
which bring software engineers (broadly termed to include 
expert system developers) in contact with students of 
those other disciplines. While the computer science stu- 
dents refine their knowledge about particular issues in 
computer science, they also reap the benefits of exposure 
to other fields such as, psyschology, sociology, or any of 
the humanitits. They wil l  extend their rational capabil it ies 
and wil l  have increased sympathy for other fields of study. 
Likewise, the students of the domain field wil l  improve 
their command of that study, and at the same t ime they 
gain appreciation of computer science. Learning inten- 
sifies. In Socrates, even the expert claimed to have 
benefited through the conflicts that she found in DSM-III. 
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AN EXPERT SYSTEM FOR AN 
IDIOSYNCRATIC DOMAIN: LOVE, INTIMACY, 
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Expert systems conceived and developed thus far 
have dealt with problems, such as medical diagnosis, c i r -  
cuit design, and mineral exploration, which have object ive 
solutions. Humans, however, are also experts in reasoning 
about domains where the key concepts are not object ively 
fixed. We do form subjective, but sound, judgments about 
idiosyncratic-- i .e., person-spec i f ic - -  domains. One such 
domain is that of love, intimacy, and friendship. Despite 
the fact that our notions of love, intimacy, and friendship 
vary greatly and that these relationships have been the 
subject of poets, novelists, biographers, psychologists, and 
other students of human nature for centuries, there is 
enough of a common consensus to make communicat ion 
and, very frequently, common judgments about this 
domain possible. 

We present a rule-based expert system, currently be-  
ing implemented in PROLOG, which provides a general 
mechanism for handling idiosyncratic domains. Our sys- 
tem also provides a thorough example of how the attain- 
ment of cognit ive-affect ive states and resulting relat ion- 
ships between people can be modelled using a rule-based 
system. Thus this work should interest cognit ive scien- 
tists as well as computer  scientists seeking to endow 
computers with truly human-l ike thought. 

The key to our design is, as might  be expected, to 
abstract out whatever is common to most people's under- 
standing of the nature of a particular class of re lat ion- 
ships. Nevertheless, there wil l  be a substantial failure rate 
if idiosyncratic criteria for the attainment or blocking of 
relationships are simply ignored. Therefore, we adopt the 
fo l lowing formalism: 

Iff X (a) 
Y (b) 

Then Z (c). 
This bidirectional rule is to be understood as fol lows: If X 
& Y then Z with probabil i ty c; If Z then X with probabi l i ty 
a; If Z then Y with probabi l i ty b. (Of course, " I f  Z then X" 
is identical to "Only if X then Z.") Thus a, b, and c are what 
have been called certainty factors or, more gracefully, at-  
tenuation factors (1). (Note that we are nod. associating 
certainty factors with the antecedent condit ions of the 
rules in either direction, though it is trivial to add these.) 
The concept of attenuation factors was developed for the 
MYCIN system, a rule-based expert system for medical 
diagnosis (2). This formal ism using bidirectional rules with 
attenuation factors oerative in both directions (cf. 3, 4) 
neatly handles the problems inherent in reasoning about 
an idiosyncratic domain. These are two: somesone may 
have idiosyncratic requirements for the at tainment or 
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blocking of relat ionship Z or he may id iosyncrat ical ly ig-  
nore some of the elements that most do use in deciding 
whether  to enter relat ionship Z. 

Thus, in the example above, if c is .7 this means that 
30% of the instances where X and ¥, nevertheless not Z 
because of id iosyncrat ic  requirements for the at ta inment 
or blocking or the relationship. Likewise, if a is .8, then in 
20% of the instances where the part ies have relat ionship 
Z, they do so despite the prevalent v iew that X ought  to 
hold for Z to obtain but does no__t. 

We deal here, intentionally, with a small number of 
rules and relat ionships; nuances of these are not  treated, 
since they are far too  idiosyncrat ic for  general agreement,  
even broadly considered. The relat ionships considered 
are, in order of increasing commi tment  and initial intensity, 
companionship,  fr iendship, confidant(e)s, int imacy, love, 
marriage, and family. 

Before present ing the rules themselves, which are the 
ul t imate test of the merit  of the idea, some perfatory 
remarks on the system as a whole are in order. 

First, we have designed the system with two  purposes 
in mind: ease of implementat ion and test ing and natural-  
ness of representat ion, with the latter easily the more im-  
portant  desideratum. Thus, except for companionship,  
each level of interpersonal closeness includes and sub- 
sumes the previous (and therefore all prior) level(s). Thus 
if X and Y have a family together,  they are married, they 
love each other, they are intimates, they are confidants, 
and they are fr iends (subject to the usual id iosyncrat ic 
exceptions). This seems natural enough for the at ta inment 
of relationships. However,  relat ionships are dynamic  and 
when they degrade, as they so often do, they do not do 
so nicely and monotonical ly .  So whi le it may be true that 
apart from the id iosyncrat ic  except ion fr iendship always 
precedes marriage, after many years it is certainly possible 
for X and Y to love each other and miss each o ther  when 
apart; but not to like each other or take any pleasure in 
each other's company: An'~odd, but common, state of af-  
fairs. So the system presented here should be see either 
as a re la t ionsh ip-a t ta inment  model or as an ideal. 

Second, the specif ic attenuation factors selected were 
not  obtained by empir ical  research. They are s imply  left-  
brain est imates of f requency or r ight -bra in  est imates of 
probabi l i ty. They do seem to conform to our ( l imited) ex-  
perience and our intuit ion, but a methodolog ica l  cogni t ive 
scient ist  might  wish to use other numbers, more 
r igorously  obtained. Tant mieux. Since we are, after all, 
deal ing with and presenting a methodo logy  for 
id iosyncrat ic domains, the author's own person-spec i f ic  
biases or insights may occasional ly be visible. 

COMPANIONSHIP. 

Iff X and Y: like each other 7 (.7) 
X and Y: wi l l ing to share t ime with each other  (1) 
X and Y: lonely (.8) 

Then X and Y: companions (.5) 

In the forward direct ion, there are three antecedent  
condi t ions which are representat ive of the three classes of 
condi t ions on which relat ionships may be cont ingent .  
First, there is the "engine," the emot ional  impetus for the 

relat ionship, here loneliness. Second, there is the def in ing 
condi t ion,  a condi t ion which holds universal lv when the 
relat ionship exists, here "wi l l ing to share free t ime wi th 
each other." Third, there is a precondi t ion,  here s imple af -  
fect ion, w i thou t  which the relat ionship is blocked (5), 

To the computer  scient ist  interested in the formal ism 
int roduced and the f ramework  prov ided for id iosyncrat ic  
domains, there is no dist inct ion of importance between 
these three classes of condit ions. To the cogni t ive sc ien-  
tist, the special ist  impart ing his knowledge to the e×pert 
system and the knowledge engineer  assist ing him, the 
user apply ing the expert  system, and the general  reader, 
on the other  hand, these d ist inct ions are pregnant  w=th 
meaning. In present ing the rules, therefore, we shall con -  
t inue to draw them. 

A rule must have one or more engines, for there is no 
relat ionship which begins with no emot ional  impetus of 
any sort; usually, but as we shall see not always, there is 
just one. When the at tenuat ion factors of the engine con -  
di t ions sum to less than one, as is the case here, wi th 
companionship,  it is an indicat ion that  the emot iona l  im-  
petus for the relat ionship class is somet imes id iosyncrat ic .  

A rule may or may not have a defining condi t ion,  but 
if it has more than one, it is an indicat ion of s loppy 
d e s i g n - -  in particular, fai lure to generalize. Note that  a 
def ining condi t ion does not guarantee a re lat ionship (as 
here), a l though the relat ionship guarantees it. As we shall 
see, however,  most antecedent  condi t ions are p recon -  
dit ions. 

The low attenuat ion factor  for  companionsh ip  ref lects 
the fact that, unlike more commi t ted  relat ionships, it arises 
f rom a general ized lonel iness on the part of, to use the 
system's names, X and Y, and many other random or 
id iosyncrat ic  factors help decide whether  the two  wi l l  be -  
come companions.  As we ascend the hierarchy of 
relat ionships, random inf luences wi l l  become increas ing ly  
negl ig ib le and id iosyncrat ic  factors increasingly visible. 

FRIENDSHIP. 

Iff X and Y: like each other  2 (.8) 
X and Y: respect  each other. (.7) 
X and Y: want  to share free t ime with each o ther  (1) 

Then X and Y: fr iends (9) 

For fr iendship, want ing to share free t ime with each 
o ther  is both the engine and the defining condit ion. Note 
that  the precondi t ions are still necessary to ensure that 
the mot ivat ion for want ing each other's company  is 
fr iendship and not  (say) business. Those who attain the 
cogn i t i ve -a f fec t i ve  state common to friends w i thou t  liking 
or respect ing each other are, of course, accounted for  by 
the at tenuat ion factors. For some people, all important  
business associates may be friends. 

Many wi l l  f ind the precondi t ions given here inade- 
quate; their  not ion of fr iendship is probably akin to our 
not ion of conf idants, which wil l be presented next and 
amounts  to classical, true fr iendship ("fr iendship with a 
capital  'F'"). As the word is normal ly  used today, however, 
" f r iend" means (at most) what  is given above. 

Notice the dif ference between the defining condi t ions 
for  companionsh ip  and fr iendship: "wi l l ing" vs. "want"  to 

1A rule elaborating this will be presented later. 2A rule elaboratin 9 this will be presented later. 
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share free t ime wi th each other. A person-spec i f i c  need 
has replaced a genera l i zed lonel iness. 

CONFIDANTS. 

Iff X and Y: f r iends (.85) 
X and Y: respect  each o ther  h igh ly  (.7) 
X and Y: w i l l i n g / w a n t  to share thei r  though ts  and 

fee l ings wi th  each o ther  (1) 
X and Y: miss each o the r  when apart  (.5) 
X and Y: t rust  each o the r  3 (.8) 

Then X and Y: conf idant(e)s  (.7) 

Once again, the eng ine  and the def in ing cond i t ion  are 
the same: shar ing though ts  and feel ings. This is 
f r iendship  on a more  in t imate  level  (it subsumes f r iendship 
w i th  id iosyncra t ic  except ions)  than sharing t ime a lone can 
even reach. It is also the lowes t  level  of the h ie ra rchy  of 
the re la t ionship  classes we cons ider  at wh ich  missing 
each other,  a cogn i t i ve -a f f ec t i ve  state central  to  strong 
re la t ionsh ips,  comes  into play. For some, it is a p recon -  
d i t ion  to be ing  a con f idan t  (or a very  quick result); for 
some,  it may  also be an engine condi t ion.  One might  
suppose tha t  " t rus t ing each o ther "  and being "w i l l ing  to 
share the i r  t h o u g h t s  and feel ings w i th  each o ther "  wou ld  
be co inc ident .  Exper ience teaches that  this is not  a lways 
so, as the need to  conf ide, in many  so of ten ove rpowers  
doub ts  abou t  the o ther 's  t rus twor th iness .  It is also a 
re f lec t ion  of  the mechan i sm of t rust  bui ldup, wh ich  is not  
unl ike the bu i ldup of  band credit .  One trusts a l i t t le; if i t 
works  out, one  t rusts a l i t t le more.  Of course,  h o w e v e r  
natura l  this sys tem may be and h o w e v e r  preva lent ,  it 
leaves the con f idan t  (or bank) open to  d isaster  in un fo r -  
tuna te  instances. Perhaps that 's w h y  ano ther  m e t h o d - -  
fo rma l  and in fo rma l  r e f e r e n c e s - - h a s  evo lved  for  the 
reso lu t ion  of  the t rust  issue (by po tent ia l  c red i to rs  and 
po ten t ia l  f r iends alike). 

INTIMATES. 

Iff X and Y: conf idants(e)s (.95) 
X and Y: know each other  for  some t ime  (.5) 
X and Y: emo t i ona l l y  compat ib le  even in 

close quar ters  (.5) 
X and Y: find each o ther  a t t rac t ive  (.8) 

Then X and Y: in t imates  (.5) 

Int imacy,  as we  are cons ider ing  it, is a ser ious 
re la t ionship one step shy of romant ic  love,  not  mere  
physical  in t imacy  w i t h o u t  a very  power fu l  emo t i ona l  c o m -  
ponent.  Obvious ly ,  mere physical  i n t imacy  is poss ib le  
when X and Y are strangers, hard ly  in t imates  as we are 
using the  term. The in t imacy to wh ich we refer is a state 
of heart  and mind,  a cogn i t i ve -a f f ec t i ve  state, jo ined to  a 
state of affairs (in the ph i losopher 's  sense of  the phrase) 
which can be reached w i thou t  a c o n f i d a n t - t y p e  re la t i on -  
ship id iosyncra t i ca l l y  on ly  one t ime  in twen ty .  For the 
f o rwa rd -cha in i ng  an tecedent  "X and Y: phys ica l ly  in t imate"  
the consequents  wou ld  have very  d i f fe rent  a t tenua t ion  
factors, say, .05, .25, .02, .6, respect ive ly .  

Ano ther  issue that  must  even tua l l y  be addressed here 
is that of  s a m e - s e x  re lat ionships.  For heterosexuals ,  the 
four th an tecedent  cond i t ion  rules out  s a m e - s e x  re la t i on -  
ships. For others,  it does not, nor  does any th ing  else in 
the rule. Studies show that  o n e - o n e  re la t ionsh ips  are 
much more  c o m m o n  among heterosexuals ,  but it is not  to  

be supposed that  this creates a ser ious o v e r s t a t e m e n t  of  
the chances of an in t imate  re la t ionsh ip  deve lop ing  (50%) 
g iven all the stated an tecedent  cond i t ions .  

Having deal t  w i th  these t w o  side issues, we  return to  
an expos i t ion  of the rule. The eng ine here is mutua l  a t -  
t ract ion and as anyone  wil l  admi t  under  pers is tent  ques -  
t ion ing it is not  a sure thing; techn ica l ly ,  that  is, it does 
not  g ive  "X and Y: in t imates"  an a t tenua t i on  fac to r  of  1. 
What wi l l  make t w o  peop le  dec ide to  upgrade a con f idan t  
re la t ionsh ip  to  an in t imate  re la t ionsh ip  is h igh ly  
id iosyncrat ic ,  so much  so that  fu l ly  half  the t ime  that  the 
antecedents  are true, in t imacy wi l l  never the less  not  result.  
If it seems to  the reader  that  th is is sure ly  a gross  ex-  
aggerat ion,  it is l ikely that  he is unw i t t i ng l y  us ing in t imacy  
in a weaker  sense by not  being sensib le of  the ful l  range 
of  an tecedent  cond i t i ons  for  a c o n f i d a n t - t y p e  re la t ionsh ip ,  
which re la t ionsh ip  is, in all but a handfu l  of  id iosyncra t i c  
cases, prerequ is i te  to  in t imacy as here def ined. (And there  
are of course the requ i rements  of the eng ine cond i t ion  
and the t w o  precondi t ions. )  

ROMANTIC LOVE, 

Iff X and Y: in t imates  (.95) 
X and Y: w i l l i n g / w a n t  mutual  emo t i ona l  commi tmen t ( . 75 )  
X and Y: w i l l i n g / w a n t  absorp t ion  in each other 's  life(.7) 
X and Y: miss each o ther  qui te in tense ly  

when apar t  (1) 
Then X and Y: love each o ther  ( romant ica l l y )  (.9) 

The eng ines here are the mutua l  des i re for  emo t i ona l  
commi tmen t ,  o n e - o n e  loyal ty ,  and the mutua l  des i re for  
to ta l  i n v o l v e m e n t  in each other 's  l ife ( i n v o l v e m e n t  does 

no t  mean domina t ion ,  unwanted  in ter ference,  etc.) and the 
def in ing cond i t i on  for this c o g n i t i v e - a f f e c t i v e  state is 
g iven by the f inal an tecedent  cond i t ion .  It wi l l  be is t ruc-  
t i r e  to compare  lov ing and l iking (the la t te r  is requ i red for  
compa ionsh ip  and f r iendship  (and, as exp la ined  ear ly  in 
this paper, by inc lus ion in all more  in tense re lat ionships)) :  

Iff X and Y: en joy  each other 's  c o m p a n y  (.95) 
X and Y: e m o t i o n a l l y  compa t i b l e  (.8) 

Then X and Y: l ike each o ther  (1) 

Thus the emphas is  in lov ing  is on a l ong ing  when 
apart,  wh i le  the emphas is  in l ik ing is on an agreeab leness  
when  toge ther .  Of course, except  for  i d iosync ra t i c  cases, 
l ove  inc ludes in t imacy  wh ich  includes.. . . f r iendship and, 
therefore,  l iking. Never the less,  th is nega t i ve  emphas is  
he lps explain w h y  love w i t h o u t  af fect ion as may  occur  
when  a re la t ionsh ip  degrades  can be a c lear ly  des t ruc t i ve  
fo rce  and w h y  lectures ent i t led  "How to  Fall ou t  of  Love" 
d raw  large audiences.  

MARIAGE. 

Iff X and Y: love  each o ther  (.65) 
X and Y: cu l tu ra l ly  compa t i b l e  (.7) 
X and Y: know each o the r  for  a cons ide rab le  t ime  (.75) 
X and Y: w i l l i n g / w a n t  mutua l  i ns t rumenta l  c o m m i t m e n t  
X and Y: f ind each other 's  id iosyncra t i c  

behav io rs  to le rab le  to  p leasing (.5) 
X and Y: lone ly  (.7)/X and Y: wan t  kids (.9) 

Then X and Y: marr ied  (.7)/X and Y: mar r ied  (.75) 

3A rule elaboratm 9 this will be presented later. 
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Marr iage cond i t ions  are fa ir ly id iosyncrat ic ;  hence on ly  
70 -75% of the t ime that  the an tecedent  cond i t i ons  are 
sat isf ied is the consequen t  real ized. Since no cond i t i on  as 
to  gender  is imposed,  if a s a m e - s e x  re la t ionsh ip  meets  all 
the an teceden t  condi t ions,  it is among  the 30% ( forget  
abou t  wan t ing  kids as an antecedent ! )  of such cases 
whe re  the rule is id iosyncra t i ca l l y  not  t r iggered.  Also low 
are the a t tenua t ion  factors  in the o ther  d i rect ion.  This 
may  indicate why  so many  mar r iages  sour. In o ther  
words,  if the consequen t  were  "X and Y: happ i l y  marr ied"  
the a t tenua t ion  factors  wou ld  be far higher,  perhaps .98, 
.95, .8, .7, .9, .7/.9 respect ive ly .  

There are two  or poss ib ly  three eng ines here which 
over lap;  wan t i ng  ins t rumenta l  c o m m i t m e n t ,  wan t i ng  kids, 
and being lonely.  As the a t tenua t ion  factors  for  marr iage 
show,  wan t ing  kids is a s t ronger  spur to  mar r iage  than 
lonel iness,  wh ich  can more  easi ly  be sat isf ied by means 
shor t  of marr iage.  As imp lemen ted ,  the rules for  marr iage 
in the system number  three. One wi th  "X and Y: wan t  kids 
(.9)" leading to  "X and Y: "marr ied (.75)"; one w i th  "X and 
Y: lonely  (.7)" leading to  "X and Y: marr ied  (.7)"; and one 
w i th  both "X and Y: lone ly  (.7)" and "X and Y: wan t  kids 
(.9)" leading to  "X and Y: mar r ied  (.75)." There is no 
redundancy  in the presence of  the th i rd rule, since all 
rules are b id i rec t iona l .  Fur thermore ,  that  t w o  rules say 
that  75% of couples wi l l  end up marr ied  does not 
guarantee that  they wi l l  be the same 75%, so f r om an in-  
te l lectua l  po in t  of v iew,  it is wel l  to  inc lude it, even if it 
makes no di f ferent  probabi l is t ic  pred ic t ion.  

There are three degrees of emot iona l  compa t ib i l i t y  
required by the system: f inding each other 's  id iosyncrat ic  
behaviors to lerab le  to  p l e a s i n g - - f o r  marr iage,  emot iona l  
compat ib i l i t y  even in close q u a r t e r s - - f o r  in t imacy,  and 
(basic) emot iona l  c o m p a t i b i l i t y - - f o r  compan ionsh ip  (via 
liking). The levels of compat ib i l i t y  requ i red may vary  on a 
person-spec i f i c  basis and that, of course,  is deal t  w i th  by 
the a t tenuat ion  factors.  

A word about  lonel iness, a requ i remen t  for  c o m -  
panionship  and m a r r i a g e - - b u t  no th ing  in between,  is in 
order. The sys tem ref lects the idea that  e i ther  c o m -  
panionship  wil l  sat isfy lonel iness or if it does not, ne i ther  
wi l l  f r iendship, a conf idant ,  or  even in t imacy  and love. 
These i n -be tween  re la t ionsh ips sat isfy person-spec i f i c  and 
type-spec i f i c  (to conf ide,  to  be in t imate,  etc.) needs, ra ther  
than lonel iness in general .  Marr iage, on the o ther  hand, 
adds to love (wi th its sat is fact ion of a w ide var ie ty  of 
person-spec i f i c  and type-spec i f i c  needs) constant  c o m -  
panionship.  

FAMILY 

Iff X and Y: marr ied (1) 
X and Y: wan t  kids (.9) 
X and Y: suf f ic ient  means and space (.5) 

Then × and Y: have a fami ly  t oge the r  (.95) 

The engine here, obv ious ly ,  is wan t i ng  kids. Vi r tual ly  
all mar r ied  couples w h o  wan t  kids do have or adopt  them. 
The on ly  somewha t  genera l  cons t ra in t  seems to  be suf -  
f ic iency of means and space and, as the a t tenua t ion  fac tor  
shows (50% of fami l ies  don' t  have suf f ic ient  means and 
space), it is not te r r ib ly  constra in ing.  

It is inst ruct ive to  compare  the f inal  three rules of the 
hierarchy: fami ly  g iven marr iage, mar r iage  given love, love 
given int imacy. The compar ison  sugges ts  that  the c o n -  
d i t ions for  mar r iage  are far more  id iosyncra t ic  than are 
those for a fami ly  g iven  marr iage and love  g iven in t imacy.  
People who  are marr ied  do a lmos t  a lways  have fami l ies;  
peop le  who  are in t imate  and mee t  the  remain ing  c o n -  

d i t ions do fall in love. But even if love  is t r ied and true, 
mar r iage  is o f ten no t  the result. (By of ten,  we  mean,  of  
course, 25-30% of the t ime.) The n o n - i d i o s y n c r a t i c  c o n -  
d i t ions for  marr iage are also a good  deal more  demand ing  
than those  for love g iven in t imacy  and fami ly  g iven m a r -  
riage. Thus w i th  such a model  of re la t ionsh ip  a t ta inment ,  
it is no surprise that  marr iages are hard to  mainta in.  That 
conc lus ion  fo l lows  f rom the single p remise  that  the harder  
a re la t ionship is to  form, the easier  it is to  damage.  While 
we could see an in te l lectua l  case e i ther  way  on the 
premise,  empir ica l  ev idence  suppor ts  bo th  the p remise  and 
the conclus ion.  This is on ly  one of  m a n y  d o m a i n -  speci f ic  
c o m m e n t s  made in this work.  It is natura l  when des ign ing 
a sys tem to be an exper t  and d iscuss ing one's ideas wi th  
co l leagues and associates to  learn a cons iderab le  amoun t  
about  the domain  as wel l  as about  exper t  sys tem design 
for  id iosyncrat ic  doma ins  in general.  

Returning to  the latter, an a t tempt  was made 
t h r o u g h o u t  the system to restr ict  cons idera t ion  to c o n -  
d i t ions wi th  a t tenuat ion  factors  that  wou ld  make at least 
.5. Thus, in the case of the fami l ia l  re lat ionship,  the 5% of 
couples who  don' t  have or adopt  chi ldren desp i te  that  
desire, the i r  being marr ied to each other,  and the i r  hav ing 
suf f ic ient  means and space have " reasons of the i r  own  " - -  
id iosyncra t ic  or  person-spec i f i c  factors  which in f luence 
the re la t ionsh ips  they  form. Likewise, the 10% of couples 
who  have a fami ly  but do not  wan t  chi ldren must  also 
have " reasons of  the i r  own "  - - p e r h a p s  re l ig ious bel iefs or  
concern wi th  wha t  the ne ighbors  think, etc. It is impor tan t  
in an exper t  sys tem des igned for  an id iosyncrat ic  doma in  
not  to t ry  to  d iscover  every  id iosyncrasy  and assign it an 
appropr ia te  a t tenuat ion  factor  (less than .5), or  the sys tem 
wi l l  rap id ly  be t rans fo rmed f rom one which handles 
id iosyncras ies  in its doma in  to  one wh ich  mere ly  ref lects 
the id iosyncras ies  of its author.  The la t ter  is to some ex -  
tent  imposs ib le  to  avoid in any doma in  where  the key 
concepts  are not  ob jec t i ve ly  f ixed; w e  hope we have done 
a cred ib le  job. 
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APPENDIX 

A. DEFAULT RULE. 

Iff t rue  (1) Then X and Y: no th ing  (.8) 

The system's  un iverse of  d iscourse is all couples,  X 
and Y, w h o  know each other,  h o w e v e r  sl ight ly.  This rule 
states tha t  80% of such couples are ne i ther  compan ions  
nor  f r iends (nor any th ing  closer); it serves as a default .  

B. ADOPTION RULES (UNDIRECTIONAL). 

1. If X and Y: marr ied 
Y and Z: f r iends (or more)  

Then X and Z: compan ions  (.6) 
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2. If X and Y: married 
Y and Z: confidants (more would 

probably lead to divorce) 
Then X and Z: friends (.4) 

3. If X and Y: married 
Y and Z: confidants 

Then X and Z: companions (.7) 

There is little point in wri t ing rules for × and Y: less 
than married, since the attenuation factors would be very 
low (very few such "adoptions"). it is possible that for X 
and Y: have a family together, the at tenuat ion factors 
would be lower, since people with famil ies have less time. 
Finally, subject to idiosyncrat ic exceptions, adopt ions never 
result in more than a friend or, if they do, they cease be-  
ing an adopt ion and meet the standard antecedent con-  
dit ions. 

Note that the antecedents of (2) and (3) over lap as do 
those of (1) and (2)/(3) to some extent (because, with 
idiosyncrat ic exceptions, confidants are friends). One 
might  try to r igorously use available methods (see refs. 
2,3,4) to obtain better numbers. But the above wil l  do. 

C. TRUST RULE. 

IFF X and Y: believe they can repose their  thoughts 
and feelings in each other w i thou t  facing 
ridicule, reject ion, etc. (.85) 

X and Y: believe ~hey can repose thei r  thoughts 
and feelings in each other w i thou t  facing 
exposure leading to mterpersonal  and/or  
instrumental  harm (.85) 

X and Y: believe they can repose thei r  thoughts 
and feelings in each other  w i thou t  fearing 
that their confidences will eventual ly  be 
used against them emot iona l ly  i.e., thrown 
up at them, etc. (.7) 

X and Y: trust each other (1'.) 

The difference in attenuat ion factors reflects the fact 
that nearly everyone would sooner risk l ong- te rm emo-  
t ional hurt (condit ion 3) than shor t - te rm emot ional  hurt 
(condit ion 1) or exposure (condit ion 2). 
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