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Assessing relAtionship closeness: the polish version 
of the UnidimensionAl relAtionship closeness scAle 

And behAviorAl meAsUres**

The article presents an overview of various indicators of relationship closeness conceptualized 
as one of the basic characteristics of all social relationships (from intimate romantic relationships 
to relationships between complete strangers). Particular attention was devoted to psychometric 
properties of the Unidimensional Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS) as well as behavioral 
indicators of closeness: physical distance and imitation. The URCS was translated into Polish 
and its properties were preliminarily analyzed in Study 1. We examined whether the Polish 
URCS is unidimensional and whether it corresponds to other self-report measures of relation-
ship functioning. The aim of Study 2 was to further assess convergent validity of the scale – we 
tested whether the URCS score was linked to behavioral measures of closeness (physical distance 
and imitation). The degree to which all three indicators correspond to an external criterion – the 
relationship between participants (friends vs. strangers) – was also assessed. The results of both 
studies confirmed that the Polish version of the URCS as well as behavioral measures of close-
ness are adequate tools for assessing closeness in social relationships. 
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Because of the social nature of human beings, 
interpersonal relations are one of the main subjects 
of many scientific disciplines. Special attention is 
devoted to the relationship between two persons. 
Researchers analyze different aspects of function-
ing in a dyad, such as relationship satisfaction, 
intimacy, similarity, tie strength, or relationship 
closeness (Funk & Rogge, 2007; Plopa, 2008; 
Sternberg, 1986). Even though these constructs 

are nearly synonymous, their applicability differs 
across a wide spectrum of relationship types. 
Whereas similarity, tie strength or relationship 
closeness may refer to every kind of relationship – 
from a very intimate one to a relationship between 
strangers – the use of such terms as “relationship 
satisfaction” or “intimacy” is limited to romantic 
couples (Dibble, Levine, & Park, 2012; Parks & 
Floyd, 1996).
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The article presents an overview of various 
indicators of relationship closeness. Particular at-
tention is devoted to the Polish version of the Uni-
dimensional Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS, 
Dibble et al., 2012) as well as alternative methods 
that are based on behavioral indicators – physical 
distance and imitation. So far, in Poland the assess-
ment of relationship closeness has been restricted 
due to the lack of an adequate tool. The majority 
of available methods (Plopa, 2008; Kuczyńska, 
1998; Ryś, 1995) measures intimacy, which con-
siderably reduces the possibility of applying them 
outside the context of romantic relationships (i.e., 
to relationships between friends or co-workers). 
The methods presented in the current article may 
help overcome these limitations.

Relationship closeness

Relationship closeness manifests itself through 
behavioral indicators (frequency or diversity of in-
teractions), the level of idiosyncratic knowledge of 
the partner, and the strength of emotional bond. In 
their well-known definition, Kelley and colleagues 
(1983) capture all these three elements. According 
to the authors, relationship closeness is a degree 
of affective, cognitive and behavioral dependence 
between two people, including the frequency and the 
strength of their mutual influences. The definition 
emphasizes interdependence between the partners 
that refers to their mutual impact on one another. 
In other words, any change in the thoughts, feel-
ings or actions of one person may – depending on 
the level of relationship closeness – cause more 
or less significant changes in the other person and 
vice versa. This approach implies that relationship 
closeness varies along a single dimension: from 
completely independent relationships between 
strangers to relationships between persons whose 
thoughts, feelings and behaviors are completely 
interdependent (Dibble et al., 2012). The above-
mentioned definition corresponds with the proposi-
tion of Aron and colleagues (Aron, Aron, & Smolan, 

1992; Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson, 1991) who also 
view relationship closeness as a unidimensional 
construct that refers to the level of inclusion of the 
other in the self: from complete independence to 
complete blurring of boundaries between the self 
and the other. This suggests that in close relation-
ships individuals act as if some or all of the aspects 
of their partners belonged to themselves.

There are also alternative theories of relationship 
closeness that do not consider it a homogeneous 
construct. For example, Berscheid, Synder and 
Omoto (2004) propose three indicators of close-
ness: the frequency, diversity and strength of mutual 
influences between the partners. According to the 
authors, the higher the level of relationship close-
ness is, the more frequently partners see each other, 
the more diverse activities they perform together 
and the stronger impact they exert on each other. 
This approach corresponds with a multidimensional 
sociological model of interpersonal tie strength 
proposed by Granovetter (1973), according to 
which tie strength is determined by four factors: 
the amount of time spent together, emotional in-
tensity, reciprocal services and intimacy including 
mutual trust. Each of these elements, despite being 
correlated with the others, is a single dimension.

Measuring relationship closeness with self reports
The most popular method of assessing relation-

ship closeness is self-report. So far, two scales – the 
Relationship Closeness Inventory (RCI, Berscheid 
et al., 1989, 2004) and the Inclusion of Other in 
the Self Scale (IOS, Aron et al., 1992) – have been 
widely used in this context. According to Dibble and 
colleagues (2012), both of these tools have some 
limitations. The RCI, despite its multidimensional 
character, addresses mainly the behavioral indica-
tors of closeness (e.g., frequency of contacts) but 
does not devote enough attention to its cognitive 
and affective aspects. The other limitations of the 
RCI include quite a long time necessary to com-
plete the scale (10-15 min) as well as restricted 
applicability of some of its items to modern rela-
tionships. The second scale mentioned above (IOS) 
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was developed to address these limitations. The 
authors intended to design a quick, simple, and 
universal tool that would enable them to measure 
relationship closeness conceptualized as a dimen-
sion referring to all types of social relations. The 
IOS is a one-item scale that consists of seven pairs 
of circles which overlap each other to a different 
extent (from a pair made of two separate circles 
to a pair made of completely overlapping circles). 
In each of these pairs, one circle symbolizes the 
self and the second circle symbolizes the other. 
Participants are asked to choose the pair that best 
represents the relationship with their partners. The 
main advantage of such construction of the scale is 
a significant decrease in the time necessary to as-
sess relationship closeness. Relying on just a single 
item, however, does not only leave the reliability 
of the scale in question, but also increases the risk 
of inaccurate assessment of the variable.

Dibble and colleagues (2012) addressed the 
above-mentioned limitations of the RCS and IOS 
by developing an alternative method of measur-
ing relationship closeness: the Unidimensional 
Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS). The URCS 
is a unidimensional self-report tool for assessing 
relationship closeness. It consists of 12 open state-
ments and each of these statemens has a gap which 
can be completed with an expression referring to 
any person (i.e., my friend, my sister, my romantic 
partner). As a result, the URCS enables the meas-
urement of closeness in various relations – from 
very intimate romantic relationships to relationships 
between strangers. Participants’ responses are scored 
on a 7-point scale from I completely disagree to 
I completely agree. The higher the score is, the 
higher the level of affective, cognitive and behav-
ioural interdependence between the partners is. 

The URCS has very good psychometric param-
eters. Its unidimensional structure was confirmed 
in a series of confirmative factor analyses, which 
provided support for measurement equivalence of 
the scale across different types of relationships. The 
URCS also has very high reliability (Cronbach’s 
αs from .93 to .99, depending on a sample) and 

satisfying construct validity. The URCS’s score 
correlates moderately positively with relationship 
satisfaction and closeness measured with the IOS. 
Moreover, the URCS score differentiates between 
various types of relationships (romantic partners 
declare the highest level of relationship closeness, 
whereas strangers declare the lowest level). The 
authors, though, point out that there are some doubts 
about item 6 (I’m sure of my relationship with my 
______) because it reflects relationship satisfac-
tion more than relationship closeness. Therefore, 
according to the authors, the item may be omitted 
when applying the URCS.

Summing up, the URCS is an attractive al-
ternative to the previous self-report measures of 
relationship closeness. Not only does it opera-
tionalize the construct consistently with current 
conceptualization, but also overcomes previous 
methodological problems. 

assessing relationship closeness with behavioural 
measures

Even though declarative measures are very im-
portant methods of assessing relationship closeness, 
they have some limitations typical of self-reports. 
While completing a questionnaire, participants may 
be biased by social desirability or they may lack 
introspective ability to provide accurate ratings of 
relationship closeness (Himmelfarband & Lickteig, 
1982; Robinson & Clore, 2002). An alternative 
way of measuring relationship closeness relies on 
behavioural indicators such as the frequency of 
partners’ meetings or calls, the amount of time that 
has passed since their last meeting, or a number of 
common friends (Gilbert, 2010; Granovetter, 1973; 
Shi, Adamic & Strauss, 2007). Such indicators, 
however, are under the influence of various exter-
nal factors (e.g. whether the partners cohabitate or 
not), which should be additionally controlled for 
in the analyses.

These limitations may be reduced by the use 
of the methods that are based on knowledge about 
nonverbal communication. Much empirical re-
search confirms that there is a positive association 
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between intimacy and proxemic behaviors such as 
leaning one’s body toward another person, more 
frequent touching, and smaller physical distance 
(for a revision, see Andersen, Gannon, & Kalchik, 
2013). Moreover, the distance people keep from 
each other is an indicator of closeness that ranges 
from so called public space (maximum physical 
distance), to intimate space (minimum physical 
distance; Hall, 1968, 1990). Due to the fact that 
such behaviors are measureable (e.g., a number 
of haptic behaviors, physical distance measured in 
centimeters), they can serve as indicators of rela-
tionship closeness. However, we are not familiar 
with any study on relationship closeness that has 
used such indicators.

Another line of research that provides a clue as 
to how to measure relationship closeness are studies 
on behavioral mimicry (Lankin, 2013). The term 
refers to an observer’s tendency to automatically 
and unconsciously imitate nonverbal behaviors of 
another person (i.e., his/her facial expressions, body 
movements, or gestures). For example, people touch 
their faces, shake their feet or yawn more often 
when they see another person doing so (Chartrand 
& Bargh, 1999; Provine, 1986). Although imitat-
ing others is a common tendency, recently the 
stress has been put on the fact that this tendency 
is stronger if the interacting persons are closely 
related (Bernieri, Reznick, & Rosenthal, 1988; 
McIntosh, 2006; Stel et al., 2010; Van der Schalk, 
Fischer, Doosje, Wigboldus, Hawk, Rotteveel, & 
Hess, 2011). One of the factors that explains a posi-
tive association between mimicry and closeness is 
liking – individuals maintaining a close relationship 
like each other more than individuals in a more 
distant relationship. Moreover, liking intensifies 
the tendency to mimic others (for a revision, see 
Lankin, 2013). Therefore, the tendency to imitate 
others, similarly to the tendency to keep smaller 
physical distance, serves as a good indicator of 
relationship closeness, although studies to date has 
not explored this possibility yet. 

the pResent ReseaRch

The current research addressed the properties 
of different measures of relationship closeness. In 
Study 1 we prepared a Polish version of the URCS 
and analyzed its basic psychometric parameters 
across two types of relationships: romantic couples 
and friends. We verified factor structure of the scale, 
its reliability and construct validity, analyzing its 
correlations with other self-report measures of 
functioning in a social relationship. In Study 2 we 
tested if relationship closeness assessed with the 
Polish URCS was related to behavioral indicators 
of closeness. We hypothesized that psychological 
closeness would be associated with physical dis-
tance between two persons (the smaller the distance, 
the closer the relationship between them). We also 
expected that people in close relationships would 
imitate each other more than people in distant re-
lationships. To test these predictions, we analyzed 
the links between relationship closeness, physical 
distance, and imitation in two groups of participants: 
friends and strangers. 

study 1

Method
Participants and procedure

478 participants aged 18 to 61 (M = 23.68; SD = 
6.34) and divided into two samples took part in the 
study. Each sample was comprised of two groups 
– “romantic couples” (n = 240) and “friends” (n 
= 238) – that completed different versions of the 
questionnaires (referring either to their relationship 
with a romantic partner or to their relationship with 
a friend). In both samples relationship closeness 
was measured with the Polish URCS. Moreover, 
participants in Sample 2 completed an additional 
measure of relationship closeness together with two 
other instruments. The first one assessed similarity 
between them and their romantic partner/friend, 
and the second one measured their perceptions of 
their partner’s/friend’s supportive versus unsup-
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portive responses to the sharing of positive events 
(so called capitalization attempts).

Sample 1 included 222 students of various 
faculties of the University of Lodz and Lodz Uni-
versity of Technology aged 19 to 34 (M = 21.39; 
SD = 2.12). They were administered one of the 
above-mentioned versions of the questionnaires 
and completed them at their leisure. After a week 
the questionnaires were collected by a person who 
conducted the study. The “romantic partner” ver-
sion was completed by participants (n = 88) who 
had maintained a romantic relationship for at least 
half a year. The remaining participants (n = 134) 
completed the „friend” version. Participants from 
the first group had been involved in the relationship 
from 1 year to 15 years (M = 2.91; SD = 2.46), and 
participants from the second grup have maintained 
a friendship from 1 year to 21 years (M = 8.11; SD 
= 5.56). Females comprised the majority in both 
groups (55.7% and 56.7%, respectively). 

Sample 2 consisted of 256 individuals aged 18 to 
61 years (M = 25.66; SD = 7.92). They were recruited 
as pairs – together with their romantic partners (76 
pairs) or close friends (52 pairs). Both persons in 
a pair were asked to complete a set of questionnaires. 
They were also informed that the questionnaires 
should be filled out independently and returned in 
separate, sealed envelopes within 1-3 weeks.

The duration of romantic relationships ranged 
from 6 months to 39 years (M = 7.18; SD = 8.30). 
All couples were heterosexual. The majority of 
them (68,4%) had no children; 15,8% had one 
child; 14,5% had two children, and 1,3% had 
three children. 28.3% were married; 30.3% were 
non-marital cohabiting couples; and 41,4% were 
non-cohabiting couples. The majority of partners 
(65.1%) saw each other everyday; 22.4% of them 
saw each other about 3-4 times a week, and 12.5% 
saw each other less than 3-4 times a week.

The duration of friendships ranged from 1 year to 
25 years (M = 7.47; SD = 5.05). The sample included 
21 female-female friendships, 17 male-female friend-
ships, and 14 male-male friendships. When asked 
to describe their friendship, 68.3% responded with 

„best friend”, 24% responded with “good friend”, 
and 7.7% responded with „good acquaintance”. 
29.8% of friends saw each other everyday, 34.7% 
of them saw each other about 3-4 times a week, and 
35.5% saw each other less than 3-4 times a week.

Measures
Relationship closeness. Upon receiving permis-

sion from the authors of the URCS, the scale was 
translated into Polish by two psychologists and an 
English studies graduate. The preliminary versions 
were compared and the discrepancies between them 
discussed. During the translation procedure we de-
cided to replace the gaps used in the original URCS 
with Xs that would symbolize a person with whom 
a respondent maintains the relationship. The decision 
was dictated by the fact that in Polish, due to declen-
sion and conjugation, the gaps should have been 
filled with lengthy phrases that would be difficult 
to comprehend. In order to test whether this change 
was appropriate, we asked ten psychology students to 
complete both versions (one with the gaps, and one 
with the Xs, in a counterbalanced order). It turned 
out that nine out of ten students pointed out that the 
version with Xs was more convenient and thus, in 
our furher analyses we decided to use the modified 
version (see Appendix 1). Moreover, in Sample 2 we 
used an additional measure of relationship closeness, 
namely the Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (IOS, 
Aron i in., 1992). Similarly to the URCS, we replaced 
the expression other in the IOS to X.

Relationship satisfaction. Relationship satis-
faction was assessed with a 4-item version of the 
Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI-4, Funk i Rogge, 
2007; Polish adaptation: Stawska, 2011). Partici-
pants rated their relationship satisfaction on a 7- or 
6-point scale (the higher the score, the higher the 
level of relationship satisfaction). Previous research 
(Stawska, 2011) has confirmed that both the 32-
item CSI and its shortened 4-item version that we 
used in the current research (Cronbach’s α = .84) 
have good, comparable psychometric properties.

Perceived similarity. To asses perceived similar-
ity between partners/friends we used the Perceived 
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Similarity Scale (SPP, Gębarowska, 2010). The 
scale consists of 13 items that refer to various areas 
in which people maintaining a relationship may 
be similar to each other (e.g. interests, political 
views, culinary preferences). Participants’ answers 
are scored on a scale ranging from 1 (I completely 
agree) to 5 (I completely disagree). The scale is 
unidimensional (Cronbach’s α = .76).

Perceived responses to capitalization attempts. 
Partners’/friends’ responses to the sharing of positive 
events were measured with the Perceived Responses 
to Capitalization Attempts (PRCA) Scale (Gable, Reis, 
Impett, & Asher, 2004; Polish version: Kaczmarek, 
Ober-Łopatka, Nowak, Łomańska, Stańko i Borow-
iak, 2007). The scale consists of 12 items which 
refer to four types of partner’s/friend’s responses to 
respondent’s positive life events: passive-destructive 
responses (ignoring the information about the event; 
Cronbach’s α = .81), active-destructive responses 
(demeaning the event by pointing out its potential 
downsides; Cronbach’s α = .75), passive-constructive 
responses (quiet, understated support; Cronbach’s α = 
0.58), and active-constructive responses (enthusiastic 
support; Cronbach’s α = .74). Participants rated each 
item on a 7-point scale on which 1 was labeled as not 
at all true for my relationship and 7 was labeled as 
very true for my relationship.

Results

Descriptive statistics
Table 1 presents basic descriptive characteristics 

of the Polish URCS. Following Dibble at al. (2012) 
who suggest that item 6 could be omitted, we con-
ducted two seprate analyses – one for a 12-item 
version and one for an 11-item version. Removal of 
the item affected neither the scale’s reliability nor 
other statistics1. A comparison of the results given 
in Table 1 with the ones reported by the authors of 
the original scale suggests that the Polish URCS is 
very similar to the original – the means and standard 
deviations are comparable and the distribution of 
scores is negatively skewed. We also confirmed 
high internal consistency of the scale as well as 
a positive link between relationship closeness and 
a type of relationship: romantic partners scored 
higher on the Polish URCS than friends, t(476) = 
13.86; p < .001. 

1 Additionally, this and further analyses were conducted 
in demographically homogeneous groups. Regardless of 
whether the samples were divided in terms of gender, marital 
status, age, a number of children, cohabitation, or frequency 
of meetings, the results were comparable, and Cronbach’s αs 
ranged from .87 to .94. Therefore, we present the results only 
for participants of Study 1 in total.

Assessing relAtionship closeness: the polish version 
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table 1. Descriptive statistics of the Polish URCS

Type of relationship M SD Min Max Skewness Kurtozis Cronbach’s  
α

12 items
Romantic couples (n = 240) 6.30 .66 3.67 7.00 -1.51 2.37 .90
Friends (n = 238) 5.17 1.11 1.50 7.00 -.72 .16 .93
Total (N = 478) 5.74 1.07 1.50 7.00 -1.12 .93 .94

11 items (without item 6)
Romantic couples (n = 240) 6.29 .67 3.73 7.00 -1.48 2.22 .89
Friends (n = 238) 5.12 1.13 1.27 7.00 -.69 .13 .92
Total (N = 478) 5.71 1.10 1.27 7.00 -1.09 .85 .94

Relationship closeness assessed with the Polish 
URCS did not correlate with age both for partici-
pants completing the “romantic partner” version, 
r(240) = -.02; p > .05, and for participants complet-
ing the “friend” version, r(238) = -.07; p > .05. The 

URCS score was also unrelated to the duration of 
romantic relationships, r(232) = .04; p > .05, and 
friendships, r(237) = .12; p > .05. 

Additionally, the URCS score was not related to 
gender of participants who completed the “romantic 
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partner” version, t(238) = .36; p > .05. However, 
we observed such differences for participants who 
completed the “friend” version: females scored higher 
on the URCS (M = 5.43; SD = .99) than males (M = 
4.71; SD = 1.17), t(235) = 5.12; p < .001, Cohen’s 
d = .66. We also found no differences in relation-
ship closeness across various kinds of friendships 
in Sample 2, F(2,103) = 1.76; p > 0.05, although 
mean scores were somewhat higher for female-
female friendships (M = 5.64; SD = 1.02) than for 
female-male friendships (M = 5.32; SD = 1.09), 
and male-male friendships (M = 5.21; SD = 0.95). 

Moreover, we observed no differences in the 
URCS scores between various romantic relation-
ships types (marriage, non-martial cohabitating 
couples, non-cohabitating couples), F(2,151) = 
0.29; p > .05, as well as between those participants 
who had children and those who did not, F(2,151) = 
2.20; p > .05. Frequency of meetings was unrelated 
to the URCS score for participants who completed 
the “romantic partner” version, F(2,151) = 0,14; p 
> .05, but it was related to relationship closeness for 
participants who completed the “friend” version, 
F(2,103) = 5.72; p < 0.01, ηp2 = .10; the highest 
score was observed for participants who were see-
ing their friends everyday (M = 5.71; SD = 1.06) 
and the lowest score was observed for participants 
who were seeing their friends less then 3-4 times 
a week (M = 4.98; SD = 1.17).

Factor structure
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), performed 

with the use of IBM SPSS Amos 21, did not provide 
support for the original structure of the scale (see 

Table 2). Although factor loadings were satisfactory 
(from .58 to .89), goodness-of-fit indices did not 
meet the required criteria. Thus, we introduced some 
modifications. We removed item 6, which slightly 
improved the model fit. Moreover, we examined 
modification indices, which suggested that some 
error terms should be correlated. When including 
these correlations, we stuck to the rules proposed 
by Kenny (2011). First, we correlated only these 
errors for which there was a theoretical rationale 
(e.g., they could have been related to the same 
factor not included in the model, Newscom, 2012; 
Smolkowski, 2007). Second, if there was a reason 
for correlating one pair of errors, then all pairs of 
errors for which the same theoretical justification 
could have been applied were also correlated. 
Third, the modifications were introduced with 
caution and after each modification we checked 
how the model fit was affected. As a result, we 
correlated items 5, 8, and 9 error terms (referring 
to behavioral interdependence, that is spending 
one’s time in another person’s company), items 2 
and 10 error terms (referring to thinking of another 
person) and items 1 and 4 error terms (referring to 
the bond with another person)2. These modifica-
tions improved the model fit but goodness-of-fit 
indices, although acceptable, were still very low. 
Hence, we conducted multi-group CFA across two 
groups: participants who completed the “romantic 
partner” version and participants who completed 
the “friend” version. The results of the analysis 
supported the adequate fit of the model. 
2 Treating these items as separate factors considerably wors-
ened the model fit.

table 2. Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis results

Model χ2 (df) χ2 / df CFI NFI RMSEA
preliminary (original) model 

Romantic couples 239.14 (54) 4.48 .87 .84 .12
Friends 311.58 (54) 5.77 .86 .83 .15
Total (romantic couples + friends, pooled) 498.97 (54) 9.24 .89 .88 .13
2 groups (romantic couples and friends) 550.72 (108) 5.10 .86 .83 .09

Final model
Romantic couples 132.93 (39) 3.41 .93 .90 .10
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Model χ2 (df) χ2 / df CFI NFI RMSEA
Friends 129.69 (39) 3.32 .95 .92 .10
Total (romantic couples + friends, pooled) 201.96 (39) 5.17 .96 .95 .09
2 groups (romantic couples and friends) 262.61 (78) 3.37 .94 .91 .07

Note. The preliminary model was identical with the model tested by the authors of the original URCS (12 items loading on 
a single factor, no error terms correlated). In the final model item 6 was omitted and 5 pairs of terror terms were correlated. 
CFI = comparative fit index; NFI = normed fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.

Construct validity
Table 3 presents Pearson’s correlation coefficients 

between the URCS and other measures referring to 
social relationships. The results indicate that relation-
ship closeness assessed with the Polish URCS was 
positively linked to relationship closeness measured 
with the IOS and to perceived similarity between 
romantic partners/friends. Moreover, the analysis 
of the links between relationship closeness and 
perceived responses to capitalization attempts re-

vealed that the URCS score correlated positively with 
active-constructive responses and negatively with 
passive-destructive responses. The pattern observed 
for active-destructive responses differed between 
participants who completed the “romantic partner” 
version and participants who completed the “friend” 
version – the link was negative for the former and 
non-significant for the latter. Finally, the association 
between the URCS and constructive-pasive responses 
did not reach significance in both groups.

table 3. Pearson’s r correlations between relationship closness asssed with the Polish URCS and other variables

Variables Romantic couples Friends Total
Relationship closeness (IOS) .25***  .38*** .40***
Realtionship satisfaction (CSI-4) .51***  .53*** .50***
Perceived similarity (PSS) .31***  .44*** .31***
Perceived responses to capitalization attempts (PRCA):

passive-desctructive -.21* -.19* -.21**
active-desctructive -.18* -.10 -.15*
passive-constructive -.13 -.01 -.09
active-constructive  .28**  .22*  .27***

*p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001
Note. The correlations between the URCS and the CSI-4 are based on the data collected in both samples (N = 478), includ-
ing 240 romantic parters and 238 friends. The remaining correlations are based on the data collected in Sample 2 (n = 256), 
including 152 romantic parters and 104 friends.

A comparison of closeness means by friendship 
subtypes in Sample 2 also provided support for 
construct validity of the Polish URCS, F(2,103) = 
36,91; p < 0,001. The highest mean score was found 
when a person was referred to as „best friend” (M = 
5.85; SD = .71), lower score – when a person was 
referred to as „good friend” (M = 4.75; SD = 1.04), 
and the lowest score – when a person was referred 
to as „good acquaintance” (M = 3.75; SD = .63).

Finally, we tested the extent to which individuals 
who participated in the study in pairs agreed on their 
assessments of relationship closeness. Intraclass 
correlation coefficient was high, providing evidence 

for convergence between the partners’ scores, ICC 
= .79; F(127, 127) = 4.70; p < .001.

study 2

Method
Participants and procedure

55 pairs of university and high school female 
students (N = 110) aged 18 to 28 years took part in 
the study. They were recruited via snowball sam-
pling. 58 women were invited together with their 
female friend. The remaining 52 women, invited 
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individually, were paired up. As a result the sample 
included 29 pairs of friends (Mage= 22.09; SD = 
4.29) and 26 pairs of strangers (Mage= 22.61; SD 
= 4.20). We used only same-sex pairs because sex 
has been shown to significantly influence physical 
distance people keep from each other: the distance 
is the smallest in female-female dyads; it increases 
in female-male dyads, and becomes the longest in 
male-male dyads (Hall & Gunnery, 2013). There-
fore, the type of dyad (female-female, male-female, 
male-male) should have been controlled for as an 
additional between-subjects factor in the analyses 
(otherwise it could have distorted the results).

The study was conducted at the University of 
Lodz. Upon arrival at the laboratory, participants 
were asked to sit down on a bench and an experi-
menter took a picture of them. The experimenter 
was always standing at the same place. No other 
instructions were given, because we did not want 
to affect participants’ spontaneous behavior in any 
way. Once the picture was taken, the experimenter 
informed participants that it would be used only 
for the purposes of the study in order to remind her 
which two people were in each pair.

Then they all moved to another room where 
the study continued. The space was divided into 
two smaller rooms so that participants could work 
separately without seeing each other. First, they 
were informed that the purpose of the study was 
to indentify the factors influencing memory and 
attention. Then they completed a set of question-
naires referring to relationship closeness and de-
mographic variables. In addition, the set included 
a bogus task on memory and attention (to divert 
participants’ attention from the real purpose of the 
study) as well as other measures which will not be 
analyzed here. After completing the questionnaires 
participants performed a task the aim of which was 
to measure imitation.

Measures
Relationship closeness. Relationship closeness 

was assessed with an 11-item version of the Polish 
URCS (Cronbach’s α = .99). 

Physical distance. Physical distance was as-
sessed on the basis of the pictures taken at the 
beginning of the study. In particular, we measured 
the distance between participants in the picture. 
Due to the fact that they took various positions, 
we decided to take three different indicators into 
consideration: the distance between their noses, 
the distance between their hips, and the distance 
between these parts or their bodies which were 
the closest (so called „closest point”). All three 
indicators were strongly correlated and loaded on 
a single factor that explained 91.94% of variance 
(Cronbach’s α = .94).

Imitation. Imitation was measured with a modi-
fied version of the Chameleon Colouring Task (Van 
Leeuwen, Veling, Van Baaren, & Dijksterhuis, 
2009). Participants were asked to colour a picture 
of a chameleon divided into 13 segments. In the 
original method, a picture is presented together 
with a colourful chameleon that purportedly has 
been already coloured in by an art student. Partici-
pants are instructed to colour in their chameleons 
the way they like but they must use each of the 
three colours (red, green, and blue) at least once, 
and they must colour each segment. The amount 
of imitation is assessed by counting the number of 
segments that are coloured with the same colour 
as in the original bogus art piece. In the current 
study we modified this procedure by removing 
the already coloured picture (see Appendix 2). 
The first participant was given three coloured 
pencils (red, green, and blue) and a colouring 
plate of a chameleon. She was instructed to use 
each of these colours at least once and colour each 
segment. Once the task was finished, the second 
participant was presented with the picture already 
coloured in by the first participant and informed: 
This is a chameleon coloured in by… (the name of 
the first participant). Then the second participant 
was given the same colouring plate, three coloured 
pencils and the same instruction as the first par-
ticipant. The tendency to imitate was assessed not 
only by counting the number of segments coloured 
with the same colour in both pictures, but also by 
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analysing the colouring scheme in both pictures 
(Rybicka, Wróbel, & Pabich, 2014, manuscript 
in preparation).

Results
Table 4 presents the differences in relationship 

closeness, imitation and physical distance between 
friends and strangers. The results indicated that pairs 
of friends, compared to pairs of strangers, scored 

higher on the Polish URCS, imitated the partner’s 
picture more, and sat closer to each other. All eff-
ects, except for the one observed for imitation, 
were large. We also calculated intraclass correlation 
coefficient (ICC) to test if females in a pair agreed 
on their ratings of relationship closeness between 
them. The ICC of .97 indicated that partners’ scores 
were substantially related to each other, F(54,54) 
= 32.72; p < .001.

Assessing relAtionship closeness: the polish version 
of the UnidimensionAl relAtionship closeness scAle...

table 4. Differences in relationship closeness, imitation and physical distance between friends and strangers

Variables
Friends Strangers

t df p
Co-

hen’s 
d M SD M SD

Relationship closeness (URCS) 5.44 1.13 1.09 .26 28.48 108 < .001 5.48
Imitation 8.69 3.57 6.92 2.88 2.01 53 .050 .56
Distatnce between noses 2.63 .75 3.65 .61 -5.44 52 < .001 -1.51
Distance between hips .61 .50 1.34 .63 -4.70 52 < .001 -1.30
Distance in the „closest point” .28 .47 .88 .54 -4.37 52 < .001 -1.21
Mean distance 1.17 .53 1.95 .58 -5.20 52 < .001 -1.44

Next we analyzed the correlations between 
the study variables (Table 5). As expected, re-
lationship closeness assessed with the Polish 

URCS was positively linked to imitation and 
negatively linked to physical distance (regard-
less of its indicator).

table 5. Pearson’s r correlations between relationship closeness, imiation, and physical distance

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Relationship closeness (URCS) x .32** -.61*** -.55*** -.52*** -.60***
2. Imitation x -.23† -.31* -.29* -.28*
3. Distatnce between noses x .87*** .87*** .96***
4. Distance between hips x .90*** .96***
5. Distance in the „ closest point” x .95***
6. Mean distance x

†p < .1; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

discussion

The present study addressed the properties of 
various measures of relationship closeness. We 
analyzed psychometric characteristics of the Pol-
ish version of the Unidimensional Relationship 
Closeness Scale. We also tested the links between 
the Polish URCS and behavioural measures of 
relationship closeness, namely physical distance 
and imitation.

Our findings show that the Polish URCS is simi-
lar to the original scale. Its score is characterized by 
high reliability and correlates to other self-report 
measures referring to social relationships. It is also 
significantly linked to the tendency to imitate an-
other person and to keep a certain physical distance 
from him/her. This confirms that all three indica-
tors reflect a common construct. Moreover, they 
all correspond to an external criterion – the type 
of relationship (friends versus strangers) – which 
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provides evidence for their high applicability to 
different social relationships. Finally, the analyses 
conducted on the data collected from individuals 
who participated in the study in pairs confirmed 
that partners’ ratings of relationship closeness are 
substantially related to each other. The level of 
agreement was higher when the data were collected 
from friends and strangers (Study 2) that when the 
data were collected from romantic partners and 
friends (Study 1) but it was probably caused by 
a greater variance of scores in Study 2.

One concern is the factorial structure of the Pol-
ish URCS. It turned out that the fit of the original 
model tested on the data collected in the current 
study was poor. To improve it, we removed item 
6 (which was considered problematic also by the 
authors of the original scale) and correlated some 
error terms. Although all of these correlations were 
theory-driven, we cannot exclude that the Polish 
URCS score reflects not only relationship closeness 
but also other variables. For instance, the correlation 
between items 5, 8, and 9 error terms may mean 
the the time partners spent together (so called be-
havioural interdependence) may indicate not only 
relationship closeness but also cohabitation. Thus, 
although the unidimensional model had a better 
fit than a multidimensional model, the question 
remains whether there are other factors influencing 
the URCS score. Moreover, the superiority of the 
multi-group model over the model tested on the 
pooled data suggests that the Polish URCS is not 
equivalent across different types of relationships 
(friendship versus romantic couples).

We should also stress that despite the fact that 
all three methods were aimed at measuring the 
same construct (namely relationship closeness), 
the data collected with them led to similar, but not 
identical conclusions. Differences in self-reported 
relationship closeness between friends and strangers 
were the most profound. Physical distance also 
clearly differentiated between friends and stran-
gers, whereas the differences in imitation between 
these two groups were only moderate. In addition, 
the correlations between all three measures were 

ranging from weak to moderate. This pattern of 
results is not surprising, because it is consistent 
with the observation that various indicators of the 
same variable often lead to somewhat inconsistent 
findings. This was found, for example, for empathy 
(Zhou, Valiente, & Eisenberg, 2003), emotional 
intelligence (Brackett, Rivers, Shiffman, Lerner, & 
Salovey, 2006; Wróbel, 2010), or attitudes (Fazio & 
Olson, 2003; Hofmann, Gawronski, Gschwendner, 
Le, & Schmitt, 2005).

Moreover, although we preliminary confirmed 
construct validity of all three methods, we assessed 
reliability of only one of them, namely the URCS. 
Compared with behavioral measures, psychometric 
properties of the URCS were analyzed the most 
systematically and in the most demographically 
diverse sample. Despite some concerns about its 
factor structure, our findings are encouraging: the 
URCS fills in the gap in Polish measures of relation-
ship functioning and can be successfully applied 
in future studies. The URCS enables a quick and 
easy assessment of relationship closeness and thus, 
can be particularly useful when the sample size is 
large. At the same time we should emphasize the 
usefulness of the other two methods – they may 
prove especially helpful in research which cannot 
solely rely on self-report because it may distort 
their results (e.g., relationship closeness is one of 
the key variables in the study, but an experimenter 
wants to prevent participants from guessing that 
this variable is being measured). Future studies, 
however, should analyze the properties of behavioral 
measures in demographically diverse samples. The 
fact that in the current study only same-sex pairs 
were used could have influenced the results (not 
only because of the above-mentioned sex differ-
ences in physical distance, but also because of sex 
differences in self reported relationship closeness 
observed for friends participating in Study 1).

In sum, both the Polish URCS and the measures 
of physical distance and imitation are promising 
tools for assessing closeness in a broad range of 
social relationships (romantic couples, friends, ac-
quaintances, and strangers). Future research should 
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determine how the Polish URCS performs in other 
types of relationships, e.g. between employers 
and employees, teachers and students, or parents 
and children. Dibble at al (2012) also applied the 
URCS to few types of relationships, which makes 
the question of the scale applicability to other social 
contexts even more important. 
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appendix 1. THE POLISH VERSION OF THE UNIDIMENSIONAL CLOSNESS SCALE

Poniższe twierdzenia odnoszą się do Twojej relacji z _______________. Osoba ta jest oznaczona 
literą „X”. Prosimy. abyś ustosunkowując się do twierdzeń. myślał(a) o swojej relacji z tą osobą. 
Odpowiadając. posłuż się następująca skalą: 

Zdecydowanie nie 
zgadzam się 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Zdecydowanie 

zgadzam się

1. Moja relacja z x jest bliska. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Kiedy jesteśmy osobno. bardzo tęsknię za x. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. x i ja powierzamy sobie ważne informacje osobiste. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. x i mnie łączy silna więź. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. x i ja chcemy spędzać czas razem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6 (7). x jest jednym z najistotniejszych elementów mojego życia. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7 (8). x i ja robimy wspólnie wiele rzeczy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 (9). Kiedy mam wolny czas. często decyduję się spędzić go w towarzystwie x. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9 (10). Dużo myślę o x. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10 (11). Moja relacja z x jest bardzo ważna w moim życiu. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11 (12). Kiedy podejmuję ważne decyzje. zawsze biorę pod uwagę x. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Note. Original item numbers (before removing item 6) are given in parentheses.
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appendix 2. MODIFIED VERSION OF THE CHAMELEON COLORING TASK
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