you are worthy of unconditional love.” It is easy to interpret that the experience of knowing that you are loved by your partner unconditionally, despite of anything, is akin experience of amae.
10.4 Love as Devotion
The feeling of devotion can also exemplify
 the benevolent and agapic love attitude
. Based on his cross-cultural analyses of relevant untranslatable words, Lomas (2018) called this type of love as sébomai, that is, reverential love or devotional love.
The concept of reverential love, which stems from Christian cultural traditions, highlights such attitudes as awe, respect, and emotional distance. Different from this, the devotional ideas in Hinduism encourage a greater intimacy. In Indian cultural tradition, love as bhakti is natural for people and embeds such feelings as passion, intimacy, care, and connection (see, for review, Lomas, 2018).
Although this experience of love usually characterizes love to God, however, that type of devotional experience may be quite applicable to interpersonal relationship, including romantic love. Lomas (2018) believes that this type of love is the logical counterpart to agápē. While agápē can be viewed as the love flowing “down” to a person, the devotion is the love flowing “upwards.” It is a submissive attitude of respect, reverence, devotion, awe, and worship.
As Lomas (2018) commented, across cultures, there are the words related to this kind of love pertaining to different relationship figures. I think that this kind of love experience resembles, in some ways, admiration
 and adoration in love, which is widely present in romantic love
.
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All languages



                
                
              

                
                
               have a lexical capability to express such semantic constituent of love as “person X do good things for person Y” (Wierzbicka, 1999). The benevolence, doing something good for a partner, giving something good to a partner are quite distinctive attitudes and experiences of love.
The Greek word agápē stands for a special kind of love characterized by goodwill, benevolence, and charity. The term characterizes the feelings in various interpersonal and not only interpersonal relationships. This host of feelings may be present in a romantic relationship as well.
The idea of placing high value on agapic rather than erotic love was introduced in Western cultures. However, cross-cultural linguistic exploration (Lomas, 2018) demonstrated that the experience of agape is not uniquely Christian and not uniquely Western. The words and expressions pertaining to similar kinds of love, for example, a feeling of loving-kindness, are present in several languages. The examples of those are gemilut hasadim in Yiddish, maitrī in Sanskrit, pittiarniq in Inuit. Other lexical examples depicting the virtue of kindness and hospitality are melmastia in Pashto and ubuntu in Nguni Bantu.
The agapic heterosexual love emphasizes idealization and perception of the beloved as a unique person. An agapic lover experiences passion, altruism
, submissiveness, willingness to give rather than receive. Reciprocation is not expected, at least explicitly.

Agape experience of love is distinct from eros in several important characteristics. Agape love is sacrificial, while eros love is acquisitive. Agape love is unselfish, while eros love is egocentric. A lover experiencing agape gives freely, while a lover experiencing eros is possessive (Nygren, 1989). Love as agapic experience is the overcoming of selfishness in a relationship with a beloved. This is the love with focus on well-being, and happiness of a beloved one. This is altruistic and unconditional love that transcends beyond a lover’s ego, with willingness to persist regardless of circumstances. A lover can sacrifice many things for the sake of a beloved, whose interests are on top of priorities, and reorder one’s priorities to favor the beloved.
A lover is ready to suffer discomfort, inconvenience, and even death—if it is necessary—for the benefit of a beloved. The agape love engages spontaneous self-giving to a beloved, without expecting anything in return and without considering the costs and the advantages to oneself. Giving is a joy of love. The following quote from Fromm (1956/2006) beautifully expresses these feelings,Giving is the highest expression of potency. In the very act of giving, I experience my strength, my wealth, my power. This experience of heightened vitality and potency fills me with joy. I experience myself as overflowing, spending, alive, hence as joyous. Giving is more joyous than receiving, not because it is a deprivation, but because in the act of giving lies the expression of my aliveness” (Fromm, 1956/2006, p. 21).

Although some scholars (e.g., Lomas, 2018) equate altruistic, selfless agape love with compassionate love, the agape is a broader concept. Experience of compassion is considered in the following section.
Cross-Cultural Studies of Agape Love Attitudes in Multicultural Settings
In the Lee’s (1973, 1976, 1977) typology of love, agape is a secondary type



                
                
                
               combining eros and storge. As in original theory, Hendrick and Hendrick (1986, 1989) viewed agape as a selfless, altruistic, all-giving, non-demanding, and spiritual love style when pleasure of the beloved is more important than your own. They developed Love Attitudes Scale, in which agape was one of the subscales to measure self-reported experience of this love feeling.
Other scales, from different cultural traditions, were also developed to gauge this attitude in love. In particular, the scale Self-Other Four Immeasurables (SOFI)
 developed to measure application of the four immeasurable qualities at the heart of Buddhist teachings: loving-kindness, compassion, joy and acceptance toward both self and others (Kraus & Sears, 2009). However, this scale measures a general mental attitude and does not address the attitude of feeling toward a partner.
Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) in their original study with Love Attitudes Scale on American sample (see the sample description in earlier sections) found that Black students were lower on agape (M = 2.6), when compared with students from other ethnic backgrounds (vs. white-non-Hispanic—2.4, white-Hispanic—2.3, Asian—2.3).1 The difference was statistically significant, yet, a relatively small sample size for Asians and Blacks should be noted in this case.
In a study of the Hispanic-oriented Mexican American, the bicultural Mexican American, and the Anglo-American samples of married couples (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996, see the description of sample and measures in the earlier sections), the results demonstrated high endorsement of the agape love attitude. The authors found no significant differences among the groups of Anglo-Americans (M = 2.21), Bicultural (M = 2.14), and Hispanic-oriented (M = 2.03).2

A survey of love attitudes administered among Latino community college students in Los Angeles, California (Leon, Parra, Cheng, & Flores, 1995, see the description of sample and measures in earlier sections) found that storge love attitude was strongly endorsed (M = 2.5, SD = 0.9)3 and scores are close to those found in earlier studies with similar population. Men scored significantly more agapic than women did.
Researchers also investigated the Latino and Mexican love attitudes of people living outside of the USA. In particular, Leon, Philbrick, Parra, Escobedo, and Malcesini (1994) collected data in the sample of Mexican students residing in Chihuahua (146 participants, see the detailed description of sample and method above). The authors found that Mexicans relatively highly endorse agape (M = 21.72) as selfless love attitude, with scores close to pragma (M = 21.82) and storge (M = 20.32). The mean ratings of eros, ludus, and mania were substantially lower—in the range of 16–18 (see data in the previous sections). Gender differences were not statistically significant. The authors did not provide cultural interpretation.
Cross-Cultural Studies of Agape Love Attitudes Across Cultures
Several cross-cultural studies


 used agape subscale of LAS
 for comparisons between countries. Murstein, Merighi, and Vyse (1991) studied American and French college students on this dimension (see the description of samples in earlier sections) and found that the French men (M = 2.1) and women (M = 2.2) were more agapic than American men (M = 2.4) and women (M = 2.6) on adjusted means.4 The authors interpret the greater agape scores in the French as due to a more idealized concept of romantic love in that culture. The prevalence of Catholic religious tradition in France, encouraging this type of love may explain their higher scores on Agape.
In a cross-cultural study of love experience (Sprecher et al., 1994), conducted in the USA, Russia, and Japan (see the samples description in earlier sections), researchers discovered that agape love style (in subscale of Love Attitudes Scale ranging from 1—lowest to 5—highest), representing selfless love, had the highest score in Russian participants (M = 3.41). This can be explained by European-based romantic ideology popular in Russia due to the prominent romantic literature tradition and Soviet ideology that encouraged selfless care for other. Americans revealed slightly lower scores (M = 3.20) of agape than Russians, but Japanese were substantially lower in this variable (M = 2.83).
In a study of Chinese undergraduates in the University of Hong Kong and British undergraduates in the University of Bristol (see the description of samples in earlier sections, Goodwin & Findlay, 1997), participants completed Love Attitudes Scale in English. Data revealed that Chinese students were more agapic than the British ones (Ms = 13.52 vs. 11.00).
A comprehensive study (Neto et al., 2000; N = 1157) across several European, Asian, African, and South American countries (see the samples’ description in the earlier sections), conducted with Love Attitude Scale, found that the means for the eight cultures in agape were very close to each other and ranged from 2.67 (Macao) to 3.18 (Brazil)5, with no statistically significant differences. This finding supported the authors’ hypothesis that experience of agape is generally free of cultural influences.
Neto (2007) conducted another cross-cultural study using Love Attitudes Scale (LAS)
 among young adults—undergraduate British, Indian, and Portuguese students (see the description of samples and measures in earlier studies cited above). The results revealed that Indians (M = 3.95) are more agapic than the British (M = 3.62) and Portuguese (M = 3.56). The finding that Indian participants are stronger in endorsement of agapic love attitude, compared to British and Portuguese participants, supports the standpoint that the concept of love in collectivistic culture (stressing interdependent view of self-other relationships) differs from individualistic cultural traditions. Lovers with agape as other-centered love attitudes are willing to put the goals and needs of their beloved ones ahead of their own ones.
In many cultures, men appeared to be more agapic than women in their love attitudes. These gender differences in agape do not coincide with results obtained in some studies conducted with the North American samples, but they are consistent with several studies conducted in other countries (ref. by Neto, 2007). Such greater agapic love attitudes in men indicate their more idealized, consequently more romantic concept of heterosexual relationships. Various interpretations are possible regarding these gender differences in agape. Traditional gender roles and societal norms typically require men to be providers and protectors. Therefore, men may be willing to sacrifice their own needs for those of their loved ones. Romantic love brings men an opportunity to express altruism
 and perform altruistic actions volitionally and happily. They provide care to a wife and child without socioeconomic calculus. This cultural explanation generally coincides with evolutionary perspective. Some men, however, may not be psychologically disposed to such romantic love and may prefer other love attitudes, like pragmatic or storgic.
Several studies (Pérez, Fiol, Guzmán, Palmer, & Buades, 2009; Ubillos et al., 2001) demonstrated that in Spanish-speaking and Latin-American countries, the agape love attitude was widely accepted (secondary after eros).
A recent small-scale cross-cultural study (Smith & Klases, 2016) used the short form of LAS
 (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998) with a limited number of participants: N = 56 in the UK (London) and N = 52 Hong Kong. The results of cross-cultural comparison of experience of agape in individualistic (UK) and collectivistic (Hong Kong) cultures are inconclusive, may be because of serious limitations in the samples (see description in the sections above).
The cross-cultural research in Turkey and Great Britain (Sanrı & Goodwin, 2013) used the short form of LAS
 (Hendrick et al., 1998) to study love styles among rural and urban participants in both countries (the samples are described in earlier sections). The results indicated that agape love attitudes are higher among rural Turkish (adjusted means by culture and location are 12.86 for rural and 11.68 for urban) than among British participants (adjusted means are 12.90 for rural and 12.46 for urban), even though on average there are no cross-cultural differences. Authors attributed these differences to the characteristic of rural Turkey as a more traditional, collectivistic culture; however, this conclusion should admit some reservation because of the sample sizes.
Altruism in Love
In the later cross-cultural studies



                
               (de Munck, Korotayev, de Munck, & Khaltourina, 2011; de Munck, Korotayev, & Khaltourina, 2009; Jankowiak, Shen, Yao, Wang, & Volsche, 2015), participants from the United States, Lithuania, Russia, and China agreed that altruism and concern for the beloved are the “core” characteristics of romantic love. Altruism in the context of those studies referred to the terms and phrases that indicated “care” or “doing anything” for one’s partner (“I will do anything for the person I love”). Results revealed that altruism is more important in the United States (rank A), less important in Lithuania (rank C), and not important at all in Russia (rank D). In this study of late 2000s, different from the research of early 1990s (Sprecher et al., 1994), the value of altruism/agape appeared to be lower among Russians comparative to Americans. This can be explained by a substantial generational and cultural shift, which occurred in Russia during two decades.
Jankowiak et al. (2015) found that 64.7% of Chinese men



                
               in their sample expressed the strong agreement that they would do anything for a lover, in contrast, only 33.4% of women agreed with this statement. Other researchers in their studies conducted in Northern China (Kline, Horton, & Zhang, 2008; Sprecher & Toro-Morn, 2002) found the same sex differences with regard to willingness to do anything for a lover.
As Jankowiak et al. (2015) interpreted these sex differences, urban Chinese men are doing such a gesture of self-sacrifice for their beloved because, according to the masculine image, they should be responsible for the family welfare



                
              . This way, they express their willingness to follow the cultural ideal of man’s responsibility.
11.2 Love as Compassion and Caring
A Cross-Cultural Nature of Compassion in Love
The major attributes



                
                
               of compassion


                
               are sensitivity, sympathy, empathy, motivation/caring, distress tolerance and non-judgment (Gilbert, 2010). 
                Sensitivity
                
               is the ability to perceive a person’s needs and respond to their emotions with care. 
                Sympathy
                
               is the ability to express concern for other person’s suffering. 
                Empathy
                
               denotes the capacity of putting yourself in other’s shoes. 
                Motivation
                
               refers to the wiliness to act in response to the suffering of other person and commitment to relieve this suffering. 
                Non-judgment
                
               means that compassion toward other should be unconditional, without judging him/her, even toward someone we dislike. 
                Distress tolerance
                
               emphasizes that an individual helping other person should not over-identify him/herself with their suffering. The concepts of compassion and compassionate has been on the rise in social science, psychotherapy, and counselling since the early 2000s.
Compassion, “feeling with,” seems to be a universal emotion. Solomon (1995) mentioned a number of quotations in Confucian, Buddhist, and Judeo-Christian texts. Buddhist psychology, which considers compassion as a fundamental aspect of human nature and interpersonal relationships (Lama, 1995, 2002), might inspire this interest.
The emotional concept of fago from Ifaluk society (Lutz, 1982, 1988) means compassion/love/sadness. Compassion in Ifaluk society is tightly connected with affection, attachment, and love.
Lomas (2018) did cross-cultural analysis of love lexicon in various languages and expanded taxonomy of love, suggesting to include care as an important dimension that characterize love in various cultures.
In terms of operational definition of compassion, the recent studies of Sprecher and Fehr (2005) were especially important. The authors consider compassionate love “an attitude toward others—either close ones or strangers—which entails feelings, cognitions, and behaviors focused on care, concern, tenderness, and an orientation toward supporting, helping, and understanding others, particularly when they are suffering or in need” (Sprecher & Fehr, 2005, p. 630).
Compassionate Love scale was developed in three studies (total N = 700). Compassionate love was found as a distinct from empathy
. A three-factor model was identified (1) tenderness and caring, (2) acceptance and understanding, and (3) helping and sacrifice. However, authors decided to present a single, underlying factor. The shorter version of the scales was later developed (Hwang, Plante, & Lackey, 2008).
11.3 Gift-Giving as the Expression of Love
The Gifts to Make a Partner Happy
The gifts given




                
                
              

                
                
               to a beloved frequently symbolizes romantic love. Such material things convey the evidence that someone loves a partner (Katz, 1976; Swensen, 1972). The gifts given with agapic love feeling are pure expressions of love from the heart; they are unselfish; they are immaterial since the sentiment that the gift brings is more important than its monetary worth. These gifts have little attention to their cost; they are given with no anticipation of return; they do not bind recipient and giver with expectation of reciprocation (Carrier, 1990; Parry, 1986). These gifts intend to make the beloved recipient happy without any benefit to the lover giving the gift (Katz, 1976; Tournier, 1963).
In the previous sections, we discussed the 
                symbolic gifts
                
              . Such 
                dating gifts
                
               are certainly appreciated for their symbolic value rather than their economic value. Non-material gifts are frequently perceived as more desirable than material gifts. However, they represent not only agapic, but also social exchange models of love. They are definitely emotional, yet they are less expressive than purely agapic gifts of love. They assume reciprocity, but do not account for immediacy of return and their monetary worth is less important, playing primarily a symbolic role. The money spent on a date may be considered as a gift, yet it is less important than the other gifts. The expenditure of personal time


 and effort is more important symbol of love (Belk & Coon, 1993).
Gifts in Romantic Model of Love
The choice of gifts



                
                
                
               motivated by the romantic (agapic) model of love is a spontaneous emotional response driven by a desire to please the beloved. The motivation in such cases is different from social exchange models of love: the gift is not an instrumental act intended to achieve a goal—it is purely expressive. Love motivates a lover to act because such action has a symbolically expressive, love-exhibiting meaning, because “love revolves around giving ” (Luhmann, 1986, p. 26). Expressive gifts externalize the giver’s feelings for the beloved.
A study of the meaning of gift-giving in a sample of American college students (Belk & Coon, 1993) involved in dating, which was cited in the previous sections, found that some data did not fit the 
                exchange paradigm
                
                
              . Although in the social sciences of that time, gift-giving was considered based on the exchange paradigm, the data revealed that many dating partners rejected this view. While in many instances participants perceived their expenditures and dating gifts partially as an exchange process, yet, in the majority of cases, participants rejected that their personal dating experiences resemble the exchange models of gift-giving. Many cases of non-exchange gift-giving

 suggested that gift-giving can be altruistic (agapic) experience of the romantic love. Their research findings (Belk & Coon, 1993) demonstrated the possibility of such an alternative—romantic interpretation: gift-giving might be also an expression of agapic love. Lovers may express themselves in such altruistic gifts outpouring their powerful emotions.
In summary, the authors described agapic love model of gift-giving as having the following features: “Expressive (spontaneous and celebratory), Emotional (passionate), Idealistic, Feminine, Nonbinding gifts, Altruistic, Giver submissive (abandons control), Money is irrelevant, Gifts singularize recipient” (Belk & Coon, 1993, p. 408). The authors found in their data most of the elements of romantic love. Here are some of them.

                Passionate Emotion Guiding the Gift-Giving


              
The gifts given in love were perceived as guided by ecstatic, passionate, and self-transcending emotions. Many participants, who viewed gift-giving as romantic, perceived love as an intense passionate feeling that encompasses all aspects of life. They described the feelings as magical, mystical, or ecstatic. This highly emotional experience of romantic love associated with gift-giving was considered as incompatible with rational and calculating approach. The monetary value of the gift was the least thing, which participants were concerned about. When emotions drive behavior, they make reasoned thoughts of cost superfluous. Romantic love, being the non-rational emotional experience, makes the feeling of submitting to its overwhelming force natural

.


                Expressiveness of Gift-Giving


              
Many participants viewed the dating gift-giving as an expression of personal feelings, rather than instrumental action to achieve a goal. For them, romantic dating gifts expressed the emotions of agapic love for the dating partner without expectation of getting a reciprocal gift. The romantic lovers wanted only to please the partner and show their true love: “gifts and monetary expenditures reflect wanting to do anything possible to please the beloved. Reciprocity is not an issue in such giving, but expressiveness is… The emotional expressiveness of romantic gift giving is like that of dance.” (Belk & Coon, 1993, p. 408) A romantic lover feels compelled to express him/her self through gifts

.


                Singularization of the Recipient in Gift-Giving


              
People want to believe that they are loved for the personal characteristics that make them uniquely valuable. The unique and special gifts convey the romantic meaning that the partner is uniquely special for us. When the gift uniquely suits the beloved, it shows the evidence of attention to his or her desires, especially by “almost magically fulfilling them without having to ask or be told” (Belk & Coon, 1993, p. 409). It is so precious to feel that we are the focus of our lover’s devotion.

Selfless Sacrifice in Gift-Giving



When a romantic lover gives a gift, he or she is willing to bring happiness to the partner. The agapic gift of love involves “the sacrifice of personal pleasure in favor of the pleasure of the dating partner.” This is interpreted as an act of submissiveness when a lover “would do or give anything just because he asked it of me” (Belk & Coon, 1993, p. 409). The romantic sacrifice is an altruistic expression of the lover’s feelings for his or her partner.

Thus, the study of Belk and Coon (1993) extended the concept of gift-giving by adding agapic (selfless) romantic dimension to the traditional exchange paradigm.
What Makes a Gift Perfect and Memorable
In further research



                
              , Belk (1996) investigated specific characteristics of “the perfect gift” as an expression of altruistic (selfless) love of the giver. The perfect gift is characterized by 
                altruism
                
              , sacrifice, luxury, delight, appropriateness, and surprise.
The gifts of love are especially valued for their uniqueness and the perfect match to the unique need of the beloved one. In the paradigm of the romantic love model, gifts and accompanying dialogues carry the symbolic message that the recipient is loved, that the recipient is unique. All this is very important in individualistic cultures, such as American or Western European societies. In such a cultural context, an individual wants to be loved because he or she “stands out from the crowd and are considered uniquely lovable.” (Soble, 1990, p. 67) Therefore, the gifts indicating that a partner understands his/her uniqueness and is attentive to his/her desires are especially valuable, particularly when given without having to be told (Berg & McQuinn, 1986; Ehman, 1989; Katz, 1976). The lover’s willingness to do anything and give anything for the beloved person, even when a sacrifice is necessary, conveys the clear evidence that a beloved one—the recipient of the gift—is unique.
Areni et al. (1998) analyzed the gift-receiving episodes among participants from the United States (N = 124) and Europe (N = 50) who wrote the narratives regarding their most memorable gift experiences. The researchers conducted an interpretive analysis of the texts and revealed the topics related to giving and receiving gifts.
American men reported more frequent giving while European men and women from both continents tend to remember receiving better than giving. Surprisingly, given the more prominent role of women in gift-giving, four of the five female profiles involved memories of receiving rather than giving gifts. It was the men that tended to report gift-giving experiences; two of the three male profiles that emerged involved giving gifts. The texts then were re-examined and further interpreted to acquire a deeper understanding of each profile and how giving and receiving profiles of both men and women might be related to one another.
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Footnotes
1The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item. The agreement side of the scale (positive endorsement of an item) was indicated in scores below 3—the neutral point.

 

2The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

3The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

4The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.

 

5The items of LAS were rated and scored with 1 = strongly agree, and 5 = strongly disagree. Therefore, the lower score stands for the higher love style measured by a given item.
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12.1 What Is Intimacy?
Western vs. Eastern Perspectives on Experience of Intimacy
There are several interpretations

 of intimacy in the Western research tradition. Many scholars conceptualize intimacy as self-disclosure—revealing personal thoughts, feelings, and experiences to another person (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Jourard, 1971; Sprecher & Hendrick, 2004). Others consider intimacy as responsiveness—the verbal and non-verbal behavior that expresses affection, empathy, and support to a partner (Davis & Perkowitz, 1979; Miller, Berg, & Archer, 1983; Prager, 1995).
Cross-cultural conceptualizations add even more diversity to the concept of intimacy. Some researchers demonstrated that Western East Asian cultures differ in their conceptualizations and expressions of intimacy (Seki, Matsumoto, & Imahori, 2002). Others suggest that in East Asian cultural traditions, self-disclosure is less important (Chen, 1995; Goodwin & Lee, 1994). On the other hand, responsiveness is highly significant for relationships in East Asian cultures

 (Heine, 2001; Lebra, 1976; Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
Intimacy as Closeness
A variety



                
               of qualitatively different experiences and practices can be considered as intimacy: spending time together, knowing each other better, doing intimacy. The studies of romantic and marital relationships in Western scholarship paid significant attention to the construct of intimacy as the degree of closeness between two persons. Closeness may be physical (bodily or sexual), cognitive, and emotional. The English expression “nearest and dearest” signals the meaning of intimacy in a relationship in North American cultures.
Intimacy might be expressed in behavioral manifestations, such as partners’ sleeping privacy and proximity, organization of their eating, spending leisure time together, etc. (de Munck & Korotayev, 2007), or subjective psychological experience, such as openness to self-disclosure, the sharing of intimate thought, feelings, and experiences, interdependence, and emotional warmth (Clark & Reis, 1988; Perlman & Fehr, 1987; Reis & Shaver, 1988; Rosenbluth & Steil, 1995). Closeness in interpersonal relationships was also operationalized by measuring interdependence or mutual influence (Berscheid, Schneider, & Omoto, 2008).
Why is intimacy so important for the love relationships? Evolutionary psychology explains pretty well the role of passion as emotional glue, which attaches mating partners for the time being when a little child needs their support. However, the role of intimacy does not perfectly fit to this evolutionary framework of interpretation. Intimacy is not always present in a marital relationship, it is especially rare in many traditional societies, and it does not seem adaptive from an evolutionary perspective. The marital relationship grounded on intimacy does not always set a firm basis for a marriage to endure, and marital intimacy does not really affect the success of the childbirth and survival. As Furstenberg (1990) noted, “if love is a good reason for marrying, falling out of love is also an equally good reason for divorcing” (p. 381).
The other possible and plausible reasons are that intimacy produces the pleasurable feeling of comfortable attachment and trust. On the other side, it can bring the feeling of vulnerability, in particular, in the case of dishonesty and deception. No one hurts more than one who is closest to us.
The dimension of intimacy is widely present in modern theories and scales measuring the emotional experience of love. For instance, Hendrick and Hendrick (1989) in their factor analysis of five love scales, described in the previous sections, identified closeness—which is similar in meaning with intimacy—among the five major factors of love among American students. Intimacy is also conceptualized as an ongoing and dynamic relational process (Reis & Shaver, 1988).
Closeness and intimacy vary across cultures. While intimacy in close relationships is much cherished experience in modern Western cultures, the traditional Eastern cultures may vary in their normative attitude toward intimacy between romantic and marital partners. Why do some cultures encourage intimacy between romantic partner, between wives and husbands, while others do not?
A cultural perspective helps explore the diversity, intimacy and closeness. Adams, Anderson, and Adonu (2004) demonstrated that patterns of closeness and intimacy are grounded in particular cultural worlds. The authors describe examples from research in diverse West African cultures and the North American cultures to illuminate how the experience of intimacy and closeness reflects particular constructions of social reality and self.
As research suggest, East Asians experience less intimacy in marital relationships than do Westerners (DeVos, 1985; Dion & Dion, 1993a, 1993b; Ting-Toomey, 1991) and in Eastern societies, the intimacy in heterosexual love has been traditionally less important (e.g., Dion & Dion, 1993a, 1993b; Gao, 2001; Roland, 1988).
However, as we will see below, the conceptualization of intimacy might be different in those cultures (Castaneda, 1993; Hsu, 1981; Kumar, 1991).
Communication and Sharing in Relationship as Intimacy
Intimacy
                
                
              

                
               cannot be considered merely as self-disclosure (Jamieson, 1998, 1999). Such practices are more prototypical for the Western view. Cross-culturally, intimacy can be related to a broader range of practices, such as sharing with, giving to, spending time with, and practically caring for.
Among Mexican Americans, communication and sharing are viewed as especially important quality of love relationships. These were the second most frequently mentioned categories of responses in the study the meaning of romantic love conducted by Castaneda (1993) among Mexican Americans in northern California (47 women and 36 men). Communication and sharing were viewed as the means to know and become closer to a partner. Such communication leads to relational intimacy. Respondents noted that communication in love allows one to be one’s true self, without fear of rejection or judgment. Love was perceived as a domain where such unconditional acceptance is possible and expected. Mutual communication allowed respondents to feel their true selves expressed. One woman wrote:The ability to communicate openly and honestly, especially to express how you are feeling. It is important that I can be myself, and that he can be himself (Castaneda, 1993, p. 265).



Such communication and expression of self assume honesty. Castaneda cited a particularly insightful response about the role of communication and honesty in relationships:Communication—the basis of a relationship. Without this it would grow old very fast, very boring and then there is nothing left. You must be totally honest and have faith in that person—he/she will not judge but hear you out...Love isn’t enough—if you don’t communicate you stop learning about each other which eventually makes the partner a stranger in your life when he/she should be the closest to you (Castaneda, 1993, p. 265).



Commenting the data obtained in that study, Castaneda (1993) noted that Hispanic persons in general and Mexican Americans in particular, hold culturally specific values and expectations of their social relationships, typical to collectivistic cultures. They tend to take into account the needs and concerns of the other person and nurture a relationship; they place greater importance on cooperation, sharing responsibilities, avoidance of conflict, and respect.
A Cross-Cultural Diversity of Intimacy
The early cross-cultural research

 showed higher degrees of intimacy and self-disclosure among Americans than among Japanese (Barnlund, 1975; Gudykunst & Nishida, 1983; Ting-Toomey, 1991). However, as Seki et al. (2002) suggested, these differences in intimacy might be more complex and include different cultural understanding of intimacy.
Previous research findings (see for review, Seki et al., 2002) showed that Americans are much more expressive than Japanese in both verbal and non-verbal behaviors. They prefer communicating intimacy in a more variety of means and channels than do Japanese. Americans also understand intimacy more concretely than do Japanese. While Japanese may not conceptualize intimacy in such concrete ways, as Americans, their conceptualizations embrace other feeling of intimacy—intangible and emotional feelings. Their construal of intimacy may include “a greater number of emotions, feelings, and role understandings and appreciations rather than tangible behavioral manifestations” (Seki et al., 2002, p. 305).
Seki et al. (2002) conducted their study among university students in two samples. The first sample consisted of 230 Japanese (113 men and 117 women, mean age 20.71) and the second sample—of 250 Americans (102 men and 148 women, mean age 23.03).Their data replicated previous findings (Barnlund, 1975; Ting-Toomey, 1991) and demonstrated the inexpressive nature of the Japanese in intimacy and preference for high-contextual interaction in intimate relationships.With regard to expression, Japanese valued “directly verbalizing how you feel about each other” more than did the Americans within the relationships with mother, father, and same-sex best friend, whereas Americans valued “indirectly verbalize how you feel about each other” more than the Japanese toward mother, father, and lover. In the pilot study, on one hand, direct verbalizations included statements such as “I like you” or “I love you.” Indirect expressions, on the other hand, included statements such as “I thought of you when I was on a trip,” “You know how I feel,” “I was in a hurry to come home,” or “I will come if you come.” That the Japanese preferred direct expressions more than did the Americans is surprising and may be related to the changing characteristics of the Japanese youth culture, who in many ways do not conform to previous stereotypes of classical Japanese culture (Seki et al., 2002, p. 317).
…
To be sure, these findings are not mutually exclusive to the notion that Japanese are less expressive than Americans because the ratings for expression mode preferences we obtained here are not necessarily indicative of the frequency, intensity, or duration of each of the categories’ usage. It may very well be, for instance, that although Japanese rate some categories higher than do Americans, Americans may actually use the categories more frequently, more forcefully, or for greater durations than Japanese, giving the perception of greater overall expressiveness for Americans (Seki et al., 2002, p. 317)



It should be noted that these findings are not directly related to the intimacy in romantic relationships, since the participants rated their feelings toward other figures of their close relationships.
12.2 Effect of Individualism and Collectivism on Intimacy
The Cultural Value of Intimacy in Love
The importance


                
                
              

                
                
               of intimacy depends on cultural variables characterizing a society. People in many Western individualistic societies (i.e., the USA, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Western European and related cultures) assume to develop emotional intimacy with romantic partner and spouse, and this factor considerably contributes to their relationship satisfaction. Greater experience of intimacy in a romantic relationship is related to better physical, psychological, and relational well-being (Dion & Dion, 1993a, 1993b; Hassebrauck & Fehr, 2002; Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1988; Laurenceau, Feldman Barrett, & Pietromonaco, 1998).
On the other hand, Eastern cultures have lower expectations of emotional intimacy in marriage, and people typically experience lower intimacy (Ting-Toomey, 1991). A cross-cultural study (Dion & Dion, 1993a, 1993b) showed that for married couples in collectivistic societies (China, India, and Japan), personal well-being and relationship are not as strongly related to psychological intimacy in marriage, when compared to married couples in individualistic societies (Canada and the United States).
A study of intimacy in two groups of Canadians—Chinese and European—(Marshall, 2008) found that individualism and collectivism do not provide satisfactory explanation for cultural differences in intimacy in these cultural groups. The role of this cultural dimension is much lower than the gender-role ideology. The results showed that European Canadians were not substantially more individualistic, compared to Chinese Canadians. Besides, the correlation of individualism with intimacy in the sample of European Canadians was not positive, as it was reported in previous studies (e.g., Gao, 2001; Hsu, 1981; Ting-Toomey, 1991), but negative. It seems that this finding is in accord with results of earlier research (Dion & Dion, 1991), which revealed that people with extreme individualism might perceive intimacy (as well as commitment) as a threat to their independence (Dion & Dion, 1991). In the following sections, I also highlight this controversy between the need for intimacy and the need for autonomy.
Chinese Intimacy
In China, for instance



                
              , before and after marriage, the primary ties of intimacy, in which the individual’s psychological well-being was rooted, were the family relationships with parents, siblings, and other relatives (Hsu, 1981).
Gao (2001) studied the samples of American and Chinese couples in a large university in China and two large universities in the United States using Triangular Love Scale. The hypothesis that American partners experience higher levels of intimacy, compared to Chinese partners, was only partially confirmed.
Two studies examined emotional intimacy in European Canadian and Chinese Canadian dating relationships. Cultural differences in gender-role ideology and individualism–collectivism were hypothesized to differentially contribute to self-disclosure and responsiveness, and in turn, intimacy. Study 1 revealed that Chinese Canadians’ lower intimacy relative to European Canadians was mediated by their greater gender-role traditionalism, but not by their individualism or collectivism. Study 2 further linked greater gender-role traditionalism to lower self-disclosure, and in turn, lower intimacy. Results also revealed that Chinese Canadians’ lower intimacy mediated their lower relationship satisfaction and higher rate of relationship termination in Study 1, but that Chinese Canadians were not any more likely to terminate their relationships in Study 2
                
                
              

                
              .
Japanese Intimacy
In Japan, the lesser value



                
               of psychological intimacy in marriage is also evident (Roland, 1988); the needs for intimacy are fulfilled through the feeling of belonging to the family group rather than by sharing one’s intimate self in companionship with one’s spouse (DeVos, 1985, p, 165). Even among many middle-class Japanese couples, there is still relatively little psychological intimacy in the marital relationship (Roland, 1988). For men, emotional and psychological needs are amalgamated with their social relationships in occupational context. For women, it is difficult to achieve an intimacy in marital relationship because traditionally the men spend the long hours at work and then have rituals of extensive socializing after work. So, the main sources of intimacy for Japanese women are their relationship with children and friendships with women (Roland, 1988). Several studies (see for review Farrer, Tsuchiya, & Bagrowicz, 2008) found that Japanese partners in serious romantic relationships are high only on some facets of intimacy such as compassion, mind reading, assurance, and the support of the social network; however, they are not high in direct communication



                
               of intimacy.
Indian Intimacy
In India, the cultural norms


                
                
              

                
               of psychological intimacy are diverse due to religious and regional differences, but they are still typical for collectivistic societies. For Hindu women, for instance, the complex family system is taken into account in the structure of women’s close relationships. The relationships with the female relatives are usually a main source of attention for married women and they are more important than the issues of psychological intimacy with the spouse. Another source of emotional intimacy is the mother–child relationship (Kumar, 1991).
In terms



                
               of cross-cultural differences, the study of Yelsma and Athappilly (1988) is interesting since it compared marital satisfaction and communication in three types of couples: American companionate, Indian arranged, Indian love. Participants completed a measure of marital satisfaction and a measure of reported interaction with their spouse in three domains (verbal, non-verbal, and sexual).
The researchers found that for the couples in American sample, the reported marital communication correlated with marital satisfaction. However, in the Indian sample of arranged marriages, very few behaviors were related to marital satisfaction. Interpreting these findings, the authors suggested that for the Americans, emotional excitement contributed to satisfaction in companionate marriages, whereas for the Indians, such variables lifelong commitment and cultural tradition were more related to satisfaction in arranged marriages. Thus, the cultural relationship values of people in individualistic and collectivistic societies might play a role.
As for the specific reported behaviors



                
              , several facets of psychological intimacy, such as sharing personal concerns and feelings, discussing personal problems and positive topics, predicted marital satisfaction among the Americans. For Indian respondents, such characteristics of psychological intimacy as talk about intimate matters and can tell what kind of day spouse has had were associated with marital satisfaction for those in love-based marriages but not for those in arranged marriages. Another interesting finding was that, compared to the American companionate marriages, the type of intimacy reported by Indian participants in the love-based marriages still involved less extensive self-disclosure. Therefore, the nature of intimacy and the role of verbal disclosure in close relationships might be different in individualistic and collectivistic cultures



                
              .
The Dilemma of Intimacy vs. Autonomy
Although individualism
                
              

                
                
               is conducive for developments of romantic love, certain aspects of individualism at the psychological level make developing intimacy problematic. People with “self-contained individualism
” (Sampson, 1977) may have problems with developing intimacy in a relationship because they put too much emphasis on valuing autonomy, personal control over their life outcomes, and dislike any form of dependency. It is difficult to reconcile their needs with the needs of their partner in a relationship, each of whom is striving for intimacy, yet trying not to sacrifice personal.
In support of this claim, another study (Dion & Dion, 1993a, 1993b) found the controversial relations between psychological individualism—valuing individualism at the personal level—and romantic love in Canadian sample (Dion & Dion, 1991). The researchers measured the individual differences in the degree to which participants endorse the prevailing societal value individualism. They assume that a desire to maintain one’s personal autonomy—as a component of psychological individualism—can create ambivalence about emotional dependence in an intimate relationship. They thought that this ambivalence could lead to less affective engagement with one’s partner and therefore in a less satisfying relationship. The study showed that participants with high psychological individualism reported less caring, less need, and trust of one’s partner. At the same time, they considered their experience of romantic love as less rewarding, deep, and tender. They viewed love as a game and a test of their skills and power in a romantic relationship. As a result, they experienced emotional detachment in the relationship. Authors (Dion & Dion, 1991) believe that psychological individualism may contribute to a high rate of divorce in the United States and in Canada. They noted that the participants with high scores of psychological individualism also revealed a less positive attitude toward marriage.
In addition, Canadians with high personal autonomy were less likely to be in love, or experienced less intense feelings of love. They had lower qualities of intimacy in a relationship, such as lower need for, lower attraction to, lower trust and caring for a romantic partner (Dion & Dion, 1991).
Other important question remains: how much intimacy in a relationship would allow one to keep feeling of autonomy? Too much intimacy and being too close to a partner can be intrusive and destructive for a relationship. Social cohesion and psychological burdens of mutual disclosure can make a partner uncomfortable. The lack of privacy can bankrupt a relationship when a lover perceives nothing to wonder about in a partner.
The balance of intimacy and autonomy are important determinants of relationship satisfaction in long-term marriages (Goodman, 1999; Karlsson & Borell, 2002; Lavy, Mikulincer, Shaver, & Gillath, 2009; Lovendale & Duffell, 2002). Intrusiveness in romantic relationships and imbalances between proximity and autonomy may be detrimental. A qualitative cross-cultural study (Lavy et al., 2009), which involved 278 adults—Israeli Jews, Israeli Arabs, East Indian Hindus, and Americans,—examined the subjective experiences of intrusiveness, which was manifested in proximity–autonomy imbalance, and their behavioral expressions within romantic relationships. Participants were asked to give in romantic relationships and then to recall a particular personal experience of intrusiveness and describe their thoughts, feelings, and actions that occurred during this experience. The authors conducted a content analysis of examples of intrusive behavior, personal experiences of intrusiveness, and described their feelings, thoughts, and actions. Results revealed several universal as well as culturally specific themes related to cultural values.

Living together in proximity is not easy, yet living in the same home might be not the only form of a relationship. In some cases, lasting intimate relationships do not necessary include a shared home. Swedish researchers, for instance, investigated the concept of Living Apart Together as a growing tendency among older people in Sweden. Such an alternative to marriage and unmarried cohabitation allows older people have a fulfilling intimate relationship, but at the same time ensure the individual a degree of autonomy (Karlsson & Borell, 2002).
12.3 Gender Equality and Intimacy of Relationships
Female Status and Intimacy
A series of studies




                
              

                
                
               (Marshall, 2008) explored how gender-role ideology and individualism vs. collectivism affect the experience of intimacy between two cultural groups of Canadians. Results provided strong evidence that Chinese Canadians, holding greater gender-role traditionalism, perceive intimacy as of lower value in romantic relationships. This culturally specific gender-role ideology and associated with it lower self-disclosure lead to their lower intimacy. Gender-role traditionalism inhibits the opportunity for self-disclosure, which in turn inhibits the feeling of intimacy. It is especially true for men. Their gender-role traditionalism determines lower intimacy among women because of inhibiting men’s self-disclosure. Overall, as Marshall (2008) suggests,that self-disclosure may be even more constrained for men than for women in Chinese culture (Zuo, 2003) may mean that women reciprocate men’s low disclosure (Cozby, 1973), resulting in both partner’s relatively low intimacy. (p. 27).



It is worth to note, however, that lower intimacy have similar consequences for relationship satisfaction for European and Chinese Canadians.
Other studies also identified the role of gender-role ideology and female status in the development of intimate relationship. As de Munck and Korotayev (2007) suggested and confirmed in their anthropological research, intimacy becomes a cultural norm
 in marital relationships due to the relative equality of female and male status. In the societies where husbands and wives have relatively equal status, they tend to be intimate with one another and express a desire to engage in similar activities together. Researchers considered the following behavioral manifestations of marital intimacy in a particular culture: husband–wife sleeping proximity, privacy in sleeping for husbands and wives, husband–wife eating arrangement, husband and wife spending leisure time together, and husband attending birth of his child (de Munck & Korotayev, 2007).
Following their earlier findings (de Munck & Korotayev, 1999) that the importance of romantic love positively correlates with female status, the authors hypothesized that cultural norms
 admit higher intimacy between spouses (in terms of behavioral manifestations listed above) in the societies where husbands and wives have relatively equal status (de Munck & Korotayev, 2007). The researchers suggested that intimacy implies relative equality as well as an amiable and non-aggressive disposition toward a partner. A concept of self in this case is autonomous and distinct from social statuses. The development of an intimate relationship implies that a partner is unique and therefore not easily replaceable. Therefore, as authors (de Munck & Korotayev, 2007) inferred, the belief in an autonomous unique self should be an essential condition for the cultural norms
 encouraging intimacy between spouses. In modern Euro-American cultures, such development of an intimate relationship seems natural in marital relationships.
Their results confirmed this hypothesis and demonstrated that female status significantly predicts intimacy in spousal relationships in the sample of 186 “traditional” cultures—the cultures that are less influenced by modernization (Whyte, 1985). The data showed that 47 out of 60 female status variables significantly (p < 0.05) correlated with the five intimacy variables. However, not all variables were indicative. In particular, “privacy of sleeping together” was not associated with female status. Nevertheless, authors identified an overall cross-cultural pattern in which intimacy correlates positively with many classical indicators of female status.
The authors concluded that
                  	1.Intimacy of wife–husband relationships turns out to be significantly predicted by the female status. If the wife’s status is significantly lower than her husband’s, the development of the intimate relationships between them is significantly less probable.

 

	2.If the given culture is characterized by a very high level of parental warmth spent by mothers toward their sons, this makes the development of the intimate relationships between wives and husbands significantly more probable.

 

	3.Socialization for aggression in boys makes the development of the intimate relationships between wives and husbands within a given culture significantly less probable.

 

	4.Polygyny appears to inhibit the intimacy of wife–husband relationships at least in three ways: through the increase in socialization for aggression, through the decrease of parental warmth levels, and through the reduction of female kin power.

 

	5.The development of wife–husband intimacy might be also inhibited by large family sizes and dependence training (de Munck & Korotayev, 2007, p. 331).

 




                



Intimacy Depends on the Stage of a Relationship
The degree of intimacy may be different as a relationship develops. Interpersonal process model of intimacy explains how self-disclosure and partner responsiveness contribute to the experience of intimacy in a relationship (Laurenceau et al., 1998; Reis & Shaver, 1988). The concept of intimacy in the context of this interpersonal process model (Reis & Shaver, 1988) is the feelings of closeness that evolve from dynamic and transactional processes between partners’ self-disclosures and responsiveness. When a person perceives that a partner responds to his or her personal disclosures with concern and support, he or she feels understood, cared for, and validated. Therefore, he or she feels more intimate with the partner. The lack of responsiveness may result in the fear of intimacy (Firestone & Firestone, 2004).
In cross-cultural perspective, Gao (2001) studied the effect that the stage of relationship and culture have on the level of intimacy (measured with Triangular Love Scale) in 90 Chinese and 77 American romantic couples. Results showed that intimacy increases in both cultures as the relationship progresses, but no cross-cultural differences. The level of intimacy among American couples was not higher than that among Chinese couples, as the author expected.
The stage of relationship


 development might be more important than the effect of culture itself. It should be noted that the feeling of intimacy in a love relationship can fluctuate and change over time within short or long periods. Researchers revealed some cultural patterns in this regard when compared with the development of marital relationships over the long term in the United States and Japan (Ingersoll-Dayton, Campbell, Kurokawa, & Saito, 1996). Americans usually have a relatively high level of intimacy when their marriages begin, then they try to keep the intimacy in the relationship, still maintaining a separate identity. Japanese generally do not experience much intimacy at the start of their marriages. The married couples have many obligations that they feel toward other people in their social relationships. Intimacy between partners in marital relationship develops later in life when they have fewer obligations to other close family members. Over time, the husbands become more willing to share affection with their wives.
12.4 Cross-Cultural Studies of Self-Disclosure and Self-Expression
A Variety of Cultural Norms of Self-Disclosure

Self-disclosure

                
                
              

                
                
                
              

                
              

                
               is the verbal and non-verbal communication of personal information as the major way to express intimacy. Cultural differences in self-disclosure patterns between romantic partners and spouses exist. The culture of North America encourages people to be open, direct, and assertive in their communications (Bradford, Feeney, & Campbell, 2002; Hocker & Wilmot, 1995). Therefore, it is natural that Americans often use self-disclosure to reduce emotional distance and increase marital intimacy (Rosenfeld & Bowen, 1991).
Different from this approach, Chinese culture fosters people to be more restrained, more reserved in interpersonal interactions, and it frowns upon to be too expressive (Chen, 1995; Hocker & Wilmot, 1995). This cultural feature may affect self-disclosure in Chinese marital relationships. Even though there is certain evidence that North Americans are more individualistic and Chinese are more collectivistic, yet, this assumption has received little attention in intimate relationships.
Fitzpatrick et al. (2006) in their study designed a following sample composition: Chinese native, Chinese residents, and North American. The researchers expected that Chinese residing in the United States might be influenced by both collectivistic culture, China—the country where they have been raised, and individualistic culture, the USA—the country where they currently live (Tsai, Ying, & Lee, 2000). Thus, Chinese residents might be in the state of cultural transitions. They might be at a cultural crossroad that could have impact on their marital relationships. For instance, Chinese residents are more individualistic and disclosing than Chinese native spouses, but less individualistic and disclosing than North American spouses are (Fitzpatrick et al., 2006).
The authors (Fitzpatrick et al., 2006) revealed that Chinese native spouses disclosed less than North American spouses. That is in agreement with other findings (Chen, 1995; Wolfson & Pearce, 1983). This is in accord with general patterns of communication in two cultures. North Americans view self-disclosure with a spouse as especially important means to achieve closeness in a relationship (Rosenfeld & Bowen, 1991). North American spouses more than Chinese engage in verbal communication (Juang & Tucker, 1991).
On the other hand, the Chinese culture frowns upon self-disclosure and endorses a greater self-restraint (Chen, 1995; Hocker & Wilmot, 1995). Nevertheless, Chinese residents of the US disclose more than Chinese native spouses, but do not differ from North American spouses. The country of residence, with different community settings, and acculturation probably influence their marital communication accordingly (Fitzpatrick et al., 2006; Kjellander, 1995).
It should be noted, however, that the results of the Fitzpatrick et al. (2006) are more complex and lean toward a cultural confluence model: both collectivism and individualism were related to greater disclosure for American husbands, Chinese resident wives, and Chinese native wives. These findings do not conform to the patterns of results identified in other studies. Multidimensional nature of self-disclosure (Derlega, Metts, Petronio, & Margulis, 1993) can explain these discrepancies. Actually, self-disclosure can express independence, self-assertion, and directness, typical for individualistic values, as well as harmony, connectedness, and solidarity, typical for collectivistic values. Such interpretation fits pretty well in an American emphasis on talk, yet it looks less consistent with a Chinese emphasis on restraint and reticence. However, we should note that disclosure in Chinese families is layered: people share the most intimate expressions with the spouse, while less intimate information—with other family members, or outsiders. Therefore, a relationship in marriage can be intimate in both cultures and connected with social values (Ow & Katz, 1999).
The findings for Chinese resident and native husbands indicate that men in Chinese marriages may engage in more disclosure as they feel connected to their partners. In case, when marriage is considered an in-group, then marital disclosure may create unique interactions with spouses.
Self-Expression as the Path to Intimacy
The boundaries of privacy




                
              , intimacy, and self-expression vary across cultures and species. Many aspects of what is intimate, what is private, and what is public are culturally determined (Coffey, 2017; Heitler, 2012; Moore, 2003).
Self-expression and the opportunity to share deeply personal feelings and thoughts, personal fulfillment and the possibilities for personal growth in the relationship are commonly viewed in individualistic cultures as the central features of love (Sternberg & Grajek, 1984). The culture of societal individualism is present in the private sphere of American life as the need for self-expression and self-realization. Such expressive individualism penetrates romantic love and intimate relationships providing the opportunity for lovers to explore the dimensions of oneself and share their “real selves” with one another (Bellah, Madien, Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 1985).
Different from Americans, Japanese have less inclination for self-disclosure. Kito (2005) studied self-disclosure in romantic relationships among Japanese and Americans. The question of interest was whether the degree of self-disclosure differs across these cultures in passionate love and companionate love. The data obtained in two samples of university students (64 Americans and 81 Japanese) showed that:	(a)Japanese participants of the study had lower scores of self-disclosure than Americans in both types of relationship,

 

	(b)such lower self-disclosure among Japanese, compared to Americans, was also found in same-sex and cross-sex friendships that confirm that this is a general cultural tendency,

 

	(c)both Americans and Japanese were higher in self-disclosure in their romantic relationships, compared to friendships.

 





The study conducted in France, the United States, and Japan (Ting-Toomey, 1991) explored what impact culture has on intimacy expressions of love commitment, disclosure maintenance, and relational ambivalence. Analysis of data revealed the significant main effects of culture and gender on these variables of intimacy. Participants in the United States and France had the higher level of love commitment and disclosure maintenance than the Japanese participants. Americans also expressed more relational ambivalence than Japanese. As for gender differences, women had higher level of love commitment and disclosure maintenance than men.
References
	Adams, G., Anderson, S. L., & Adonu, J. K. (2004). The cultural grounding of closeness and intimacy. In D. J. Mashek & A. P. Aron (Eds.), Handbook of closeness and intimacy (pp. 321–339). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

	Altman, I., & Taylor, D. A. (1973). Social penetration: The development of interpersonal relationships. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

	Barnlund, D. C. (1975). Public and private self in Japan and the United States: Communicative styles of two cultures. Tokyo, Japan: Simul.

	Bellah, R. N., Madien, R., Sullivan, W. M., Swidler, A., & Tipton, S. M. (1985). Habits of the heart: Individualism and commitment in American life. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

	Berscheid, E., Schneider, M., & Omoto, A. M. (2008). Measuring closeness: The relationship closeness inventory (RCI) revisited. In D. Mashek & A. Aron (Eds.), Handbook of closeness and intimacy. London, UK: Taylor and Francis.

	Bradford, S., Feeney, J., & Campbell, L. (2002). Links between attachment orientations and dispositional and diary-based measures of disclosure in dating couples: A study of actor and partner effects. Personal Relationships, 9, 491–506.Crossref

	Castaneda, D. M. (1993). The meaning of romantic love among Mexican-Americans. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 8(2), 257.

	Chen, G. (1995). Differences in self-disclosure patterns among Americans versus Chinese: A comparative study. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 26, 84–91.Crossref

	Clark, M. S., & Reis, H. T. (1988). Interpersonal processes in close relationships. Annual Review of Psychology, 39, 609–672.Crossref

	Coffey, R. (2017). Intimacy across cultures—And species: Do rats and pygmy chimps dream of electric kisses? Psychology Today, Retrieved from July 11, 2017, from https://​www.​psychologytoday.​com/​blog/​the-bejeezus-out-me/​201707/​intimacy-across-cultures-and-species


	Cozby, P. C. (1973). Self-disclosure: A literature review. Psychological Bulletin, 79, 73–91.Crossref

	Davis, D., & Perkowitz, W. T. (1979). Consequences of responsiveness in dyadic interactions: Effects of probability of response and proportion of content related responses. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 534–550.Crossref

	de Munck, V. C., & Korotayev, A. (1999). Sexual equality and romantic love: A reanalysis of Rosenblatt’s study on the function of romantic love. Cross-Cultural Research, 33(3), 265–277.Crossref

	de Munck, V. C., & Korotayev, A. V. (2007). Wife–husband intimacy and female status in cross-cultural perspective. Cross-Cultural Research, 41(4), 307–335.Crossref

	Derlega, V., Metts, S., Petronio, S., & Margulis, S. (1993). Self-disclosure. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

	DeVos, G. (1985). Dimensions of the self in Japanese culture. In A. J. Marsella, G. DeVos, & F. L. K. Hsu (Eds.), Culture and self: Asian and Western perspectives (pp. 141–184). London, UK: Tavistock.

	Dion, K. K., & Dion, K. L. (1991). Psychological individualism and romantic love. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 6(1), 17–33.

	Dion, K. K., & Dion, K. L. (1993a). Individualistic and collectivistic perspectives on gender and the cultural context of love and intimacy. Journal of Social Issues, 49(3), 53–69. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​j.​1540-4560.​1993.​tb01168.​x
Crossref

	Dion, K. L., & Dion, K. K. (1993b). Gender and ethnocultural comparison in styles of love. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 17(4), 463–473. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​j.​1471-6402.​1993.​tb00656.​x
Crossref

	Farrer, J., Tsuchiya, H., & Bagrowicz, B. (2008). Emotional expression in tsukiau dating relationships in Japan. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 25(1), 169–188.Crossref

	Firestone, R. W., & Firestone, L. (2004). Methods for overcoming the fear of intimacy. In D. J. Mashek & A. P. Aron (Eds.), Handbook of closeness and intimacy (pp. 375–395). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

	Fitzpatrick, J., Liang, S., Feng, D., Crawford, D., Tsorell, G., & Morgan-Fleming, B. (2006). Social values and self-disclosure: A comparison of Chinese native, Chinese resident (in U.S.) and North American spouses. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 37, 113–127.Crossref

	Furstenberg, F. F. (1990). Divorce and the American family. American Review of Sociology, 16, 379–403.Crossref

	Gao, G. (2001). Intimacy, passion, and commitment in Chinese and US American romantic relationships. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25(3), 329–342.Crossref

	Goodman, C. (1999). Intimacy and autonomy in long term marriage. Journal of Gerontological Social Work, 32(1), 83–97.Crossref

	Goodwin, R., & Lee, I. (1994). Taboo topics among Chinese and English friends. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 25, 325–328.Crossref

	Gudykunst, W. B., & Nishida, T. (1983). Social penetration in Japanese and American close friendships. In R. Bostrom (Ed.), Communication yearbook 7 (pp. 592–610). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

	Hassebrauck, M., & Fehr, B. (2002). Dimensions of relationship quality. Personal Relationships, 9, 253–270.Crossref

	Heine, S. J. (2001). Self as cultural product: An examination of East Asian and North American selves. Journal of Personality, 69, 881–906.Crossref

	Heitler, S. (2012). Boundaries, privacy and intimacy are cultural phenomena traveling in Vietnam highlights what intimacy is and isn’t in different cultures. Psychology Today, Retrieved May 08, 2012, from https://​www.​psychologytoday.​com/​blog/​resolution-not-conflict/​201205/​boundaries-privacy-and-intimacy-are-cultural-phenomena


	Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. (1989). Research on love: Does it measure up? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 784–794.Crossref

	Hocker, J., & Wilmot, W. (1995). Interpersonal conflict. Dubuque, IA: Brown and Benchmark.

	Hsu, F. L. K. (1981). Americans and Chinese: Passage to differences (3rd ed.). Honolulu, HI: The University Press of Hawaii.

	Ingersoll-Dayton, B., Campbell, R., Kurokawa, Y., & Saito, M. (1996). Separateness and togetherness: Interdependence over the life course in Japanese and American marriages. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 13(3), 385–398. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​0265407596133005​
Crossref

	Jamieson, L. (1998). Intimacy: Personal relationships in modern societies. Cambridge: Polity Press.

	Jamieson, L. (1999). Intimacy transformed? A critical Look at the ‘pure relationship’. Sociology, 33, 477–494.

	Jourard, S. M. (1971). Self-disclosure: An experimental analysis of the transparent self. New York, NY: Wiley.

	Juang, S., & Tucker, C. (1991). Factors in marital adjustment and their interrelationships: A comparison of Taiwanese couples in America and Caucasian American couples. Journal of Multicultural Counseling and Development, 19, 22–31.Crossref

	Karlsson, S. G., & Borell, K. (2002). Intimacy and autonomy, gender and ageing: Living apart together. Ageing International, 27(4), 11–26.Crossref

	Kiecolt-Glaser, J. K., Fisher, B. S., Ogrocki, P., Stout, J. C., Speicher, C. E., & Glaser, R. (1988). Marital discord and immunity in males. Psychosomatic Medicine, 50, 213–229.Crossref

	Kito, M. (2005). Self-disclosure in romantic relationships and friendships among American and Japanese college students. The Journal of Social Psychology, 145(2), 127–140.Crossref

	Kjellander, C. (1995). Self-disclosure and concealment among Chinese Americans as predicted by acculturation level, private self-consciousness, and face concern [CD-ROM]. Abstract from: ProQuest Files: Dissertation Abstracts Item 9506515.

	Kumar, U. (1991). Life stages in the development of the Hindu woman in India. In L. L. Adler (Ed.), Women in cross-cultural perspective (pp. 142–158). Westport, CT: Praeger.

	Laurenceau, J.-P., Feldman Barrett, L., & Pietromonaco, P. R. (1998). Intimacy as an interpersonal process: The importance of self-disclosure, partner disclosure, and perceived partner responsiveness in interpersonal exchanges. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1238–1251.Crossref

	Lavy, S., Mikulincer, M., Shaver, P. R., & Gillath, O. (2009). Intrusiveness in romantic relationships: A cross-cultural perspective on imbalances between proximity and autonomy. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 26(6-7), 989–1008.Crossref

	Lebra, T. S. (1976). Japanese patterns of behavior. Honolulu, HI: University of Hawaii Press.

	Lovendale, H., & Duffell, N. (2002). Sex, love and the dangers of intimacy: A guide to passionate relationships when the “honeymoon” is over. London, UK: Harper Collins.

	Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 224–253.Crossref

	Marshall, T. C. (2008). Cultural differences in intimacy: The influence of gender-role ideology and individualism—collectivism. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 25(1), 143–168.Crossref

	Miller, L. C., Berg, J. H., & Archer, R. L. (1983). Openers: Individuals who elicit intimate self-disclosure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 1234–1244.Crossref

	Moore, A. D. (2003). Privacy: Its meaning and value. American Philosophical Quarterly, 40(3), 215–227.

	Ow, R., & Katz, D. (1999). Family secrets and the disclosure of distressful information in Chinese families. Families in Society: The Journal of Contemporary Social Services, 80, 620–628.Crossref

	Perlman, D., & Fehr, B. (1987). The development of intimate relationships. In D. Perlman & S. Duck (Eds.), Intimate relationships: Development, dynamics, and deterioration (pp. 13–42). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

	Prager, K. J. (1995). The psychology of intimacy. New York, NY: Guilford.

	Reis, H. T., & Shaver, P. (1988). Intimacy as an interpersonal process. In S. W. Duck (Ed.), Handbook of personal relationships (pp. 367–389). New York: Wiley.

	Roland, A. (1988). In search of self in India and Japan. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

	Rosenbluth, S. C., & Steil, J. M. (1995). Predictors of intimacy for women in heterosexual and homosexual couples. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 12, 163–175.Crossref

	Rosenfeld, L., & Bowen, G. (1991). Marital disclosure and marital satisfaction: Direct-effect vs. indirect-effect models. Western Journal of Speech Communication, 55, 69–84.Crossref

	Sampson, E. E. (1977). Psychology and the American ideal. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 767–782.Crossref

	Seki, K., Matsumoto, D., & Imahori, T. T. (2002). The conceptualization and expression of intimacy in Japan and the United States. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 33(3), 303–319.Crossref

	Sprecher, S., & Hendrick, S. S. (2004). Self-disclosure in intimate relationships: Associations with individual and relationship characteristics over time. Journal of Social & Clinical Psychology, 23, 857–877.Crossref

	Sternberg, R. J., & Grajek, S. (1984). The nature of love. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47(2), 312–329.

	Ting-Toomey, S. (1991). Intimacy expressions in three cultures: France, Japan, and the United States. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 15(1), 29–46.Crossref

	Tsai, J. L., Ying, Y., & Lee, P. (2000). The meaning of “being Chinese” and “being American”: Variation among Chinese American young adults. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 31, 302–332.Crossref

	Whyte, M. K. (1985). Cross-cultural codes dealing with the relative status of women. World Cultures, 1(4), Files STDS23-24.DAT,STDS23-24.COD.

	Wolfson, K., & Pearce, B. (1983). A cross-cultural comparison of the implications of self-disclosure on conversational logics. Communication Quarterly, 31, 249–256.Crossref

	Yelsma, P., & Athappilly, K. (1988). Marital satisfaction and communication practices: Comparisons among Indian and American couples. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 19(1), 37–54.

	Zuo, J. (2003). From revolutionary comrades to gendered partners: Marital construction of breadwinning in post-Mao urban China. Journal of Family Issues, 24, 314–337.Crossref



© Springer Nature Switzerland AG 2019
Victor KarandashevCross-Cultural Perspectives on the Experience and Expression of Love https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15020-4_13

13. Love as Dependency, Attachment, Trust, and Honesty

Victor Karandashev1 
(1)Department of Psychology, Aquinas College, Grand Rapids, MI, USA

 


Keywords
Interpersonal dependency in loveLove as attachmentExperience of trust in loveHonesty in loveFeelings of securityFeelings of comfortEvolutionary factors of romantic attachmentCultural factors of romantic attachment
13.1 Love as Dependency
Partners in a Union Are Dependent on Each Other
Romantic love as a union of two persons assumes

 that they are complementary to each other in one or another quality. Therefore, partners in love may have more or less dependency on each other. However, due to the nature of love, it is natural and inevitable. When they are aware of this and understand a risk of losing these ties, they experience dependency on each other. They need each other to function in life normally and adequately: in psychological or pragmatic way. They fulfil each other’s needs: in sex, breadwinning, housekeeping, and other household chores, caring, etc. The potential feelings of possessiveness and jealousy can naturally evolve from this awareness.
In their social and public life, people usually display only those parts of them, which are socially acceptable: small talk, business, sport, politics, etc. Romantic love brings a possibility for such psychological intimacy when partners become more open to each other than to others. They feel more comfortable to share their deeper feelings, thoughts, and personality with a romantic partner in a secure relation. Awareness of risk that in case a broken union, those very personal knowledge might be socially known, make a partner vulnerable. This creates a controversial feeling of dependency in romantic love. It is pleasant to feel dependent when one can trust and rely on the benevolence of a partner. (Our childish feeling of comfort
 being in the kind hands of mother is implicitly always in our subconscious). However, there is always a risk that such trust and reliance on the partner’s benevolence would not be fulfilled. Even this barely noticeable subconscious fear of such betrayal produces the feeling of vulnerability. The implicit attitude involving two controversial feelings makes a chill of love. Japanese concept of amae and Western concept

 of attachment can well explain this.
Cultural Views on Dependency in Love
Being dependent

 is not always a bad thing. Individualistic and collectivistic cultures hold different views on interpersonal dependency

                
              . For example, unlike the Western individualistic focus on 
                romantic passion
                
              , Japanese culture highly value 
                mutual dependency
                
               in intimate relationships (Dion & Dion, 1988).
As defined above, the Japanese concept of amae inspires a generally positive attitude toward dependency upon others. It has positive connotation in that culture, and people use it when they describe sentimental feelings in close relationships: between parent and son/daughter, romantic partners, husband and wife. It is a pleasant feeling when a person depends on the other who provides considerate affection and indulgent gratification. (Doi, 1973/1988).
Different from this attitude, the concept of dependency in Western cultures, such as the United States, brings negative or, at least, ambivalent connotations because of the high cultural value of individuality and autonomy. Partners in a romantic relationship may want to be intimate, but still may prefer to keep independence

; to maintain both is not easy.
How Comfortable Partners Are with Intimacy
Hatfield and Rapson (2005) developed

 the love schemas model—the integrative model of attachment—and applied it to cross-cultural studies. In this model, the authors describe six categories of love relationships. Depending on how comfortable men and women are with their feelings of intimacy and independence, they are classified into:	
Secure type—lovers who are comfortable with both emotional closeness and independence. Other theorists called such people as securely attached.

	
Clingy type—lovers who desire a great deal of closeness but feel uneasy when forced to be independent. Other theorists called such people as preoccupied, anxious, and fearful.

	
Skittish type—lovers who desire a large amount of independence, but once they are forced to get too close, they may feel smothered and flee. Other theorists called such people as dismissing and avoidant.

	
Fickle type—lovers who are uneasy with closeness or independence. Such lovers were called as ambivalent
.

	
Casual type—lovers who are only interested in relationships that are problem free.

	
Uninterested type—lovers who are not interested in romantic relationships with anyone. Such lovers were called as dismissive-avoidant
 (Hatfield & Rapson, 2010).





Gender inequality in history affected the gender differences in the feelings of security
, dependency, and casualty in romantic attachments. Many cultures viewed women of less value than men and often oppressed them (Coontz, 2005; Hatfield & Rapson, 1993). Women in families were commonly dependent upon fathers and husbands for their survival, and therefore might fall into the clingy and dependent love attachments. Such a cultural context upheld men to acquire the casual and uninterested attachment schema. In modern times, in some cultures where gender inequality is still common, women may feel dependent, while men can be inclined to be casual in love. In other cultures, due to movement toward gender equality, the existing gender differences in romantic attachments

 can decrease (Hatfield & Rapson, 2010).
13.2 Love as Attachment
Romantic Attachment
Attachment-behavioral system


 (Bowlby, 1969, 1979), with its origins from child–parent relationship

, brings strong motivation for attachment in adulthood, and in particular, for romantic love. Experience of childhood attachment with caregivers shapes the schemas that a person holds regarding love relationship. A romantic partner becomes a new attachment figure in adulthood (Hazan & Shaver, 1987).
From this perspective, 
                falling in love
                
                
               is essentially the formation of a bond, loving someone is maintenance of the bond bringing a feeling of security
, while awareness of threat and loss of the bond brings 
                anxiety and sorrow of love
                
                
              , sometimes arouse anger. However, the renewal of a bond is experienced as a source of joy (Bowlby, 1979, p. 69). Thus, romantic attachment inevitably brings dependency in love.
Shaver and his colleagues (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Shaver & Hazan, 1993; Shaver, Hazan, & Bradshaw, 1988; Shaver, Morgan, & Wu, 1996) further advanced the Bowlbys’ ideas

 of love as romantic attachment. It was found that people with secure romantic attachment styles hold positive attitudes toward self and higher self-worth. They also have positive attitudes toward others and value them highly. They are more comfortable depending on others and less sensitive to rejection (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). They experience greater stability, more satisfaction, less conflict, and longer duration

 in the romantic relationships (Belsky, 1999; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994).
Cross-Cultural Studies of Romantic Attachment

Cross-cultural studies



                
                
               of attachment have substantially enriched scholarly understanding of love. Sprecher et al. (1994) studied romantic attachments among Americans, Russians, and Japanese (see the samples description in earlier sections) using Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) forced choice, a single-item measure. The authors found that the proportion of participants with secure attachment type was greater in the US sample (49%) than in Japanese (37%) and Russian and (35%) samples. The percentage of avoidance love attachment had an opposite pattern: the USA—37%, Japan—46%, Russia—47%, while anxious-ambivalent attachments were much less frequent in all three samples (14%, 18%, and 15% respectively). The highest frequency of secure romantic attachment in the US can be related to American nurturing childrearing practices, the promotion of romantic love and intimacy in adolescent culture that give the youth an opportunity to develop secure intimate relationships. The higher frequency of avoidance love attachment among Russians and Japanese (compared to American sample) correlates with their relatively higher rating of mania love style, associated with this feeling.
Doherty, Hatfield, Thompson, and Choo (1994) studied Americans of Chinese, European, Japanese, and Pacific Islander ancestry (with relatively small sample of 124 men and 184 women in total across all four ethnic groups). They found no substantial differences in the type of romantic attachments between these cultural groups, with mostly secure attachment (in range from 60 to 70% across all four ethnic samples



                
                
              ).
Cultural 
and Social Factors of Romantic Attachment
Other studies



                
              

                
               extensively investigated the experience of romantic attachment across cultures. A recent comprehensive survey of over 17,000 people from 56 nations (Schmitt, 2008) revealed that 
                secure romantic attachment
                
               is prevalent in a majority of cultures and it is the highest rated form of romantic attachment across 79% of these cultures. However, 
                secure romantic attachment
                
               was significantly lower than dismissing, preoccupied, or 
                fearful romantic attachment
                
               in several cultures. In addition, the three forms of insecure attachment, in combination, were typically more widespread than secure attachment.
Regionally shared socioeconomic, political, and religious factors also affect the patterns of romantic attachments. In majority of ten major world regions, secure attachment

                
               is typical, with some variations (Schmitt, 2008). The cultural and geographical differences were identified. While people from cultures with low ecological stress are usually more securely attached to their partner, 
                insecure romantic attachments
                
               were related with high-stress ecological environments: the local ecologies of some cultures elicited less secure forms of romantic attachment.
From evolutionary perspective, early childhood experiences can affect mating strategies in adulthood. Young men and women in social contexts with lower stress and abundant resources prefer monogamous behavior and long-term mating strategies. They have secure romantic attachment styles

                
               and invest deeply in fewer numbers of offspring.
In contrast, the young people living in high levels of stress, which might include harsh physical and economic environments, insensitive and inconsistent parenting, are more likely to develop insecure attachment styles and short-term mating strategies (Belsky, 1997). For instance, in several African countries with high levels of stress, people frequently experience insecure forms of romantic attachment (Schmitt, 2008). In societies with fewer resources, the preferable mating strategy is to reproduce often and early. This strategy engages promiscuous sexual behavior with focus on short-term relationships and insecure romantic attachments (Chisholm, 1996, 1999). Consequently, people in these nations revealed higher levels of fearful and dismissing attachments (Schmitt, Alcalay, Allensworth, et al., 2004).
The cultures with high value of interdependent and collectivist interpersonal orientations have impact on basic romantic attachment styles of people. In the societies, such as collectivist nations in East Asia, individuals appraise the self generally in terms of interdependent relationships (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The same way, they judge their romantic self mainly in relation to interconnectedness and the value they provide to others (i.e., collective attachments). On the other hand, in these cultures, psychological validation of a person—in this case, romantic validation—is profoundly dependent upon the opinion of others. Therefore, East Asians are particularly prone to 
                preoccupied romantic attachment
                
              . For example, in Japan and Taiwan, the levels of 
                secure romantic attachment
                
               are lower than that of preoccupied romantic attachment (Schmitt et al., 2004).
Regarding gender differences, majority of attachment studies have been conducted in Western cultures (North America, Western Europe, and Australasia) and repeatedly reported that men are significantly more dismissing than women in their romantic attachment orientation (Bartholomew, 1990; Brennan et al., 1998; Kirkpatrick, 1998). Although within-sex variations in dismissing romantic attachment

                
               are large, on average, men are less comfortable with emotional closeness and tend to avoid it in their romantic relationships. They have a desire for relational independence and feel uncomfortable with emotional disclosure. Generally, men are less emotional, less nurturing and trusting, less willing to connect with a partner and seek emotional support. They are less likely than women to express emotions of affiliation and social bonding. These characteristics are typical for the dismissing romantic attachment
 style. However, women find more satisfaction with men who show less dismissing romantic attachment (see for review Schmitt, 2008).
The studies in non-Western cultures (Schmitt et al., 2004) revealed that 
                dismissing romantic attachments
                
               among men vary across world. In countries of Southern Europe, East Asia, and South America men experience much lower degree of dismissing attachment, whereas in Africa, Oceania, and South and Southeast Asia men have higher dismissing romantic attachment than in other cultural regions.
Evolutionary Perspective on Romantic Attachment
Evolutionary theories



                
               suggest that gender differences in dismissing romantic attachment

                
               are common across cultures: men prefer short-term mating strategies and pursue indiscriminate sex more often than women do. Thus, they likely have more dismissing romantic attachments than women have, and they prefer withholding emotions to protect themselves from fidelity and commitment (Buss, 1994; Buss & Schmitt, 1993).
However, not all cultures demonstrate the same degree of gender differences in dismissing romantic attachment

                
              ; small-to-moderate gender differences are found in most nations (Schmitt et al., 2003). Although men were more dismissing than women in most cultures, yet the differences were small. There are no gender differences in dismissive romantic attachment in Africa, while in Oceania and East Asia—smaller than in other regions (Schmitt et al., 2003). The absence of gender differences in those regions can be explained by higher levels of dismissive romantic attachments among women. When reproductive environments are highly stressful, women may develop a short-term mating strategy, shifting away from their typical (evolutionary) long-term mating strategy. In this regard, women’s dismissing romantic attachment

                
               can be culturally determined in adaptation to harsh physical environments (Schmitt, 2008).
Social role theories can also explain cross-cultural gender differences in dismissing romantic attachment

                
              . Societies often hold culturally expected gender roles in emotional closeness. According to those, men typically are socialized to be less comfortable dealing with their close emotional relations, while women are usually socialized to be more nurturing and attendant to the emotions of others (Low, 1989; Munroe & Munroe, 1997). However, contrary to this assumption, cross-cultural studies (Schmitt, 2008) did not reveal the relations between national levels of gender equality and gender differences in romantic attachment



                
              .
13.3 Love as Trust and Honesty
Experience of Trust in Love
Relationship dependency


                
                
              

                
               relies on trust. The feelings of partners that they are dependent on each other develop over the course of their relationship and thinking of love they admit the trust in each other’ good will, intention, and honesty. They want to be confident and positive in their expectations from a partner. They want to rely that a partner cares for them and is responsive to their needs now and in the future (Holmes & Rempel, 1989). Trust generally refers to the feelings of security
, and it is characterized by the absence of fear and uncertainty in a relationship (Hazan & Shaver, 1987).
The development of trust is essentially a process of uncertainty reduction and it takes time. When Driscoll, Davis, and Lipetz (1972) studied 140 American couples using questionnaires, they found that with development of a relationship through time, the love feelings correlate higher with variables of trust and acceptance.
In factor analysis of five love scales (cited and described above), secure attachment—as expression of trust—was identified among five distinct factors of love among American college students


                
                
               (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1989).
Trust and Honesty as the Core Feelings of Love in Mexican Culture
Honesty
                
                
              

                
               is an essential trait that people seek in potential romantic partners. They want to feel that they can trust one another for relationships to succeed. Honesty and trust seem valuable across cultures. Some cultures, however, emphasize their importance especially high.
When Castaneda (1993) studied the meaning of romantic love among Mexican Americans (47 women and 36 men in northern California), she discovered that the participants named trust and honesty among five key elements of their conception of love. Content analysis of the respondents’ answers to the open-ended question “What qualities and characteristics are important in a love relationship to you personally?” identified five elements: Communication, Sharing, Mutual Respect, Shared Values, and Attitudes
.
Trust emerged as the most frequent and essential feature of love. As the main element of trust, respondents frequently mentioned honesty and willingness to tell the truth and not lie. Participants of the study viewed dishonesty as destructive to a relationship and personal feelings.
Commenting on these data, Castaneda (1993) noted that Hispanic people in general and Mexican Americans in particular, hold culturally specific values and expectations of their social relationships, typical to collectivistic cultures. They value sharing responsibilities, cooperation, avoidance of conflict, and respect. They take into account the concerns and needs of the other person; they nurture a relationship.
In addition, emphasis on trust admitted a partner’s responsiveness and reliability, especially in the situations when a person experiences vulnerability. Respondents in that study frequently associated trust in relationships with a feeling of security
 and believed that lack of trust, or security, is detrimental to a relationship. What is interesting, these results obtained in Mexican American sample were similar to those obtained in a previous research among



                
               Canadians (47 couples in Ontario, Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985; Holmes & Rempel, 1989).
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14.1 The Cross-Cultural Studies of Love Throughout Decades
A Summary of History of Love Research
This chapter intends to summarize the main approaches and achievements in cross-cultural research of love
 that were reviewed in previous chapters. Love studies have substantially advanced the science of love in the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries.
Although in 1900–1940s, there were some occasional studies of love, yet the 1950–1980s became the golden age for the studies of romantic love in the United States of America (USA) and among European scholars. Romantic ideas were in the public and academic air that time. The studies of romantic beliefs in love were on the rise. Cross-cultural studies showed that the Americans and Europeans were more romantic in their views on love when compared to people in other parts of the world, such as Japan, China, and Korea.
Due to the sexual revolution of 1970s, the allurement of romantic love gradually faded by 1990s, yet the interest in the study of sex had increased. Many started talking about the end of era of romantic love, at least in some sense. In public opinion and scholarship, the term passionate love gradually replaced the old-fashioned term romantic love. The Passionate Love Scale

 (Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986) became a popular instrument in love studies, including cross-cultural research.
The critique of romantic love idea in sociological science also contributed to the decline of the charm of romanticism in academic and public view (e.g., Giddens, 1992; Illouz, 1997; Jamieson, 1999). However, in 1990s and early 2000s, researchers still studied the romantic beliefs in cross-cultural aspect (e. g., Barrón, de Paúl, Martinez-Iñigo, & Yela, 1999; Sprecher & Metts, 1989; Sprecher et al., 1994; Sprecher & Toro-Morn, 2002).
Since 1990s, the term romantic was more frequently used in the context of romantic relationships, as a special early stage of relationship development and dating between young men and women. The term romantic love was considered as a synonym of romantic relationships. The term romantic also began to be used as a euphemism, or as a metaphor for sex-related events. The words such as romantic dinner, romantic evening, or romantic encounter meant that sexual encounter might be expected. The words love and sex began frequently to be used interchangeably, at least in certain contexts. The sex relationships among gays and lesbians attracted great academic interest.
The word love, in a broader sense than just romantic love, retained its niche in scholarly literature. Due to the studies of Lee (1977); Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) on love styles, the concept of love
 extended its meaning beyond just romantic love. Love as pragma, love as ludus, love as friendship, etc. substantially extended the conceptualization of love. These were qualitatively different concepts of love. That is why this theory and Love Attitude Scale became so popular among love researchers in 1990–2000s. Cross-cultural studies in psychology, sociology, and communication science also embraced the scale because it allowed investigating other aspects of love, which were more prevalent in other cultures. The results of those studies revealed that love in other cultures is not just less romantic, but it is different.
Cross-cultural researchers also occasionally used Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale

 to study intimacy, passion, and commitment. The theory was conceived as triangular one, theorizing that combinations of three dimensions of love produce the types of love. Unfortunately, this beautiful theoretical idea was not operationally defined, and it was never empirically tested. Researchers used this scale only to measure the three dimensions of love.
Researchers have used this scale in various cultures. The problems, however, are that: (1) the researchers used different versions of the scale that makes it difficult or impossible to compare; and (2) the researchers did their studies in their own countries, there were not many direct cross-cultural comparative projects. Thus, the cross-cultural value of these studies has been limited.
Many studies of 1990s–2000s in cultural
 anthropology (e.g., Abu-Lughod, 2000; De Munck, 1996; Endleman, 1989; Jankowiak & Fischer, 1992; Lindholm, 2006; Hirsch & Wardlow, 2006; Jankowiak, 1995, 2008; Smith, 2001; Trawick, 1990) and cognitive linguistics (e.g., Aksan & Kantar, 2008; Chang & Li, 2006; Kövecses, 1988, 2005; Lv & Zhang, 2012) also illuminated a cross-cultural diversity of love across the world.
A Cross-Cultural Puzzle of Love
Despite these efforts
, the scientific picture of phenomenon of love in cross-cultural perspective, which we have so far, is still patchy and piecemeal, and it is far from being comprehensive.
The purpose of this book was to compile a multiple research data and findings about the ways, in which people experience and express their love. The cross-cultural approach, which this book has undertaken, intended to extend the scope of our knowledge beyond Western research tradition. Although many cross-cultural studies have been conducted throughout the twentieth century, yet not many attempts (see references in Introduction of this book) have been made to compile all those results together in a comprehensive scientific framework. The table of content of this book brings the general glimpse on the diversity of love experience and expression.
Despite the huge number of cross-cultural studies on love, it has been challenging to compile their results in a cohesive structure. Several scientific disciplines developed their scholarly traditions in this filed relatively independent. Therefore, it was difficult to merge them together in this book in a compatible way. Moreover, even within each discipline, researchers sometimes worked in different research paradigms and used different methods, which did not always fit well into a general puzzle of love. Nevertheless, I have made my best efforts to include all available cross-cultural studies in this review. I am sorry, if I have missed some. The scope of the book has extended and expanded tremendously since the initial plan, which I had in mind, in attempts to incorporate more and more sources. In general, I have included only those studies, which made an explicit cross-cultural comparison
 of love experience and expression, or those, which allowed at least implicit cross-cultural comparison. I guess there are many more studies conducted and published in different languages of assorted countries, which are not available for English-speaking scholars. They are still waiting for being included in a wide-ranging cross-cultural picture.
As we saw in the preceding chapters of this book, cross-cultural researchers have made substantial achievements in exploring the topic. They have obtained important and interesting results that help understand the way, in which people experience and express love in different cultures. This final chapter summarizes these achievements. Yet, researchers have encountered many methodological pitfalls and challenges, which need to be resolved before further progress in the field can be successfully made. This chapter also addresses those.
The Value of Interdisciplinary Love Studies
Love has become a popular topic
 in several scientific disciplines. However, their scholarly traditions developed relatively independently from each other. This book attempted to integrate their knowledge in exploration of cross-cultural diversity of love experience and expression. Each discipline has certain advantages, yet some limitations.
For example, the methods of cultural anthropology allow exploring in depth the nature of love, the values, beliefs, traditions, norms, customs, and rituals related to love in various cultures. Anthropological observations and interviews of informants in a given culture about their lives and relationships bring the unique case studies of love experience and expression (e.g., Abu-Lughod, 1985, 2000; Danielsson, 1986; De Munck, 1996; Endleman, 1989; Hirsch & Wardlow, 2006; Jankowiak, 1995, 2008; Smith, 2001; Trawick, 1990). Cultural anthropology of love tends to employ descriptive, qualitative, or mixed methods. Presenting the vivid examples of love in a culture, these case studies, however, cannot demonstrate the prevalence of certain love experience and expression in the culture. For instance, Hagene (2008) presented an interesting cultural experience of divided love (when husbands have several women) in post-revolutionary Nicaragua. This research brought indispensable data about experience and expression of love among women in the small town of San Juan. It was a valuable case study, which involved the ten heterosexual women (and some of their husbands) who operated the Esperanza sewing cooperative. The question remains, how representative
 this love experience is for the culture of Nicaragua. Several anthropological studies in one culture would answer such a question to bring a more comprehensive picture. Other methods, like sociological or psychological surveys, which researchers could administer based on the results of this study, could add the reliability
 and validity
 to these results.
Many psychological studies, for example, have investigated the reality of experience and expression of love with large and representative samples
 of participants. They used their theoretical constructs and frequently employed quantitative methods (e.g., Berscheid, 1985, 2010; Berscheid & Walster, 1969/1978, 1974; Hatfield, 1988; Hatfield & Rapson, 1993; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; Sternberg, 1998). Methods of psychological science allow investigating love attitudes, feelings, and behaviors using various measurement instruments. Questionnaires and surveys were among the most frequently used methods in empirical love research. As we saw in previous chapters, Romantic Beliefs Scale, Passionate Love Scale

                
                
              , Love Attitudes Scale, Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale were the scales most frequently used in psychological and sociological cross-cultural studies. The results of research with those scales brought an abundance of knowledge about experience of love. Yet, theoretical constructions may be still limited.
The methods of cultural anthropology, on the other side, rely largely on the internal perspective and vision of informants, rather than on theoretical (a priori) expertise of scholars. This is an advantage of anthropological methods, yet also their limitations.
Linguistic studies of love (Kövecses, 1988) have identified some other important constructs of love (such as love as a journey, love as fire, love as a union, etc.) through cognitive linguistic analysis of conceptual metaphors. As we saw in previous chapters, linguists found cross-cultural similarities and differences in cognitive metaphors reflecting love in other languages.
Sociological studies have explored societal factors affecting the experience and expression of love, the attitudes that people have about love, and prevalence of romantic ideas (e.g., De Rougemont, 1940/1974; Fowler, 2007; Goode, 1959, 1963; Illouz, 1997, 2012; Swidler, 2001). Their cultural and cross-cultural findings provide some kind of “epidemiology of love.”
Despite cross-cultural similarity, different cultures may have their culture-specific understanding of love that can enrich the global picture of love. Despite common scholarly background, different scientific disciplines have their conceptual apparatus that can enrich the interdisciplinary picture of love. This is why cross-cultural and interdisciplinary approach
 to the study of love should be beneficial.
Thus, theories and research results from various disciplines bring their valuable contribution to the field of love studies. They can complement each other broadening and deepening our understanding of love experience and expression. Interdisciplinary approach
 to different scholarly topics became quite popular throughout recent years. The convergence and integration of these disciplinary theoretical perspectives and research findings will enrich the knowledge of love from cross-cultural perspective.
14.2 Conceptual and Operational Definitions of Love
Problems with Conceptual Definitions of Love
Various approaches to the conceptual definition of love and its constituent experiences were described in earlier chapters of the book. Majority of those definitions
, which have been in use in cross-cultural research, are Western in their origins. Thus, studies often investigated what the love in other cultural contexts is in comparison with the Western conception of love. Due to multifaceted nature of love, even currently existing definitions are quite different in various scholarly paradigms. Some consider love as attraction, while others—as attachment. Some consider love as an attitude, while others—as emotion. Some consider love as a relationship, while others—as an individual feeling. Love can be defined as an abstract concept, as a metaphor, or as a prototype. It is important for researchers to define love conceptually in the context of their particular study, and not implicitly assume that everyone knows what love is. Generally, the definition of love may be all-comprehensive, or partial, covering only those characteristics that are important for the purpose of a particular study. The development of a cross-culturally suitable overarching definition of love for further research might be also an important task, even though in a particular study, a researcher can use only their partial definition.
Concerning definition of love, we should keep in mind an important comment by Kövecses (1990): a word meaning contains two components: a core (often identified with sense) and a periphery (or connotative) meaning (p. 14). The same is applicable to the definitions of love. In some definitions of love, scholars attempt to establish minimal conceptual content (core) by using a limited (or minimal) number of basic features (or conceptual components). In their definitions of love, researchers sometimes define the core meaning employing componential analysis. However, as Kövecses (1990, p. 14) suggested regarding linguistics, the componential analysis is not sufficient and incomplete as a method in the study of emotional meaning. Kövecses (1990, p. 15) further criticized the minimal definitions of meaning arguing that the core alone does not capture our diverse emotional experiences. The core reflects only a part of the culturally determined experiences shared by members of a particular culture.
For example, passion as a core component of love in many currently popular definitions may have different periphery (or connotative) meanings in various cultures. So, the development of a multicultural definition (or definitions) of love, which would encompass the diversity of these connotations, might be valuable.
The Multifaceted Scope of Love Concepts
Throughout the twentieth century
, many theories and studies in social sciences have been exported from the West to non-Western countries. Because of this, some concepts and issues explored in those studies were of little relevance to non-Western cultures (Leung & Zhang, 1996).
The same type of construct bias was typical for love studies as well. The early scholarly conceptualization

 of love, along with its romantic beliefs and idealization, has its cultural roots in Western traditions. Nevertheless, some elements of romantic love have been present in the cultural values of other societies, too (Jankowiak, 1995, 2008; Jankowiak & Fischer, 1992; Karandashev, 2017). The corresponding conceptual and operational definitions of love reflected these romantic traditions. The earliest research on love carried forth the concepts and ideas grounded in Western epistemology, e.g., the concept of romantic love.
Western scholars tend to study other cultures in relationship to their own Western culture

. Therefore, comparative studies of American culture of love with Japanese, Chinese, or Indian ones are more typical than, for instance, comparison of Japanese and Nigerian cultures. The ideas, which have origins in African or Asian cultures, are less prevalent that those from Western cultural traditions (Asante & Chai, 2013).
Several love constructs
 and measurement scales (Passionate Love Scale

                
                
              
, Romantic Beliefs Scales, Love Attitudes Scale, Sternberg Triangular Love Scale), which researchers have used in cross-cultural studies throughout recent decades, were usually based on the love constructs developed in Western science, with some exceptions, e.g., the scale measuring the Chinese concept of yuan (Goodwin & Findlay, 1997).
Passionate love

 and corresponding measurement scale also originated in American scholarship. However, the concept of passion reflected an experience of love that is quite common across cultures.
Sternberg (1987) proposed Triangular Theory of Love

 that included the three main dimensions of love: intimacy, passion, and commitment. It is a great theory in its simplicity, and yet with its coverage of all the complexity. From three simple dimensions of love, the theory constructs several others. Does this theory embrace all diversity of love dimensions? It seems it overlooked to include compassion. Sprecher and Fehr (2005) introduced this construct of love later, but not in the context of other three dimensions. Thus, we see that mutually complementary approach within each discipline and across disciplines can be beneficial for enriching our conceptual understanding of love. In addition, more collaboration among love scholars will be helpful to get a more comprehensive depiction of the ways in which people experience and express love.
Lee’s theory of love styles (1973, 1977) and corresponding Love Attitudes Scale

 (LAS, Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) brought even more meaning to the concept of love. The definition of love as pragma, love as ludus, love as friendship, love as agape, etc. substantially extended conceptualization of love experience. Authors initially developed LAS using experience of love using Canadian and American samples of participants.
Cross-cultural studies enthusiastically welcomed this scale. The researchers from other countries translated and adapted this scale to compare the love attitudes in other cultural contexts with those, which were found in American samples (e.g., Kanemasa et al., 2004; Matsui, 1993; Neto, 1994; Neto et al., 2000; Todosijević, Arančić, & Ljubinković, 2009; Wan Shahrazad, Hoesni, & Chong, 2012; Yang & Liu, 2007; Zhuo, 2004).
The various versions of prototypical approach

 to love (prototypical examples of love, Fehr, 1994; Fehr & Russell, 1991, love as represented in stories, Sternberg, 1995, 1996, 1998) have extended definitions of love representing those as the typical examples of love, instead of all-comprehensive abstract definitions. Cognitive linguistics (Kövecses, 1988, 2005) suggested that conceptual metaphors, such as love as a union, love as fire, love as closeness, love as a journey, etc. can serve as definitions of love.

Anthropological studies

 (e.g., Harris, 1995; Jankowiak & Fischer, 1992) presented several other examples of definitions of love. They are based on descriptions of the features characterizing love. They usually come from the personal opinion of informants. For example, de Munck, Korotayev, and Khaltourina (2009) explored the Russian and American conceptions of romantic love and identified three characteristics of the common affective core, typical for conceptualization of romantic love: “altruism (a social act), intrusive thinking (cognition), and supreme happiness (emotional fulfillment)” (p. 354). Authors posited that these core characteristics should be common across other cultures and may be even universal. However, their results were a priori limited since they offered participants to review only 14 questions, which they selected for the study. Authors acknowledged this limitation and admitted that other characteristics (besides those 14 questions) can be descriptive for the concept of romantic love.
What is the best way to define love? Which among the definitions of love is the best one? There are three major challenges in this regard.
The First Challenge
The notion of love

 is so broad and all comprehensive that it might be impossible to define it as the most general theory of everything. The most general one is too abstract and therefore, it does not bring much meaning. Love is when a person thinks, feels, and does good things for other. Other than that, the definition of specific types of love is more constructive and meaningful. This is probably why many languages do not have a single word for love, but rather several different words for different kinds of love.

Nevertheless, even each of these particular types of love admits various definitions, and it is normal for scientific conceptions. Science expands and deepens our understanding of love. The extension of conceptual definitions of love should be in the nature of scientific progress. Therefore, cross-cultural studies of love in the future should go beyond the concepts of love, which have been traditionally investigated throughout recent decades. Love is passion, love is intimacy, love is commitment, love is compassion, love is pragma, love is mania, love is friendship, love is agape. Yet, cross-cultural love studies can go beyond and deeper exploring experiences and expressions of love.
Different cultures and different scientific disciplines can bring their valuable contributions to the conceptual system of knowledge about love. On being brought together, they can overcome the disciplinary limitations

 and enrich each other.
The Second Challenge
The second challenge of love definitions is the frequently occurring discordance between conceptual and operational definitions

. Conceptual definitions often present the sets of descriptive characteristics and features, which are not operationalized at all. This approach is common for philosophy and some other nonempirical sciences.

In empirical social sciences, however, conceptual definitions are not always in accordance with operational ones. Sometimes, researchers provide a very general conceptual definition, or do not provide it at all, assuming that everyone knows what love is. In this case, a definition of love in a study reduces to its operational definition. That is the situation that someone ironically called love is what a love scale measures
                
                
              . Thus, the definition of love equates the concept of love with the set of several operational definitions

.
The Third Challenge
How to distinguish love from other emotions and attitudes

, which are tightly intertwined with love? What is a part of love experience and what is the experience that is conceptually different from love, but closely related to it?

For example, is sex a component of romantic love, or it is separate experience, but related to love? The approach to love as a behavioral system (Birnbaum, Reis, Mikulincer, Gillath, & Orpaz, 2006; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006) considers sex, along with attachment and caregiving, a component of romantic love, while many other theories (e.g., Aron & Aron, 2014; Gonzaga, Turner, Keltner, Campos, & Altemus, 2006; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987) view sex as the concept different from love, but closely related.
The same way, we may ask the following question. Is compassion a component of love, or it is an attitude, different from love experience, but related to love? Alternatively, is tolerance a component of love, or is it an attitude, different from love experience, but related to love?
Shall we limit the scope of love experiences (emotions, attitudes, etc.) included in the concept of love and consider the others as the experiences separate, but adjacent to the concept of love? OR Shall we include those in the scope of love experiences and consider those as the constituents of the extended conception of love

?
Problems with Operational Definitions of Love
An operational definition of love, as a description of what a researcher measures

 and how, is another issue in love research. From the context of a particular study, it is sometimes unclear what researchers actually measure. For example, whether they investigate the participants’ ideal understanding of what love is (in general, not personal), or their personal expectations of love, or their personal experience of love. In some cases (e.g., de Munck, Korotayev, and Khaltourina 2009), the studies are about beliefs, not real experience or feeling of love. Readers should be pay attention to what aspect of love a researcher studied.
Here is another problem with adequacy of operational definition of love. Some studies ask participants, who are not currently in love, to rate their feelings toward an imaginary partner

 in the future, and then interpret the responses as personal feelings of love. This seems inadequate because it is actually just a phantasy, not experience.
One more methodological issue: many surveys and scales ask about experience of interaction

 with a partner. However, there might be circumstances when a person loves someone who he/she just loves admiring, without any interaction.
Sometimes, operational definitions of love do not quite adequately coincide with conceptual definitions. This happened, for instance, with popular typology of six love styles

 proposed by Lee (1973, 1976, 1977). He proposed the theoretically interesting idea of colors of love, when some love styles were considered as secondary being a combination of primary love styles. Eros (passionate love), Ludus (game-playing love), and Storge (friendship-based love) were postulated as the primary styles. Being compounded in pairs of two, they are supposed to form the secondary styles: Pragma (practical love—as a compound of Storge and Ludus), Mania (possessive and dependent love—as a compound of Eros and Ludus) and Agape (altruistic love—as a compound of Eros and Storge). This interesting theoretical idea was never further developed, or empirically tested by researchers; may be because the theoretical reasoning for these combinations was not much convincing, or may be because no empirical criteria

 were set up.
In further research, these styles of love were theoretically viewed as variables relatively independent from each other. Practically, Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) in their further elaboration of this theory converted them into the attitude constructs, which were treated as attitudinal variables. They were compared for different samples, or correlated with other external variables. However, they were never really treated as the styles of love—as categorical variables that would allow calling one as an eros style lover, while another—as a pragma style lover. There were no criteria set for their categorical separation from each other. These love styles were rather treated as attitudinal tendencies to prefer certain style, or attitude, in love relationship—pragmatic (practical) or agapic (altruistic).
The concepts of love style, love type, and love attitude are frequently confused in research. This happed, for example, with love styles/love attitudes

. Even though LAS is Love Attitude Scale, implying that it measures six love attitudes, interpretations of these love attitudes are frequently called as love styles. That is not quite adequate. Each of six variables in LAS is an operational definition of love attitude, not a love style. Love attitude does not define (and does not constitute) love style. The concept of love style (or type of love) is rather a combination of love attitudes. The love styles are the typical or prevalent ways how people tend to experience and express their attitudes to a beloved and a relationship with him/her. Pragma is a variable measuring a corresponding love attitude (not a style). A pragma (pragmatic) love style is a certain combination of six love attitudes with high degree of pragma love attitude, with a score substantially different from other love attitudes. The pragma love attitude does not exclude the other love attitudes; it is rather co-experienced with those. The prevalence of certain love attitudes is what can constitute a love style.
Distinguishing between love attitudes and love types

 (or styles) would be important in terms of operational definitions of love conceptions in future cross-cultural love research.
Lee (1973, 1977) also suggested that these love styles are dynamic and capable of changing over time once a person changes internalizing particular cultural ideals and values. This might be an interesting idea for cultural or cross-cultural research; however, it was not explored in empirical studies so far.
One methodological comment concerns the operational definitions of 
                passion
                
                
               in the studies, cited in this book. It is important for those cross-cultural researchers who are interested to investigate passion of love. Passionate Love Scale

, Love Attitudes Scale, Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale have been most frequently used in cross-cultural studies to measure the experience of passion. However, these measures and data obtained with those are not well comparable to each other; they measure different love experience.
First, PLS

 measures passionate love as a conglomeration of passionate love experiences, not passion of love experience as a unitary dimension. Passion as an experience of love is included in PLS, but not separated as a dimension from other love experiences of passionate love.
In Love Attitude Scale

 (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998), the eros love attitude is described as passionate love. However, actually in the short version of the scale (Hendrick et al., 1998), the eros is operationally described via other related experiences of love, tangentially associated with passion. The items of scale describe the feelings of being compatible with a partner (two items out of four in the short version: “My partner and I have the right physical ‘chemistry

’ between us” and “I feel that my partner and I were meant for each other”). One item describes understanding, as a cognitive aspect of love (may be compatibility), rather than passion as an intense emotional feeling (“My partner and I really understand each other”). Only one item really describes passion as admiration of beauty: “My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomeness.” Therefore, love researchers should understand the limitations of the eros scale to measure passion of love.
Finally, only Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale

 allows measuring the actual experience of passion in love. However, since the researchers used different versions of this scale (of 1986 and of 1998) and different rating
 scales, the cross-cultural comparison
 is challenging.
The modern research tradition in psychology

, sociology

, and communication

 science has traditionally employed just three to four love scales, frequently listed in previous chapters. They are simple, they are understandable, and they measure important love concepts. The cross-cultural studies of recent decades, which used these scales, and which this book reviewed, brought an abundance of valuable knowledge about love as passion, pragma, mania, friendship, agape, intimacy, commitment, compassion, etc. However, researchers frequently underused other scales, which could enrich our knowledge of love. Studies should not limit the scope of love constructs
 that they explore. Researchers can also develop new instruments that can go beyond and deeper in exploration of experiences and expressions of love in cross-cultural studies.
14.3 Equivalency of Scales, Ratings, and Samples
The Language of Scales Matters
In several survey studies, which cross-cultural researchers have administered throughout recent decades, participants completed the scales in English
, even though it was not their native tongue and not the language of their cultural background. Some researchers frequently admitted this limitation. For example, Sprecher et al. (1994, see the description of method in earlier sections) studied romantic beliefs, love attitudes, romantic attachments among Americans, Russians, and Japanese. Researchers administered the scales in Russian version for Russian sample and in English version for American and Japanese samples. Japanese participants were mostly the students from American studies, or English-language majors. Therefore, they were able to complete the survey in English. Researchers found interesting cross-cultural differences, yet they commented that Japanese sample in their study might be not well representative
 for the Japanese culture for two reasons.
First, as the students of American studies, or English-language
 majors, they might experience greater influence of American values and cultural norms of relationship than traditional Japanese students. Their love attitudes, for example, might shift toward more Americanized ones.
Second, the concept of Cultural Frame Switching (Hong, Chiu, & Kung, 1997) suggests that people can switch their cultural frame depending on cultural context and situation. For example, the study of bilinguals (Ramírez-Esparza, Gosling, Benet-Martínez, Potter, & Pennebaker, 2006) demonstrated that individuals may exhibit different cultural identities depending on the language, which they respond to a survey. In particular, Spanish–English bilinguals showed different personalities when using different languages, and the two personalities were consistent with cross-cultural differences in personality. These findings suggest that language activated Cultural Frame Switching in an individual for some personality traits due to the interplay between culture and self (Ramírez-Esparza et al., 2006).
Another example, when the language of a survey did not match the native tongue and cultural background of participants, was the study of Landis and O’Shea (2000). Researchers collected the data on Passionate Love Scale

 (PLS), along with other scales, from nine samples (in Europe, North America, the .). In majority of cases, the questionnaires were completed in English except for the Israeli participants, for whom the questionnaires were administered in Hebrew.
The same way, the researchers of love
 should expect that respondents may exhibit different cultural patterns of love attitudes, depending on the language in which they respond to the survey. Therefore, practically it is important for cross-cultural studies that participants would complete surveys in their culturally native languages.
The Cases of Multicultural Participants and Participants with Mixed Cultural Identity
The special cases, however, occur when participants
 are multicultural. Modern world tends to expose people to various cultures (Harush, Lisak, & Erez, 2016) and for some individuals it may be challenging to identify themselves according to one cultural identity. They represent a mixture of two cultures. Researchers now pay more attention to multicultural individuals (Martin & Shao, 2016)
If we were to apply social-cognitive, person-by-situation theory (Mendoza-Denton & Ayduk, 2012; Mendoza-Denton & Mischel, 2007) to cross-cultural psychology, individuals may exhibit a different cultural identity depending on cultural context. The studies revealed the dynamics of cultural influence within bicultural individuals and demonstrated that activation of a particular cultural construct can create cultural differences in social perception and attributions of bicultural individuals (Fu, Chiu, Morris, & Young, 2007; Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martínez, 2000; Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martínez, 2003). Those with high intercultural integration are capable of adopting multiple cultural identities despite their opposing nature and easily switch back and forth between them (Hong et al., 2000).
In light of these findings, the studies of cross-cultural differences in love attitudes using the samples of bicultural and multicultural individuals
 are especially challenging. Unpredictable switching of cultural identities of participants can be a confounding variable affecting results.
In modern cross-cultural studies, researchers cannot assume that a country of residence, or nationality of a participant, is good to serve as a cultural variable. Being Chinese does not mean that a participant is representative
 of collectivist culture, while being American does not mean that a participant is representative of individualist culture. The studies, cited in this book, showed that American Chinese are much less collectivistic than their Chinese counterparts from China. Besides, as other studies (cited in the book) demonstrated that a participant’s psychological variables of collectivism and individualism are relatively independent variables.
Instead, the measurement of cultural identity (or identities) should be a part of research design in cross-cultural love studies. The studies of Dion and Dion (1991, 1993a, 1993b), cited in previous chapters, represent the good examples of such research design. The researchers measured psychological individualism and collectivism of participants as the cultural variables in their love studies. Ethnicity variables have been frequently used in cross-cultural studies, yet it is not sufficient measure of cultural parameters. Self-perceived ethnicity and cultural identity should be preferably used in future cross-cultural studies
.
Equivalency of Scale Translation
Since the early development of cross-cultural research, scholars and practitioners raised the questions and expressed concerns regarding the equivalency
 of scales, which they use in cross-cultural studies (Brislin, 1970; Chapman & Carter, 1979; Sechrest, Fay, & Zaidi, 1972). They suggested several guides to secure that the researchers using the scales in different languages and cultural settings use the equivalent versions of the same scales. These procedures would assure that each item in two language versions bear the same meaning to the respondents in different cultural samples.
Development and adaptation of the version of a love scale in other language is more than just translation of the text of items in another language. The linguistic and cultural differences in how respondents understand the questions/statements, as well as the cultural connotations associated with those, can influence responses to translated and adapted surveys and questionnaires
.
The items of a scale using infrequent words, the words with specific cultural connotations, written in long and complex sentences and with double negations are difficult to translate with adequate meaning understandable in other culture. Some Western surveys and questionnaires may be not quite suitable for use in non-Western cultures because of such problems
.
Here are some examples of such items in love scales, which do not conform to these recommendations. One item for the eros subscale in the short version of Love Attitude Scale (Hendrick et al., 1998) can be an example of such a cultural difficulty in translation. The item “My partner and I have the right physical ‘chemistry’ between us” admits a culturally specific metaphorical denotation (of physical ‘chemistry’), which might be challenging to translate adequately in other languages. One item in ludus subcale of LAS represents an example of double negation that is difficult to understand and translate: “I believe that what my partner doesn’t know about me won’t hurt him/her.” The uncertain “…what my partner doesn’t know about me…” adds even more uncertainty in interpretation of this item.
The recent publications
 in different scientific disciplines continue to update and further develop the strategies, procedures, and practices to achieve the high standards in translation of psychometric scales. Researchers suggest the methods and procedures to secure cross-linguistic equivalency in cross-cultural studies
 (e.g., Beck, Bernal, & Froman, 2003; Brislin, 1986; Cha, Kim, & Erlen, 2007; Fischer & Poortinga, 2018; Jones, Lee, Phillips, Zhang, & Jaceldo, 2001; Prieto, 1992; Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 2011; Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997).
The Response Biases of Self-Report Surveys
In using psychological and sociological scales


                
              , researchers should be aware that the respondents who answer the prompts may employ various self-defense psychological mechanisms, which may distort their responses and the kinds of prompts that are asked bring a bias in the answers that are given (Scherer, Wallbott, & Summerfield, 1986; Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987).
The research evidence also suggests that people from different cultures participating in surveys may be vulnerable to certain response biases


                
              , such as the acquiescence bias, the negative item bias, and the possibility of socially desirable response (Schmitt & Allik, 2005). In addition, individuals as well as cultural groups differ in their use of the response scale (Schwartz, Verkasalo, Antonovsky, & Sagiv, 1997; Smith, 2004). For example, participants may implicitly use different—higher, medium, or lower—parts of the scale, giving more positive or more negative ratings
 to many items despite their specific content. These tendencies might be associated with their cultural bias.
Researchers found cultural differences in responses to a Likert scale among Japanese, Chinese, and Americans respondents (Lee, Jones, Mineyama, & Zhang, 2002). Among practically important results are the following. The Japanese and Chinese respondents selected more frequently the midpoint on items that involved admitting to a positive emotion than did the Americans, who were more likely to indicate a positive emotion. Construct validity
 of the scale was better for the Americans and the Chinese when there were four-response choices and for the Japanese when there were seven. Generally, culture affected response patterns.
Concerning love research, Sprecher and her colleagues in their cross-cultural study (Sprecher et al., 1994) noted the limitations concerning a possibility that participants


                
               in the USA, Russia, and Japan may use the rating
 scales not equivalently, and then the results might not always be comparable in terms of means.

Cross-cultural comparisons
 may present possible differences in how participants from different countries use response scales, including tendency toward socially desirable ratings
, rather than actual differences in experience of love. It is interesting to note that the love attitudes, which were most highly endorsed in many countries, were similar. These were eros, agape, and storge. On the other side, ludus, pragma, and mania love attitudes were the most rejected (e.g., Neto, 2007). The cross-cultural differences were revealed largely not in the absolute prevalence of some love attitudes/styles in some cultural samples, compared to others, but rather in higher or lower endorsement of the same attitudes, frequently quite small—according to the mean scores. Such small differences might be statistically significant, yet the size
 of different practically small.
Another pitfall in love research is the positively skewed ratings
 of positive love items. The results of many studies showed the highly dense distribution at the high-end range. Love feelings are especially prone to the halo effect since they tend to demonstrate their overwhelming power: the feelings transfer from one positive emotion to another. A person in love tends to be in love in all regards. This tendency can reflect on the small cross-cultural differences, for example, in passion of love.
There is also another methodological problem. A typical love


                
               study in cross-cultural differences locates populations in relation to some common set of scales based on mean scores. The scales/factors are frequently derived using the total sample with an assumption that all factors are present to some degree in each of the cultural groups. Landis and O’Shea (2000) questioned the tenability of such an assumption in their review of the work on individual differences multidimensional analysis. They argue that it is questionable to use such scores without adjustment for culturally unique biases in the use of scales. Samples of participants from different cultures may vary in the extent to which they prefer to use the particular range of ratings
 in their responses


                
               (Osgood, May, & Miron, 1975).
Problems with Samples
As we saw in previous chapters, some cross-cultural studies
 had relatively small sample sizes
. This happens in many studies in cultural anthropology, yet even some psychological and sociological studies sometimes are limited in this regard. That makes the results of those cross-cultural comparisons
 less representative
, reliable, and valid, as one wanted to get. Only cumulative replication of the results would increase their validity. In some cases, other studies confirmed those results. Therefore, researcher should keep in mind the limitations of those conclusions. Only the growing number of the data collected from the same cultures and their replicability would ensure the further reliability
 and validity
 of the results of cross-cultural love studies.
Another question concerning samples is how are they representative
 for a population of a culture? Students are the most accessible participants for love studies; therefore, it is understandable that researchers frequently recruit them. However, they are the holders of more modern cultural characteristics than other categories of people in a culture. It also might be important to know the specific location (region, city, town, university) where data are collected. A culture is not equivalent to a country. Cultural characteristics and norms of a society may vary within countries and cultures. Therefore, the data
 collected in one cultural region may not always be generalized to other regions. It is important to indicate specific location where data are collected. This is why the reports of the studies presented in this book include the descriptions of the place where the data were collected—as far as the information is available in primary sources.
In some cross-cultural studies
, the data were collected from exchange students or Asian American populations. For example, Cho and Cross (1995) explored the love attitudes of Taiwanese exchange students using six love styles (Lee, 1977). The results showed that Taiwanese exchange students were similar in love styles to American students. However, other studies found that exchange students were not quite representative
 of native populations and their home cultures. They tend to reflect some of the host culture’s attitudes (Kitayama, Markus, & Matsumoto, 1995).
Several cross-cultural studies in the USA used the cultural samples of different ethnicities, frequently compared with European Americans. In light of the studies cited above, researchers should be aware that, for example, Chinese Americans—due American acculturation—might represent a culture that is different from the Chinese culture
 in China.
14.4 Methodology of Data Analyses
Comparison of Means

Comparison of means

 of scales using t-tests or ANOVA is a major comparative approach

 in many cross-cultural studies. However, some analytic techniques are not always capable of capturing the richness in the similarities and differences between the cultural groups (Little, 1997). Therefore, the use of differences between means that are calculated over a number of items may not always be useful. This analytical technique can obscure the real cross-cultural comparison
 (Landis & O’Shea, 2000).
One pitfall of such comparison was mentioned in the section above. A response bias, when participants prefer using higher, medium, or lower range of a scale, is an evident cultural tendency. These tendencies can confound with real cultural differences and compromise the cross-cultural findings.
Heine, Lehman, Peng, and Greenholtz (2002) highlighted another pitfall of cross-cultural comparisons
 in the studies using subjective Likert scales. The results of such cross-cultural comparisons might be compromised because of different reference groups. In additions, the study revealed that people from different cultural backgrounds within the same country exhibited larger differences than did people from different countries.
Traditional psychometrics assumes that love scales in their different language versions

 supposed to be equivalent to each other and use the same set of items. It is often an implicit assumption. Because of this, some researchers do not explore the psychometric structure of a scale. They more concern about equivalent translation of items from one language to another. However, in the following section, we discuss that the factor structure of the same scale can be different due to cultural interpretation of the same items. Therefore, before etic comparison is made, a researcher should explore the cross-cultural meaning structure inherent in a set of items

 (Landis & O’Shea, 2000; van de Vijver & Leung, 1997).
Factor Analysis in Cross-Cultural Love Research
Exploratory factor analysis



                
               (EFA)


                
               and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
 are common statistical methods, which cross-cultural researchers employ to explore the factor dimensionality and cultural relativity of love.
Traditional cross-cultural approach



                
               in many studies assumes that the factor structure of a scale, which was revealed in one culture, supposed to be replicated in other cultures. In particular, Landis and O’Shea (2000) noted the ethnocentric tendency of American researchers assuming similarity in factor pattern across different groups. Practically, this means that people in various cultures presumably think about love along the same dimensions. Following this approach, when a love scale is developed, it is usually validated on a single culture population; the possible cultural variability is not taken into account.
After initial development of an original scale, for example, Passionate Love Scale

 or Love Attitudes Scale

, researchers from other countries begin to develop the equivalent versions of the scale in other languages with empirical verification that the adapted instrument has the same factor structure. This approach warrants that cross-cultural comparison
 of the results obtained in two (or more) cultural samples can be comparable. Many of cross-cultural studies on love (some are reviewed in this book) followed this methodology.
For example, Love Attitude Scale (Hendrick et al., 1998; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986) demonstrated excellent reliability
 and validity



                
              

                
               in the long and short English versions. The factor structure similar to the original American version was identified across other cultures in Europe, Asia, South America, and Africa (Neto et al., 2000). Several researchers, however, found that some subscales were not very reliable, or relations between factors are different from those in other samples (e.g., Kanemasa et al., 2004; Matsui, 1993; Todosijević, Arančić, & Ljubinković, 2009). Two different interpretations of these discrepancies are possible. These could be attributed to: (1) the poor translation of the items, or (2) the reality that corresponding constructs are not exactly equivalent in their meaning to American interpretation of the construct. Many researchers followed the first interpretation and replaced the “bad” items for the better versions to improve reliability
. However, the second interpretation is also possible.
Some researchers



                
               in other studies encountered another problem. Even though in many cases they were able to identify the same six factors, corresponding to the six love styles (their distinctive features were evident), yet, the relationships between those were sometimes different (in terms of correlations) from those observed in American sample. Again, these cross-cultural differences could be explained by the poor translation of the items, or by a possibility that these love attitudes differ in their cultural connotations



                
               and meanings across cultures.
Alternative Approach to the Factor Structures of Love Scales
In recent decades



                
              

                
                
              , however, the methodological assumption of an etic approach in cross-cultural love research was called into question. People in different cultures may not always conceptualize love in the same structure of dimensions. A social constructionist model of love suggested that the experience and definition of love are culturally determined (Beall & Sternberg, 1995). Therefore, factor structure of love scales may be different when they are used in different cultures.
Traditionally, the authors validating



                
              

                
                
               a scale in other language try to adjust the items or replace them with others to make those scales equivalent for different cultural samples. This makes sense for quantitative comparative purposes to make the data comparable.
On the other hand, it is possible that researchers actually can miss the real differences in factor structure of love



                
               in different cultures. These differences might be arising not because of inadequacy of translation, but rather due to a different factor structure of people’s thinking and feeling about love. It seems that sometimes participants in the samples with different cultural background reveal different factor structure
 of their responses when they complete a scale in their native tongue.
For example, Weaver and Ganong (2004) explored the factor structure of the Sprecher and Metts’ (1989) Romantic Beliefs Scale in two samples: 234 European American and 254 African American college students (342 females and 146 males). Using confirmatory
 and exploratory factor analyses
, the authors found differences in the factor structures between European American and African American respondents.
The convincing theoretical and empirical evidence that Passionate Love Scale



                
                
              

                
               has different factor structure in different cultures was presented in the study of Landis and O’Shea (2000), discussed above. Researchers analyzed the data on Passionate Love Scale (PLS, 30 items) from nine samples in Europe, North America, the Middle East, and a Pacific Island (N = 1709) with 3-mode factor analysis and three-mode multidimensional scaling with points of view solutions (Tzeng & Landis, 1978, 1979). This new statistical method—alternative to traditional factor analysis—was able to reveal that passionate love is a multifactorial construct that is uniquely defined within cultures. This result was different from earlier research, in which PLS was treated as unifactorial.
The authors identified a 6-factor group-common structure



                
              

                
                
               that explains variance in PLS responses. In Factor 1, on the one pole is Commitment (a need to be in the relationship characterized by a fear of loneliness and desperation to be together) and on the opposite pole is Affection (more positive and confident aspect that involves a sensual nature). In Factor 2, on the one pole Insecurity (characterized by jealousy and depression with weaker indications of desire to help and be with the target of the subject’s passion) and on the opposite pole is Security (which suggests a trust and willingness to submerge oneself into the relationship). In Factor 3, on the one pole is Other-Centered (a focus on the partner’s qualities and satisfaction) and on the opposite pole is Self-Centered (what a participant wants their partner to know about them and how their partner makes them feel). In Factor 4, on the one pole is Instability (referring to the volatile nature of the relationship as a roller coaster) and on the opposite pole is Stability (evenness in the confidence that this love is forever, irreplaceable, and always present). In Factor 5, on the one pole is Affective Longing (emotional experience and the intrusion of these feelings) and on the opposite pole is Physical Longing (bodily sensations and a focus on the partner’s body). In Factor 6, on the one pole is Physical Affection (appetite and physical wanting) and on the opposite pole is Cognitive Affection (difficulty concentrating and reactions to seeing one’s partner).
In addition, hierarchical clustering



                
              

                
                
               with 3M-POV methodology identified six idealized cultures (separated by gender), while principal component analysis of PLS responses by idealized culture groups discovered unique factor structures for each of these cultural groups. The pattern of six group-common dimensions did not reflect any one subgroup. Actually, the subgroup factors made up unique patterns in each group. Some of the subgroup factors, however, were related. In addition, there were also three unique factors (Protective Intimacy vs. Tender Intimacy, Realistic Closeness vs. Idealistic Closeness, Excitement vs. Melancholy).
This extensive multisite study (Landis & O’Shea, 2000) presented a unique and innovative methodological approach to cross-cultural love research. The authors suggested that multidimensional scaling and cluster analysis



                
               can be used as the methods by which common etics, group etics, and emics can be separated and identified.
Unfortunately, no other studies followed this methodology



                
               since that time. However, the future love studies should explore the possibilities of using the methods of Multidimensional Scaling and Cluster Analysis
, as alternatives to traditional Exploratory
 and Confirmatory Factor Analysis
. These new methods can help better understand and appreciate the cross-cultural diversity of love experience and expression.
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