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The purpose of this study was to seek information regarding

issues around which dating decisions were made and some of the steps

college freshmen women considered in deciding for or against certain

courses of action while random and steady dating. A second more

general purpose was to determine if the interpersonal values held by

the subjects were related to the decisions made by them on selected

issues.

Subjects were 78 selected college freshmen women students who

had been on campus for six months at a coeducational church-affiliated

liberal arts college in northwestern Oregon. Data were collected by

administering A Personal Data Inventory, A Dating-Decision Check

Sheet, and the Gordon Survey of Interpersonal Values.

Chi-square analyses were used to test the three null hypotheses

concerning (1) the utilization of family or non-family persons as con-

sultants in decision-making on selected issues; (2) the consideration of



personal or parental factors in decision-making on selected issues;

and (3) the kinds of decisions made on any selected issue.

Of the 14 issues tested the findings indicated that the only issue

significantly related to the utilization of Family and Non-Family per-

sons was Kissing. This same issue was the only one involved in a

significant relationship with Personal or Parental Factors. In the

first instance, subjects in a random dating situation relied on them-

selves more often than they did anyone else in reaching a decision and

this tendency was in direct contrast to persons in the steady dating

situation. In the second instance, individuals in both random and

steady dating situations relied most heavily on Personal Factors

rather than Parental Factors in reaching their decision. Since the

significant findings were limited to only one of the 14 issues, extended

interpretations did not seem warranted.

With regard to decisions made, the analysis of the Issue Cate-

gories reflected significant relations for three of the four categories

tested: Background Differences; Use of Alcohol and Drugs and

Physical Expressions. Subsequent analyses of the specific issues

within these categories yielded only one significant finding on the issue

Age within the category Background Differences. Apparently the sig-

nificance attributed to the other categories was the result of a cumula-

tive effect from the specific issues contained in them. Other than a

notable tendency by individuals in a random dating situation to



discontinue the relationship clear patterns of decision-making around

the selected issues did not emerge.

Contrary to expectations the distributions of value scores of

groups of individuals involved in selected issues were not in marked

contrast to the distributions of the peer group.

Possible interpretations of the significant findings and trends in

the data were discussed and sections dealing with limitations of the

study, possible contributions of the study, and suggestions for further

research were presented.
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ANALYSIS OF DATING DECISIONS MADE BY COLLEGE
FRESHMEN WOMEN WHILE RANDOM AND

STEADY DATING

I. INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

This is a study of selected issues around which dating decisions

were made by college freshmen women in their random and steady

dating relationships during the six months they had been on the campus

at a liberal arts college in northwestern Oregon.

Since the early 1920's sociologically based investigations pro-

vided information on patterns of dating, satisfactions derived from

dating, stages of involvement, parental control, and to some degree

situations and problems arising during dating that cause conflicts

(Williamson, 1966, and Paul Landis, 1960a). However, a review of

the literature revealed there is a dearth of information on how young

people make decisions about the issues that confront them in a dating

relationship.

Skipper and Nass (1966) state that, "because the general Ameri-

can view of dating is positive and optimistic, one often fails to appreci-

ate some of the important problems inherent in different types of

dating situations" (Skipper and Nass, 1966, p. 412). Furthermore,
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they suggest that this sometimes clouds a true examination of dating

and "an analysis of how it affects and is affected by other social

structures and processes" (Skipper and Nass, 1966, p. 412).

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study was to seek information re-

garding issues around which dating decisions were made and some of

the steps college freshmen women take in deciding for or against cer-

tain courses of action. By the use of a check sheet specific informa-

tion was obtained from the subjects concerning (1) the kinds of issues

they encountered which required them to make a decision within the

random or steady dating situation; (2) who influenced them in making

the decisions; (3) who raised the issue requiring a decision; (4) fac-

tors they considered in making the decisions; and finally (5) the

courses of action they decided upon. It was anticipated that during a

six-month period of random and steady dating by these college fresh-

men women there would be some distinct differences among the issues

requiring a decision to be made and the procedures used in determin-

ing the final course of action.

A second more general purpose of this study was to determine if

the interpersonal values held by the subjects were related to the de-

cisions made by them on selected issues.
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Significance of the Study

Dating is a social "developmental task" (Kenkel, 1960), and this

becomes a vital aspect of the growing-up process of young people in

our society. The dating process moves from a relatively unattached

relationship as reflected in random dating to a choice of going steady,

which leads to deeper involvements (Le Masters, 1957 and Broderick,

1967).

Since greater freedom is allowed our youth in dating relation-

ships today and less direction is coming from the home (Cavan, 1959

and Duvall, 1960), we may assume that they become more personally

involved in the process of dating decision-making.

It is anticipated that the findings from this study on decision-

making will (1) provide some insights for understanding the decision-

making process in a random or steady dating relationship and (2) help

parents, counselors and teachers to communicate more effectively

with young people as they seek to make decisions around issues that

confront them during dating.

Hypotheses

Three null hypotheses relating to selected issues around which

dating decisions were made while random and steady dating were

tested in this study:
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1. While random and steady dating there will be' no significant

differences in the utilization of family or non-family persons

as consultants in decision-making on any selected issue.

2. While random and steady dating there will be no significant

differences in the consideration of personal or parental fac-

tors in decision-making on selected issues.

3. While random and steady dating there will be no significant

differences in the kinds of decisions made on any selected

issue.

Each hypothesis was tested with respect to 14 selected issues

using the chi-square analysis and the five percent level of signifi-

cance was used for acceptance or rejection of any hypothesis.

Additional analyses using the chi-square test investigated the

relationship between the measured interpersonal values of the subjects

and their decision-making activities.

Summary

This study was concerned with decision-making around selected

issues that confronted freshmen women while random and steady

dating. Responses to a check sheet, "Issues Around Which Dating-

Decisions Were Made," have been analyzed to determine: (1) who

influenced them in decision-making; (2) what factors were considered

in decision-making; and (3) the kinds of decisions made.
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The second aspect of the study was concerned with relating the

interpersonal values to issues around which dating decisions were

made.
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II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Dating

This review of literature is directed toward giving a brief over-

view of the historical development of dating in the United States and to

provide some insight to dating as a social involvement peculiar to

youth of the twentieth century.

There are two sections in this review of literature. For clarity,

the first section has been divided into four parts: (1) a historical

development of dating in the United States, (2) dating--its definition

and function, (3) dating stages of involvement, and (4) ages at which

dating begins. The second section is devoted to a discussion of some

of the factors involved in decision-making as they relate to dating.

Historical Development of Dating in the United States

It has been implied by some writers that dating is an American

innovation and nothing like it in its present form exists anywhere else

in the world (Merrill, 1949; Lowrie, 1951; Landis, 1960a; Martinson,

1960; Kephart, 1961; Udry, 1966; Landis and Landis, 1968).

Although the dating institutions in the United States are unique,

it would be in error to assume that casual non-committal heterosexual

pairing of adolescents has not existed except in twentieth-century

America. For example, Udry (1966) states:
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Young males in classical Athens and Rome were regularly
involved with young women for purposes of fun (although not
with women who were marriage-eligibles for them). A number
of non-literate tribes have been described by anthropologists
in which adolescents regularly associate heterosexually with
no marital obligations (Udry, 1966, p. 109).

After World War I dating became a widespread phenomenon in

this country and developed in the urban areas as well as among college

students in the 1920's. It was during the late 1930's and 1940's

(Burchinal, 1964) that dating moved to the high school level. Even in the

early 1940's (Leslie, 1967), dating was common among the junior

high school students.

Dating has become a part of a set of American customs and the

general pattern is much the same in various parts of our country.

While there are dating customs that vary from region to region,

community to community, and even school to school, young people

reared in one part of the country may fit into the dating pattern of

another very easily (Bernard, Buchanan and Smith, 1958).

Prior to World War II much of the information available on

dating habits and patterns in this country was provided by Waller

(1937). At best, however, the data were sketchy and information pro-

vided was minimal. One obvious recognition of the paucity of this in-

formation and a plea for more work to clarify the situation was

Lowrie's (1948) paper entitled "Dating, a neglected field of study".

Apparently, this and other pleas were heeded, at least to some extent,
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because a number of studies have since appeared in the literature.

While these studies have increased our understanding of dating pat-

terns on the high school level and the dating and courtship patterns of

college students, there is still little direct research available on the

dating behaviors of post-high school and non-college youth (Burchinal,

1964).

During World War II and especially since, there has been popu-

lation mobility, increased urban industrial culture, emphasis on in-

dividual rights, increased social interaction, large-scale employment

of women, rise of commercialized recreation, availability of leisure

time, coeducational opportunities, and emphasis on greater personal

happiness in marriage. Caught in this matrix of change, it was in-

evitable that change in the courtship patterns should occur. Thus the

emergence of our current dating pattern has been a related aspect of

the total developmental process in our country's social history.

Burchinal (1964) suggests that to a large degree this develop-

ment came as a response

to the emancipation of women, increased leisure time,
greater emancipation of youth, higher real incomes, com-
mercialized recreation, and the extension of coeducational
institutions (Burchinal, 1964, p. 624).

Landis (1960a.) supports Burchinal's (1964) statement and gives

this explanation:

Dating has evolved as the natural and logical product of the
anonymity, urbanization, individualism, secularization, and
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the emancipation of young women from chaperonage that
has gradually come to characterize American society
(Landis, 1960a, p. 176).

In continuing this line of thought Landis (1960a) observes that as

the nation's population shifted from rural to urban living, earlier pat-

terns of boy-girl relations were influenced. Previously, young

people had known each other intimately for years, and today neigh-

bors and friends know each other briefly, if at all. Thus he suggests

parents most often have no background knowledge of the persons with

whom their young people associate. Baber (1953) points out that

"they (parents) must often judge the worthiness or unworthiness of a

young person on the basis of attributes observed when he is obviously

on his best behavior" (Baber, 1953, p. 139). As time progressed,

parental opinion became less and less important in the mate selection

process. Gradually a plan evolved which permitted men and women

to select their own mates on the basis of needs and personality traits.

Our dating patterns as practiced today seem to serve this end.

Dating - Its Definition and Functions

A wide variety of theories involving definitions and functions of

dating behavior have been developed by those concerned with dating as

an aspect of youth's social development in our heterosexual function-

ing society. However, there are some definitions offered that reach

general agreement and provide a basis for understanding some of the
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complex functions of the dating process as viewed by these theorists.

One such definitions is offered by Womble (1966) who suggests

tnat:

Dating is a paired heterosexual association, a relationship
between two members of the opposite sex; however, it is
questionable that every heterosexual activity can be accurately
called a "date" (Womble, 1966, p. 41).

This definition appears to be only one of fact, however, upon

closer observation it becomes obvious that there are two meaningful

phrases, namely, "paired heterosexual association" and "a relation-

ship between two members of the opposite sex." In that a heterosexual

relationship exists between two people, dating can be viewed as a

dynamic process that starts with the first heterosexual meeting, and

then as a relationship may continue until the last such meeting of an

engaged couple before marriage or it may terminate long before this

level of commitment.

It may be assumed then that dating involves a process for

developing heterosexual relationships that, as suggested by Burchinal

(1964), usually will move toward "deeper commitments," "acceptance

of greater obligations" for each person, and "greater mutual agree-

ment" on the types and degrees of intimacy in which the couple will

engage. The dating relationship viewed in this context supports the

writer's contention that a date begins with relative freedom with no

obligations to the couple to continue the association at any level of
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involvement or even after one date; or it may continue as a developing

process emerging with circumstances that lead to steady dating and

eventually marriage.

Regardless of how various theorists have defined dating, each

seems to imply or in some manner indicate that dating does serve a

variety of functions in the process of the development of the relation-

ship.

Historically, Willard Waller's pioneer article on "The Rating

and Dating Complex", that appeared in the American Sociological Re-

view for October, 1937, provided us with the earliest information on

a kind of dating behavior that he believed took place in many colleges

under conditions determined by a culture complex. He called this the

"rating and dating complex."

Waller's observations were made during the academic year 1929-

30 at Pennsylvania State College, later referred to in literature as "X

College." Waller described dating as a "competitive, aim-inhibited

form of association between the sexes in the period of dalliance

which intervenes between puberty and mating" (Waller, 1938, p. 230).

Dating was also "regarded as an amusement" and "largely dominated

by the quest of the thrill" (Waller, 1937, p. 729). Waller's article

made a profound impact upon the minds of educators, as can be ob-

served from studies conducted later. There is some evidence from

these later studies that Waller's "competitive-materialist rating
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complex" no longer describes accurately the function of student

dating behavior approximately 20 years later or on campuses today.

In an article by Lowrie (1948), he stated that emphasis in edu-

cation in the past two or three decades had been upon marriage prepa-

ration thus obscuring the need to explore the earlier phases of hetero-

sexual association. Lowrie, listed 11 functions of dating that he con-

sidered more or less preparatory for a "wise, more intelligent and

objective choice of a mate" (Lowrie, 1948, p. 90). Later Burchinal

(1964) summarized these functions with the comment that they were

"contributions to the socialization, educational, or developmental

processes of the individual in general and as preparation for court-

ship and marriage in particular" (Burchinal, 1964, p. 630). Lowrie

(1948) not only indicated that dating was associated with prestige

ratings but expanded this notion to include the importance of dating

for communication in high school peer groups, and indicated that it

was vital to personality development. In fact, Lowrie questioned if

there was any adequate substitute for dating and its effects in the

preparations of youth for functioning within our system of marriage

and adult society.

At about the same time that these expanded ideas of dating as

socialization and educational experiences were presented, Merrill

(1949) offered the point of view that dating was "highly competitive",

and a "relationship carried on for its own sake", but added that dating
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played an "important role in educational and social maturation"

(Merrill, 1949, p. 61 -63).

Still influenced by Waller's 1937 description of college dating

patterns, Lowrie (1951) tested various dating theories, among them

the theory espoused by Waller (1937) and Burgess and Locke (1945).

According to Lowrie the descriptive process of dating as then present-

ed by Waller, provided impetus for further attention to the subject.

Lowrie found that no college text on marriage or the family published

before that year listed "dating or any of its derivatives in the index"

(Lowrie, 1951, p. 334).

Among his findings Lowrie (1951) reported that Burgess and

Locke (1945) described dating as "a social engagement of two young

people with no commitment beyond the expectation that it will be a

pleasurable event for both" (Burgess and Locke, 1945, p. 382).

Their concept of dating involved these six points:

(1) An end in itself, signifying no further necessary involve-
ment; (2) The opportunity of having friendly associations not
just with one or two but with a large number of persons of the
opposite sex; (3) An increased range of contacts; (4) A multi-
plication of the occasions for social engagement; (5) The
selection of companions in the hands of youth with the absence
or a minimum of parental influence; and (6) Rating or the pre-
dominance of the standards of the age group in personal selec-
tion (Burgess and Locke, 1945, p. 382).

It becomes evident that Burgess and Locke (1945) added a new

dimension by viewing dating more in relation to student behavior.

Lowrie (1951) pointed out that Burgess and Locke did not emphasize
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insincerity and pretense as Waller (1937) did in his analysis of dating,

but rather they viewed it as a distinct yet preliminary phase of court-

ship by which the youth can enlarge his experience and training needed

for mate selection. Lowrie describes this process as an educational

process.

Still influenced by Waller's 1937 description of the dating pro-

cess, Smith (1952) reported his 1950 re-study of Willard Waller's re-

search at "X College" and found that after 15 years X college students

were still aware of a "rating and dating complex," but times had

changed on X campus as on others. Changed economic conditions,

group pressures, changed sex ratio, and less exploitation and compe-

tition were some factors claimed not to afford the same degree of

prestige at X college as at an earlier date (Smith, 1952). Smith, how-

ever, indicated that the "rating and dating complex" was "more

operative during the pre-courtship period than afterwards" (Smith,

1952, p. 317). This substantiates Waller's (1937) point of view that

"dating is not true courtship since it is supposed not to eventuate in

marriage; it is a sort of dalliance relationship" (Waller, 1937, p.

729). Furthermore, Waller felt that college students undergo a sharp

change in behavior when moving from this "period of dalliance and

experimentation" to serious dating that would eventuate in mate

selection and marriage.

Following Smith's (1952) report of Pennsylvania State College (also
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reported as X College), Blood in 1953 studied a cross-section of

undergraduates at the University of Michigan that was a follow-up on

Smith's re-study "with a more explicit and refined test of the applica-

bility of Waller's rating complex" (Blood, 1955, p. 42).

Blood reported contrary findings to Waller's (1937) original

study of the rating and dating complex. The pattern of dating that

emerged clearly and was most widely accepted emphasized "easy-

going, informal interaction of a type fundamental to good human rela-

tions in any face-to-face situation" (Blood, 1956, p. 44). There were

three other elements that Blood found that strengthened the casual,

friendly relationships. These additional emphases were "emotional

maturity, intelligence, and affectual behavior" (Blood, 1956, p. 44).

"The uniformities in the Michigan study emphasize factors conducive

to smooth-working interpersonal relationships which apply as well to

marriage as dating" (Blood, 1956, p. 45). These findings seem to

suggest that the students preferred to date more discriminatingly con-

sidering the kinds of persons they would select as potential spouses.

The most recent study of rating and dating behavior used on a

random sample of unmarried undergraduate students was conducted at

Iowa State University by Rogers and Havens in 1956 and reported in

1960. They described a function of dating as "an introductory step in

mate selection" and that dating served "as the first of a series of

progressive commitments leading eventually to marriage" (Rogers
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and Havens, 1960, p. 55). They concluded that students' mate

choices are made on the basis of an individual's endogamous dating

preferences. "These preferences are reflected in age, height, geo-

graphical location, race, education, and social class position of the

mate one selects" (Rogers and Havens, 1960, p. 55). This in contrast

to Blood's 1953 study at the University of Michigan, however, Rogers

and Havens point out that it is important to recognize that both

Waller's and Blood's research "were based on students' attitudes"

whereas "the present data are behavioral patterns of college students

on a specific university campus" (Rogers and Havens, 1960, p. 59).

Furthermore, both Waller's (1937) and Blood's (1953) studies

have a commonality with Rogers and Havens (1960) in that they indi-

cated an endogamous trend of students in date choice, becoming

"pinned" or engaged within their own prestige group.

Burchinal (1964) draws attention to the fact that "dating may be

endogamous with regard to prestige residence units as emphasized by

Rogers and Havens (1960) but still characterized by the norms de-

scribed by Blood (1953) and Lowrie (1951)" (Burchinal, 1964, p. 645).

He describes the data from Blood (1953), Smith (1952), and Lowrie

(1951) as "formidable," and concludes that:

Dating appears to be based on educational-personality-
companionship norms as described by these researchers.
Yet, at the same time dating generally is endogamous with
regard to race, religion, status, and other sociological
variables (Burchinal, 1964, p. 645).
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It is possible that these endogamous and "educational-person-

ality-companionship" norms operate at different levels of the rela-

tionship and at a point where already the filtering effects of the endo-

gamous norms have taken place and provided some acceptance or re-

jection probabilities in regard to the date or mate (Burchinal, 1964).

Other theorists, writing at about the same time or later than

Smith (1952), Blood (1956), and Rogers and Havens (1960), also

showed a reflection of Waller's "The Rating and Dating Complex"

concept.

Among these was Le Masters (1957) who views dating as a

"competitive system" and Winch (1963) who describes dating in the

school situation as a "status-grading and status-achieving function"

(Winch, 1963, p. 638). Williams (1966) saw dating as bringing a

pressure upon the social group for "conformity and status" along with

Bowman (1960), Womble (1966), and Bell (1967) who believed that one

of the outcomes of dating was "prestige."

While the "rating and dating complex" theory has permiated the

thinking regarding the functions of dating, other important points of

view have been explored and opined.

For example, there were those theorists who agreed with

Lowrie (1951), who seemed to be among the first to describe the

function of dating as an "educational process." Cavan (1959) ex-

pressed a particular point of view in regard to this aspect of dating
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by suggesting that dating may serve as a formal training course or

provide education in personal and social relations between members

of the opposite sex. There are several aspects of dating that Bowman

(1960) considers as important life experiences, among them that

dating is an "educational process" since there is the opportunity to be-

come better acquainted with the opposite sex and to share in social

demands which are restricted to couples. Likewise, Winch (1963) be-

lieves that the "dating process is a testing ground".... "to ascertain his

stimulus value to persons of the opposite sex and providing learning

situations so that he can improve his techniques of interaction"

(Winch, 1963, p. 640). Another aspect of the "educational process"

involves the ability to communicate with the opposite sex. Womble

(1966) gives support to this point of view by stating that communication

should be one of the by-products of dating.

In the sixties communication was emphasized as an integral

ingredient of the socialization process of youth. These two factors,

communication and socialization, were more or less linked together

and expressed as part of personality development. Winch (1963) indi-

cates that socialization is a function of dating as it provides the oppor-

tunity for a person to associate with those of the opposite sex and "the

chance to try out his own personality and to discover things about the

personalities of others" (Winch, 1963, p. 69). Kephart (1961) and

Burchinal (1964) indicated that dating contributed to socialization and
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personality development, as did Williamson (1966) who described

dating as providing the opportunity for "personality growth and

maturity" and challenges by "new ranges of emotional experiences"

(Williamson, 1966, p. 170-71).

Peterson (1964) also believes that dating for college students

provides the opportunity for socialization, for personality develop-

ment, for wider heterosexual associations, for discrimination in mate

selection, and for future marital adjustment.

Another thread has been woven into the dating process by Kenkel

(1960) which relates to personality development expressed in terms of

dating viewed as a "developmental task." He states that "dating can

serve the function of allowing the person to know a variety of personal-

ities and to test his personality with them" (Kenkel, 1960, p. 392).

Furthermore, Kenkel emphasized that "when dating is viewed as a

developmental task, a framework is provided for resolving difficulties

and problems associated with it" (Kenkel, 1960, p. 392). Also, he

describes dating as "fun" and sees it as "part of the adolescent pattern

of recreation" (Kenkel, 1960, p. 392) which coincides with the point of

view of Koos (1953) and Udry (1966). Bowman (1960) and Kephart

(1961) both interject that "dating is fun" because it affords interaction

with the opposite sex that cannot be found in association with one's own

sex.

Landis and Landis (1968) also see dating as confronting young
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people with "certain developmental tasks." In particular they mention

the following:

(1) acquiring social competence; (2) developing self-understand-
ing and an understanding of others; (3) discovering and testing
conceptions of sex roles; (4) assessing life values and goals;
(5) examining habitual ways of meeting problems (Landis and
Landis, 1968, p. 51-55).

Likewise, Blood's (1962) description of the function of dating sug-

gests that it may be viewed as a "developmental task", however, in con-

trast to the concepts held by Kenkel (1960) and Landis and Landis (1968),

Blood places dating in the context of the opportunity to develop interper-

sonal skills that will be useful after marriage. It would appear that

Burchinal's (1964) view of dating is an extension of Blood's (1962)

definition of the function of dating in which Burchinal emphasizes

dating as a dynamic process. He views this as a process that involves

"developing and maintaining heterosexual associations before marriage",

"acceptance of greater obligations for the other party", and "greater

mutual agreement on the range and type of intimacy in which the

couple will engage" (Burchinal, 1964, p. 628-629).

It is evident from this review of the literature on dating that

dating serves several functions. Apparently those seemingly of great-

est importance revolve around dating viewed as: (1) a means of

achieving prestige and status achievement within one's peer group;

(2) a possible form of courtship, but at least providing the opportunity

for unmarried persons to associate with the opposite sex for the
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purpose of selecting a mate whom they may choose to marry; (3) a

form of socialization that provides an opportunity for the opposite sex

to learn to communicate, interact with each other, and to adjust to

each other; (4) a form of recreation and fun; and (5) an educational

process as well as a "developmental task" if viewed as a means of

providing learning experiences in socialization and for personality

development.

It is also evident from the findings on dating that the social

practices in dating have moved from superficial relationships and con-

cerns, as indicated by Waller's 1937 description of dating, to an

interest in the interpersonal relationship and the development of the

individual's personality through association with the opposite sex. In

this context, dating may be viewed as an experience contributory to

preparation for marriage.

Dating Stages of Involvement

Since this study presents a framework for studying decision-

making during particular stages of dating, specifically random and

steady dating, the emphasis for the examination of dating behaviors

will be primarily at these two levels of involvement.

Involvement in a dating relationship under our contemporary

social system can move quickly from least to greatest commitment,

or slowly to the greatest commitment. However, regardless of the
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swiftness of movement within the relationship, each experience is an

ingredient of the total developmental process associated with dating.

In order to view dating within a developmental framework, the

sequential patterns of dating involvement preceding random and steady

dating will be briefly reviewed.

The beginning dating pattern may manifest itself as group dating.

This stage as described by Le Masters (1957) suggests a rather tempor-

ary involvement when religious and economic barriers would be at

their lowest point, and the exposure of self would be a minimum. In a

1954 survey (Le Masters, 1957) of 120 middle class parents, 84 per-

cent reported that their adolescent had passed through a stage which

could best be described as group dating. Martinson (1960) also de-

scribes group dating as a first experience which usually grows out of

group activities and may begin when a child is 11 or 12 years old.

Such dating is usually under the Supervision of parents or some adult.

Likewise, Stroup (1966) believes dating begins at the group level of

involvement.

The next level is described by some writers as casual dating,

however, random dating is at times defined as comparable to casual

dating. Cavan (1959), for example, is one who makes this distinction.

She views random dating as a person dating several people in a "hit-

or-miss" fashion who is careful not to commit himself very far into

the future. In casual dating the dater centers his interest on himself
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as he is learning how to make a date and to carry it through success-

fully. In random dating the focus of attention is to find partners with

whom one can enjoy dating. Another, who views casual dating in a

similar manner is Womble (1966). He describes casual dating as

"playing the field" and there may be no involvement beyond a single

date, Casual dating as defined in Delora's (1963) study exists for the

couple for the purpose of getting acquainted. In addition he explains

that the conversation is general and uninvolved and sexual codes do

permit a goodnight kiss. The tenor of these definitions suggests that

this is the beginning of the heterosexual peer group socialization pro-

cess.

From the brief descriptions given for group and casual dating, it

is obvious that great fluidity exists and freedom is enjoyed by those

involved in such dating relationships.

Random dating, which may or may not follow casual dating, still

provides freedom for the persons involved and serves as the point of

least resistance to enter or re-enter the system (Le Masters, 1957).

In other words, either party is free to terminate the relationship at

any point since there is no permanent commitment. Furthermore, he

views random dating as serving to anchor one end of the courtship

continuum as performing a dalliance function, as providing a variety

of learning functions, and as functioning as a free enterprise dating

market.
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Le Masters (1957) has developed a schematic drawing of the

American courtship system, which places random dating in proper

relation to the other levels of dating involvement.

Group Random "Going Engagement .....MonogamousPinnedDating Dating Steady Marriage

"In this drawing, the lines on the outside indicate freedom of

choice and movement, so that what starts out as an extremely free

dating and courtship system gradually leads the individual into rather

deep and permanent commitments, and these in turn finally lead him or

her into marriage" (LeMasters, 1957, p. 84).

It is clear from LeMasters' explanation of the dating relationship

movement that random dating is fundamental to the function of next

level of dating behavior.

Martinson (1960) believes that random dating is, "A system of

interpersonal relations, an invention of young Americans in the second

half of the twentieth century" (Martinson, 1960, p. 80). He suggests

that it does provide companionship, fun, and prestige for young

people but he also indicates that the relationship is not essentially

oriented toward marriage. Herman (1955) in a similar vein allows

for much freedom of movement from one partner to another, but

interjects the possibility of dating partners being used as instruments

for one's own self gratification.
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To differentiate between random and steady dating, he describes

the latter relationship as appearing . . . "to be characterized by

somewhat formalized group awareness and acceptance of a relationship

between two people who have more mutual expectations and loyalties

and who are to some greater degree mutually identified" (Herman,

1955, p. 37). It would appear then that the steady dating relationship

would be a less superficial one than random dating.

For clarification of terminology used with respect to steady

dating, another level of involvement between random and steady dating

as identified by some writers needs defining before moving to the

more specific aspects of steady dating behaviors.

Cavan (1959) suggests a degree of involvement, "dating steadily",

which . . . "refers to a string of dates with one enjoyable partner but

without the implication of love and engagement or of 'belonging' to that

person" (Cavan, 1959, p. 77). In contrast she describes going steady

as involving a temporary agreement to date each other for a stated or

an indefinite period of time. This may be as short as one week or

continue for months or years and never eventuate into engagement or

marriage. The distinction between the two dating behaviors is a fine

one and not without question as to its validity. However, Womble

(1966) uses the same terminology as Cavan and seems to feel that

steadily dating is similar to steady dating but does not quite meet the

qualifications for going steady. He sees going steady as requiring a
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mutual agreement when two people remain available to each other,

while steadily dating does not.

De lora (1963) is more or less in agreement with Cavan (1959)

and Womble (1966) that steadily dating involves going with one person

more than anyone else, but that it contains no formal agreement. He

describes both persons as free and labels the relationship as "indi-

vidualistic," since little demand is made on either partner, however,

he adds that the sexual codes do permit necking.

On the other hand, steady dating does provide "companionship,"

particularly at the college level, and serves as a "monogamous"

arrangement, with daily contact between the couple. He described

the interaction as informal and having relatively open display of

affection and in this setting the couple's . . . "contact is that of a

democratic or two-way order in terms of both initiating action and

reciprocation" (De lora, 1963, p. 82). At this point sexual codes per-

mit heavy petting.

In the stages of dating involvement as identified by Duvall and

Hill (1960), going steady is described as serving two functions,

namely, going steady for convenience or security and going steady with

marriage as a possibility. They continue with the observation that this

type of involvement allows the couple to be more exclusive, to dis-

cover common interests, build a pair identity, and to be alone more

frequently.



27

Horrocks (1969) also indicates that there is an increasing ten-

dency to go steady, however, type of relationship does not neces-

sarily mean that marriage is the ultimate, but rather it represents

an understanding that neither of the pair will date another person.

This arrangement gives the couple a sense of security and provides a

monogamous social arrangement for social activities on campus.

Le Masters (1957) considers two types of going steady, one that

is oriented toward marriage and the other a dalliance type. He sees

going steady as the first tentative step toward marriage, short or un-

certain as it may be, but one nevertheless. This experience, accord-

ing to Le Masters:

. . . involves a somewhat deeper exploration of the
other person as a human being, of his family, his
unique set of characteristics, his hopes and dreams.
In this exploration process, we are exploring our-
self too. . . (Le Masters, 1957, p. 129).

Blood (1962), who describes steady dating as intimate and as

providing an opportunity for a more personal relationship, agrees

with Le Masters' (1957) view of the benefits derived from steady dating

experiences. He also suggests that this may be a better preparation

for marriage than playing-the-field type of dating because there will

be more opportunity to practice interpersonal skills. It would appear

that Williamson (1966) concurs with Blood's (1962) point of view when

he suggests that steady dating actually permits a more complete soci-

alization process.
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Burchinal (1964) places the socialization process of steady

dating within an "educational" framework without being courtship

oriented. He states that steady dating permits:

. . . the development of personal security, enhancing peer
recognition and acceptance, increasing symbolic status in
peer group, and lessening the competitive and possibly
traumatic quest for a date, offers to act at a deeper, more
revealing and, frequently, more creative level. In this
sense, steady dating provides anticipatory socialization
for courtship and later marital adjustment (Burchinal,
1964, p. 631).

This description of the function of steady dating echoes Blood's (1962)

view that steady dating provides the opportunity for practice in devel-

oping interpersonal skills. Burchinal has added the dimension "to

act at'a more creative level" at the steady dating stage of involve-

ment, - a kind of behavior that would add zest to the development of

interpersonal relationships.

Most of the writers have alluded in some manner to steady

dating as a developmental experience that, as described by Stroup

(1966), is more or less controlled by young people themselves which

eventually leads to marriage of the pair, but not necessarily to each

other, through progressive and sequential involvement.

Broderick's (1967) "double funnel" theory of courtship gives

credence to Le Masters' (1957), Blood's (1962), and Burchinals' (1964)

views as to the direction of movement of the steady dating relation-

ship. He believes that the relationship between going steady and
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getting married can best be appreciated in terms of the "double

funnel" theory of courtship which holds that:

. . in our culture marriage is best viewed as the ultimate
step in a funnel of commitments which start with the very
casual commitment to spend an evening together and end
with the commitment to spend a life together. The other
funnel in the double-funnel theory is the funnel of intimacy.
This funnel ranges from casual hand holding to a full and
continuing sexual relationship (Broderick, 1967, p. 21).

The behavior pattern is initiated by the male by:

. . . moving the relationship down the intimacy funnel and
the girl is expected to press movement down the commitment
funnel. Reciprocally, the girl is generally expected to
regulate movement down the intimacy funnel and the boy
regulates movement down the commitment funnel (Broderick,
1967, p. 21-22).

The couple, according to Broderick, moves slowly or rapidly

down either funnel, depending on their values and their situation in

life. He explains that:

It is possible to go all the way to marriage without progress-
ing beyond necking in the intimacy funnel and it is equally
possible to go all the way to a fully established relationship
without having progressed beyond steady dating in the
commitment funnel (Broderick, 1967, p. 22).

It is apparent then, that going steady, does not necessarily rep-

resent the same place in either funnel for all couples, however, if the

relationship continues to intensify with mutual satisfaction, eventually,

the couple will reach the bottom of both funnels and marry (Broderick,

1967).

On college campuses a variety of factors may prevent involve-

ment beyond the expression of mutual preference by couples and to
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extricate themselves from the "funnel of commitment" is painful.

Broderick (1967) indicates that the opinions of parents are important,

however, not as much so as those of friends. Burgess, Locke, and

Thomas (1963) also emphasize that the advice of parents to postpone

consideration of marriage gives some control to the level of inti-

macy allowed.

From the findings in the review of current literature, it seems

realistic to assume that dating and/or courtship are functional in our

present marriage system. Dating moves progressively into various

levels of heterosexual involvement and types of interaction which

should contribute to and be conducive to increasing functional compe-

tency in mate selection and marriage. Also, the freedom of move-

ment allowed within these various levels of dating involvement and the

social and cultural diversity of university and urban life should pro-

vide youth the opportunity to explore, as so aptly put by Burchinal

(1964, p. 635), "the highly valued personal-centered and affectionate

heterosexual dating and courtship relationships."

Age at Which Dating Begins

The age at which dating begins is difficult to determine and

much of this difficulty seems to stem from the fact that different con-

cepts of dating exist. Occasionally, grade school children will have

dates to attend a party or show together as a group or as a "couple."



31

However, Christenson (1967) considers it absurd to consider that

dating at nine or ten years is general or that the relationship has the

same meaning as for a 14 or 16-year-old. Gradually children drift

into a dating pattern as they become more mature and more hetero-

sexually oriented.

The Landis and Landis (1968) study on age at which 3,189 college

students began to date show . .

that those boys and girls who had reached puberty at age 12
or younger were more likely to have begun dating at 12 or
younger than were those who reached puberty at later ages.
[However, the data show also] that a considerable group
(about 13 percent) began dating at 12 or younger although
they did not reach puberty until age 15 or older, and
another group (about 21 percent) did not begin to date
until 16 years or older although they reached puberty at
12 or younger (Landis and Landis, 1968, p. 48).

Data from the same study revealed that:

Boys and girls from happy homes who mature early
physically are the ones who are most likely to start dating
at 12 years or younger, and boys and girls from unhappy
homes who mature late physically are more likely to start
dating at 16 years or older (Landis and Landis, 1968, p. 48).

This research seems to indicate that biological physical devel-

opment is not the only factor that influences the age at which dating

begins, but home environment and social practice in a community are

factors also (Landis and Landis, 1968).

A study by Lowrie (1961) supports Landis and Landis (1968)

findings on home environmental factors as being an influence on age

of dating. Lowrie studied some conditions associated with early and
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late dating and found that individuals from higher educational and

socio-economic backgrounds tend to date earlier; the earlier dating

began the more frequently it tended to occur; those who came from

small families tended to begin dating earlier than those from large

families, and the age of dating varied from region to region.

The age of earliest dating has been reported by Kuhlen and

Houlihan (1963) who studied adolescent heterosexual interest in 1942

and 1963 to determine changes since the 1940's. They found a greater

heterosexual interest throughout the age range (grades 6, 9, 12) but

did not suggest an earlier onset of interest.

Similar studies by Hollingshead (1949), Lowrie (1952), Bardis

(1958), Cameron and Kenkel (1960), and Bock and Burchinal (1962)

provide evidence of mean or median ages for first dates or first

steady dating among boys and girls. Hollingshead (1949) found that

children began to date at the age of 12 and among 13 year olds in Elm-

town about 15 percent of the boys and 20 percent of the girls had begun

to date. In Lowrie's (1952) study the median ages for initial dating

within the sample ranged between 14.1 and 14.9 years; medians for

college samples ranged between 14.7 and 15.7 years. These students

began dating in the ninth and tenth grades. Bardis (1958), Cameron

and Kenkel (1960) reported averages that were toward the lower end

of the ranges reported by Lowrie (1952). Cameron and Kenkel (1960)

reported first dates from 11 and 18 in their sample of high school



33
seniors in Mason City, Iowa.

In a five-year follow-up study of 32,833 individuals who were

subjects in a study of approximately 73,000 twelfth grade students in

a stratified random sample of schools throughout the United States,

Bayer (1960) found that 57.0 percent of the males and 58.3 percent of

the females reported first dating before the age of 15, Another study

on high school dating among 574 teenagers in cities of 10,000 to

40,000 population showed that more than three-fourths of them began

to date before age 16. Girls began dating two years before the boys;

however, both sexes had interest in dating before they had their first

date (Landis, 1960b). In contrast, Lowrie (1952) and Crist (1952) indi-

cated from their studies that boys and girls began to date at about the

same time, usually among their classmates, but both sexes do recog-

nize the social precocity of the female.

In a recent study which contrasted urban Negro and white be-

ginning dating ages Broderick (1965) found that during the pre-

adolescent and pubescence ages of 10 and 13 years, the white girls

were

. . far more romantically oriented than boys (white) al-
though at about the same level in terms of actual hetero-
sexual interaction. Negro boys, however, showed none
of the heterosexual reserve of the white boys. Negro boys
showed a higher level of heterosexual interaction at 12 and
13 than the girls did (Broderick, 1965, p. 203).

Probably the transition from single-sex association into hetero-

sexual groups or paired heterosexual relation is not as abrupt today as
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it was in the past (Burchinal, 1964). The more casual friendships of

later adolescence seem to have drifted down into late childhood and

early adolescence. The 1958 Office of Education survey (as cited by

Broderick and Fowler, 1961) indicated that in some schools dating

may begin at the fourth grade. They reported that approximately 45

percent of ten and eleven year old boys and 36 percent of 10 and 11

year old girls in one southern city claimed to have had at least one

dating experience. By the seventh grade (12 and 13 year olds) 70 per-

cent of the boys and 53 percent of the girls claimed to have had at

least one date. These percentages require means below the levels

reported in other studies.

It appears that the range of beginning dating ages based on the

findings in the studies presented are from approximately ten years,

although limited, through 16 years. The majority of the young people

had had at least one date by the age of 15. Both Douvan and Adelson

(1966) and Lowrie (1951) found that the normal age for dating in

America is 14 for girls and 15 for boys; however, there are excep-

tions in both directions.

With these younger ages being represented in the current dating

situation one wonders about the types of issues which arise during this

time in relation to those which arise at later ages. Likewise, it

seems difficult to believe that at these younger ages, the persons in-

volved can make wise decisions around all issues that arise during
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dating. It is also questionable that a system of values has been so

well defined by these individuals that they can function at such a com-

plex interpersonal relationship level as seemingly is required for

sound decision-making.

Summary

Historically, dating as a social involvement for youth of the

twentieth century in the United States, became widespread after

World War I. Prior to World War II little data were available on

dating. However, with the many social changes in the total develop-

mental process of our country's history, such as the emancipation of

women, increased leisure time, the extension of educational opportun-

ities, higher real incomes, urbanization, and emphasis on individual-

ism, the patterns of relationships between the sexes also changed.

These changes made an impact on dating relationships and helped to

bring about a new interest in dating behavior. Since then research

has provided considerable information on current dating patterns.

Some of the functions of dating that seem generally descriptive

of it as a social practice are: (1) dating serves as recreation and an

end in itself; (2) dating is competitive; (3) it provides a period of

"dalliance; " (4) it is described as "an educational process; " (5)

dating is based in a prestige "rating complex; " (6) it provides an

opportunity for socialization; (7) it provides for personality growth
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and maturity; (8) it provides experiences contributory to preparation

for marriage. More specifically, dating actually defines the roles of

members of the two sexes and the relationship between the sexes.

The interpersonal relationships experienced, the stages of

involvement, the ages dating begins, and the value systems adhered

to by the individuals, are probably vital aspects of dating as they re-

late to decision-making in random and steady dating situations.

Dec is ion-Making

There is a dearth of studies having decision-making as a focus.

The only study encountered by the writer that dealt with decision-

making in a direct manner in a dating relationship was that by

Kirkendall (1967). He investigated the number and kind of sexual de-

cisions involved in heterosexual associations as made by men in their

teens and early twenties, together with some of the circumstances

related to them. His study moved from a frame of reference in which

the central concern was experience in intercourse, or lack of it, to a

concern for decision-making about sexual behavior. Kirkendall re-

ported that one of the findings revealed approximately four decisions

to avoid intercourse for every seven instances in which the subjects

either accepted or sought intercourse and were rejected by the fe-

male. Kirkendall suggested the possibility that a good number of

males satisfy their aggressiveness and sexual needs short of
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intercourse; as an example, they express their aggressiveness and

satisfy their sexual desire by petting and stimulating intercourse.

Another aspect of Kirkendall's study that relates to the present

study is that during the interviews with the subjects it became clear

that many of the decisions the men made were not as clear-cut, or

possibly as rational as the subjects thought them to be. It seemed

that a good many decisions that were said to have been made at the

time a particular situation arose, were actually made a long time be-

fore. The question arises of the possibility that this same element

might be present when the women in the present study responded to

the Decision-Making Check Sheets.

In another interesting study (Landis and Landis, 1963), more

than 200 college women were asked to indicate what techniques they

used for controlling necking and petting on dates. Again, the dating

situation involves personal sexual codes and decision-making around

two important dating issues, however, Landis and Landis did not ex-

plore the decision-making aspect.

Since dating operates so fully today and young people seemingly

are left more and more to regulate their own behavior, it seems that

they find themselves in the dilemma of being strongly stimulated

sexually and yet expected to behave as if they were without these

feelings (Peterson, 1964). Indeed, this dilemma requires them to

exercise an unusual amount of self-control and certainly serves to
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make personal decisions difficult. With many rapid changes in the

social atmosphere, such as young people being relatively un-

chaperoned, being given freedom and mobility as never before, and

having contraceptives available, it is impossible for young couples to

escape making decisions regarding sexual conduct. As Peterson

(1964) so frankly states: "What happens in the car or in the mountains

is not determined now by parents or by society but by the young

people themselves" (Peterson, 1964, p. 153). Certainly Reiss (1960

and 1967), Ehrmann (1959), and Schofield (1965) likewise support the

point of view that young people are establishing their own standards

of sexual behavior.

Similarly, Williamson (1966) views decision-making as a very

personal responsibility and believes that whatever one's sex code is

or should be, in the end, it is the individual who must decide his

course of action. He also reminds us that there may be essential dis-

agreement regarding personal codes and that in an age of individual-

ism there are no absolutes. Thus if society no longer provides clear

cut bases on which to make decisions, and the individual must assume

the responsibility of decision-making as his personal responsibility,

it would seem, as Udry (1966) suggests, that all behavior decisions

must finally be based on some irreducible values which can be defined

as ultimate rather than on the evaluation of consequences.

The following concept expressed by Udry (1966) is closely linked



39

to Moustakas' (1967) view of personal values: "The ultimate meaning

of a person's life depends on the values and convictions he has

developed and only the individual himself can convey this meaning"

(Moustakas, 1967, p. 5). Prescott (1957) extends this thought by em-

phasizing that:

Values are more than wishes or desires; they are convic-
tions, they are an individual's deepest and most sincere
statement to himself of what his life is about, what he
believes, aspires to do, bring about, and become (Prescott,
1957, p. 412).

It would appear then that a system of values integrated within

the personality is a motivating force that will affect the behavior an

individual exhibits during a decision-making experience. The values

an individual adheres to affect the ability to make decisions and the

kinds of decisions made (Udry, 1966; Horrocks, 1969; Kenkel, 1960;

Peterson, 1964; and Martinson, 1960).

If values serve as a base for decision-making, where and how

can young people increase their sensitivity for the art of decision-

making? Logically it should be through the home and family experi-

ences. If what Burgess, Wallin and Schultz (1954) have pointed out is

true, that decision-making has always been one of the family's neces-

sary central tasks, this task in operation brings marriage into an

operating enterprise. Basically, then the vital learning center for

decision-making is the home. How the decision-making process func-

tions in the home as perceived by the children or youth is basic to the
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learning process involved within the family structure. Lovejoy (1961)

conducted a study with single male and female undergraduate students

on the College Student Conceptions of Roles of the Husband and Wife

in Family Decision-making. He reported that:

A rather noticeable divergence from traditional male role
and submissive female role in decision-making is seen in
the respondents' feelings that decisions should be made
jointly by husband and wife. This in spite of the fact (or
perhaps because of the fact) that in their own homes, they
thought of their mother or father as the sole decision-
maker (Lovejoy, 1961, p. 45).

Johannes and Rollins (1959) in a similar study found that teen-

agers saw themselves as participating in decision-making concerned

with social activity far less frequently than they did their parents.

Possibly, if parents included the children and youth in decision-

making, as suggested by Horrocks (1969), they might be more suc-

cessful in dealing with their values and attitudes and in addition help

them to acquire a functional value system for themselves. Apparent-

ly decision-making is a critical skill (Blood, 1962) that individuals

must learn through experiencing, however, the willingness to make

decisions, as well as the ability to do so, depends much upon the set

of internal values the individual adheres to.

If the home and family are the vital learning center for experi-

encing decision-making, then parents should be concerned with such

factors as (1) to whom do youth turn for help, such as family or non-

family members, as well as (2) what factors do they consider,
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whether personal or parental, as they move toward and assume

more personal responsibility in decision-making. To make respon-

sible choices around such issues as petting, use of alcohol and drugs,

background differences and a multitude of others, a clearly defined

value system seems to be a necessity for decision-making. No doubt,

the values held by youth are also shaped by peer group pressures and

norms.

Hechinger and Hechinger (1963) seem to have synthesized the

full meaning of decision-making and its ramifications by stating that:

Making decisions is probably the toughest task that faces
human beings, regardless of age.... To make decisions,
we must know the alternatives and where they lead, in
addition to knowing where we want to go, and where others
have gone before us.
To ignore this basic relationship between knowledge and
action or between experience and decision-making is to
launch young people on ships without sails or rudders.
It condemns them to indirection and drift (Hechinger and
Hechinger, 1963, p. 8).

In summary, the lack of studies investigating decision-making at

a dating level emphasizes the need for the present study. In addition,

it is evident that family theorists have regarded decision-making as

an important aspect of family interaction even though they have not

made this their central focus. Many sociologists view decision-

making as one of the basic tasks in family life, and if they are cor-

rect in the structural-functional sense, then more research on the

operational processes of decision-making during dating would seem
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vital to the understanding of decision-making behavior of couples in

marriage.



III. SUBJECTS AND METHODOLOGY

Subjects

Selection of Sample

43

The sample of 78 subjects used for the present study was drawn

from approximately 200 college freshmen women enrolled in a co-

educational church-affiliated liberal arts college in northwestern

Oregon, during the school year 1 9 6 7-1 9 6 8. The college

has an enrollment of 1600 students. Only freshmen women between

the ages of 17 to 20 who entered in September as first-term fresh-

men were contacted. The college is basically a residential college;

however, there are day students who reside with parents, relatives,

or friends or live alone in the metropolitan area and in neighboring

towns. To eliminate a wide bias of home influence on decision-

making, only dormitory resident students were used in this study.

Selection of subjects was begun by obtaining from the admission

office an alphabetical master list of the freshmen women enrolled for

fall term. All students in the Overseas Study Program, all Interna-

tional students, and those students not living in the dormitory were

eliminated from the master list.

In October a letter was sent to each of the 125 freshmen women

who had been identified from the master list to acquaint them with the
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research, to obtain their interest in contributing valuable data, to

assure anonymity, and to explain the tasks to be performed. .A

separate letter, together with a copy of the letter sent to the freshmen

women, was sent to all student resident assistants asking them to en-

courage these selected freshmen women in their dormitory or resi-

dence apartment to participate in the study. The investigator met

with the Resident Directors to explain the purpose of the research and

to secure their help in obtaining the cooperation of the freshmen

women through the student resident assistants. The subjects who

could not come to participate during the first scheduled meeting were

sent a follow-up letter to invite them to come at another time.

At these fall sessions the students were given the Dating-Deci-

sion Check Sheet with the instructions to recall the dating issues that

arose and required them to make a decision while they were seniors

in high school. At this time they also completed the Personal Data

Inventory. In April, spring term of the academic year, the same

subjects were sent another letter asking them to respond again to the

Dating-Decision Check Sheet. They were asked to check the dating

issues that required them to make a decision since they had been in

college six months and in addition to complete the Gordon Survey of

Interpersonal Values.

After reviewing the check sheets, it became evident that analyz-

ing both the high school and college data would be too complex and
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voluminous and the high school aspect of the study was dropped.

Ninety-one students responded to the letter sent to the 125

freshmen women in the fall. In the spring the same original 91 stu-

dents were contacted. Of this number, eight did not come to partici-

pate and five marked the instruments incorrectly, leaving 78 subjects

for this study.

Background Characteristics

A statistical background description of the sample was compiled

from the Personal Data Inventory and the data which relate to the sub-

topics which follow are presented in tables in Appendix B.

All 78 subjects were Caucasian and their ages were either 17 or

18, the majority being 18.

Family Constellations

The subjects came primarily from intact homes, that is, most

of their lives they had lived with the biological mother and father,

mother and stepfather, father and stepmother, or foster parents. Of

the 78 subjects, 26 had older sisters, 30 had younger sisters, 22 had

older brothers, 31 had younger brothers, and eight were only children.

Socio-Economic Factors

There is a wide range in the distribution of combined incomes
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of the subjects' parents. Only one subject reported an income of

$3000 or less, while 36 subjects came from families with incomes

that ranged from $6000 to $17,000. There were 11 subjects whose

families' income ranged from $18,000 to $23,000, six from $24,000

to $35,000, and six from $36,000 and above. Eighteen of the subjects

did not respond at all, which may indicate that they did not know or

did not wish to reveal the amount.

Among the mothers of the subjects, none held professional

positions, however, over one-half were homemakers and the remain-

ing mothers were in clerical, sales, skilled manual or semi-skilled

positions. There were two mothers whose occupation was not report-

ed. (All occupational categories are based on Hollingshead's (1957)

classifications.)

Over half of the subjects' mothers had graduate professional

training or had completed a standard university or college course.

Education for the remaining mothers ranged from high school

graduates to those with partial high school training, one having only

junior high school training, and none having less than seven years.

The overwhelming majority of the subjects' fathers were in

executive, managerial, administrative, or professional positions.

The remaining fathers' occupations ranged from clerical to skilled

manual positions. No fathers were placed in the semi-skilled or un-

skilled category.
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Fifty-four of the subjects' fathers had graduate professional

training or had completed a standard college or university course.

Education for the remaining fathers ranged from partial college to

junior high school training with no fathers having less than seven

years. There were two fathers whose educational level was not indi-

cated.

The computation of the social class composition of the sample

was based upon Hollings head's "Two Factor Index of Social Position"

(1957). Hollingshead's Index has as its basic assumptions: (1) that

there is a status structure in society, (2) positions in this structure

are determined mainly by two symbolic characteristics, and (3) the

characteristics symbolic of status may be scaled. The Two Factor

Index is based upon occupation and education. The precise occupa-

tional role of the head of the household and the amount of formal

schooling he has received are essential to determine the social posi-

tion of the household. Each occupation and level of education is given

a scale score and multiplied by the factor weight 7 for occupation and

4 for education. These two scores are summed together to give the

Index of Social Position Score. The scores ranged from a low of 11

to a high of 77. In this study the Index of Social Position Scores have

been arranged into social class positions following Hollingshead's

suggestion for the purpose of identifying the social class position of an

individual or of a nuclear family.
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In Hollingshead's scheme, consideration of the combined occu-

pational placement and education of the head of the household, yields

the social class position. On this basis 37 subjects were found to be

upper class and 20 were middle class, while each of the categories of

upper middle and lower middle contained nine subjects each. No sub-

jects were placed in the lower class and there were three subjects

whose social class was unknown.

Religious Factors

Sixty-nine of the subjects' mothers and all of the fathers be-

longed to a Protestant denomination. There were three mothers who

were Roman Catholic and six mothers who were reported as having no

religious preference. The subjects' religious preferences were the

same as the mothers. The sample is overwhelmingly Protestant in

character.

There were 35 subjects who considered themselves very devout,

while 27 indicated they were not especially devout and 16 were not

devout at all.

Interpersonal Family Relationships

The rating of the subjects' parents' happiness in marriage indi-

cated that 42 parents were very happy while nine were quite unhappy

or very unhappy.
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The subjects rated their own happiness while growing up in

their homes. Slightly over half of the subjects were very happy,

while only one of the subjects was quite unhappy and none was very

unhappy.

Thirty-one subjects described father as dominant in the home

and 18 felt the mother assumed the dominant role, while 25 indicated

the interaction as 50-50. Four could not recall which parent was

dominant as their homes were broken when they were very young.

Over half, that is 41 subjects, described the mother as the

stricter of the two parents.

Peer Relationships

Three-fourths of the subjects began dating at the age of 14

through age 16 inclusive. Only one subject began dating at age 12

while nine started to date as late as 17. Over one-third of the sub-

jects began going steady at the ages of 15 and 16 combined. The first

steady dates were age 13 among three subjects. Two began going

steady at the age of 18 and three indicated they had never gone steady.

Thirty subjects made no response as to when they began to steady

date. This seems to suggest they they did not wish to indicate when

they began steady dating or that they were unable to recall.
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Instruments

The instruments used to collect data for this study were: The

Personal Data Inventory, Dating-Decision Check Sheet, and the

Gordon Survey of Interpersonal Values. These instruments are dis-

cussed in terms of their development and purpose in the study.

Personal Data Inventory

With this instrument information was sought on background

characteristics of the subjects and their parents. Data were obtained

on age and race. Questions formulated under collective headings

(A) Family Constellations, (B) Socio-economic Factors, (C) Religious

Factors, (D) Interpersonal Family Relationships, and (E) Peer Rela-

tionships provided the major part of the background information.

The inventory was developed by the author after a review of

several anonymously prepared graduate student family background

questionnaires and the Descriptive Data Inventory prepared by Gravatt

(1964) for the doctoral dissertation. The final form of the inventory

evolved through three pretest situations.

The first test run was administered to a group of senior girls

in high school; second, to a group of freshmen and sophomore college

women living in the dormitory during a summer session; and third,

to a group of Family Life teachers attending summer school. Res-

ponses to the questions resulted in rewording and categorizing some
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Dating-Decision Check Sheet

Fundamental to the design of the study was a check sheet

assumed to elicit responses relative to issues around which dating-

decisions were made by the subjects while they were engaged in ran-

dom and steady dating during the first six months as a freshman in

college. These selected issues are listed under four major headings

which are called Issue Categories. The Issues around which dating-

decisions were made are listed under the appropriate Issue Category.

Issue Categories and Issues

1. Differences (in the background characteristics of dating
partners)
a. in age
b. in religion
c. in racial membership
d. in socio-economic level
e. in education level

2. Use of Alcohol and Drugs

a. use of beer or other alcoholic beverage
b. use of marijuana
c. use of LSD or other drugs

3. Physical Expressions (involving the partners)
a. kissing, hugging, body embracing
b. light petting
c. heavy petting
d. having sexual intercourse

4. Others

a. use of contraceptives
b. staying away from home or college residence overnight

with boyfriend
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The dating-decision check sheet also asked the subjects to indi-

cate (1) who influenced them in decision-making, i. e. , a family mem-

ber or non-family individual; (2) factors the subject considered in

making a decision around a given issue; (3) who raised the issue re-

quiring a decision; and (4) what decision was ultimately made regard-

ing a specific issue that arose.

The Dating-Decision Check Sheet

An initial start was made by a high school girl contacting ten

junior and ten senior girls from a metropolitan high school. These 20

students met together for a lengthy discussion to identify issues that

confront high school girls in various dating relationships. These stu-

dents were asked to recall and discuss the following questions,

namely:

"What issues, more often called problems, confronted you in a

dating relationship that required you to make a decision?"

"Who influenced you or to whom did you turn in making a de-

cision around a specific issue that arose in the dating rela-

tionship?"

"Who raised the issue that required you to make a decision?"

"What factors do you know that you considered in making a de-

cision around a specific issue?"

The issues identified in these sessions and the students' responses to
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the questions were recorded and their frequencies tabulated.

Following this, six sophomore and six junior women in college

were interviewed separately to recall and discuss the same questions

posed to the high school girls. Likewise the issues identified and their

responses to the questions were recorded and their frequencies tabu-

lated.

Using the resultant frequencies a list of those issues that

appeared most often was developed. Opppsite each issue columns

were provided for checking the issue if it arose during random or

steady dating or both. This check sheet form was then pre-tested

with 35 college women in a Family Relations class at Oregon State

University. Of the total in the class, 22 were freshmen, 12 were

seniors, and one was a junior. The results were tabulated and several

issues that had previously required decisions by those interviewed

appeared to be relatively unimportant. Those considered not to be of

enough significance to include on the final check sheet were: (1)

religious devoutness, (2) choice of vocation, (3) political beliefs, (4)

general health, (5) grooming and dress, (6) physical appearance, (7)

manners and social graces, (8) safety in driving, (9) attitudes toward

money, (10) smoking.

Issues

A revised list resulted in 12 selected issues around which
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decisions were made while random and steady dating: Age, Religious,

Racial, Socio-economic and Education Differences, Use of Beer or

Other Alcoholic Beverages, Use of Marijuana, Use of LSD or Other

Drugs, Kissing, Light Petting, Heavy Petting, and Having Sexual

Intercourse.

Issue Categories

While preparing the revised list of issues, the various Issue

Categories were devised. These included: (1) Differences, involving

background characteristics of dating partners as age and race, (2)

Use of Alcohol and Drugs, and (3) Physical Expressions, as kissing

and petting.

Factors Influencing Decision-Making

Factors of influence in decision-making were also established.

These were: (1) Family and Non-Family Individuals (to whom the

subjects turned for help), (2) Factors I Know I Considered (in the

decision-making process), (3) Who Raised the Issue Requiring a De-

cision, and (4), What Decision Was Made. (This section was devel-

oped by the author without specific student contributions.)

Definitions

In order to clarify understanding of the kind of information that
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was desired on the dating-decision check sheet, the following defini-

tions were developed and stated at the top of each check sheet:

A dating-decision involves a situation in which you clearly re-

member that you had to choose between two or more alternatives.

These alternatives should be clear enough that you can state what they

were.

Random dating involves dating one person once or more times,

or several persons simultaneously, without any permanent commit-

ment to later dating, either party being free to terminate the relation-

ship at any point.

Steady dating involves an exclusive relationship with an indi-

vidual. Such a dating relationship would include a clear understand-

ing that it is an exclusive relationship, and that at least two weeks of

exclusive dating had been experienced.

To avoid confusion when checking issues under random or

steady dating, the two dating behaviors were distinguished by using

two different colored sheets.

The dating-decision check sheet was presented to ten volunteer

college women enrolled in the summer session who had just com-

pleted the freshman year or two terms in college. These women made

two important contributions to the check sheet. Two issues, under the

Issue Category, later labeled Others, were added to the previously

prepared list. These were Use of Contraceptives and Staying Away
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From Home or College Residence Overnight with Boyfriend. The

addition of these two issues increased the final numbers of selected

issues from 12 to 14.

Dating-Decision Check Sheet was pre-tested again on numerous

persons who worked with high school or college students within a

teaching or counseling capacity. Included were the following: six

experienced high school teachers, four high school counselors, one

high school special education director, one college professor of

family life, one college head resident, and one statistician. Valuable

suggestions for improving the wording and content were obtained. As

a result of the pre-test run and a discussion, the Dating-Decision

Check Sheet was again revised accordingly.

A graduate seminar of several candidates for master's and

doctoral degrees and three professors in the Department of Family

Life assisted in further improving phraseology of the previously re-

vised instrument. The instrument was again reviewed and then pre-

pared in the final form to be administered to the subjects participating

in the study. It is believed by the author that reasonable reliability

has been established through the several pre-tests, however, no

actual test-retest reliability computations were attempted.

Gordon Survey of Interpersonal Values

After a careful search for an instrument that would measure an
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individual's values and provide a possible basis for determining the

influence of a person's value system on the kinds of decisions he

makes, the Gordon Survey of Interpersonal Values was selected.

The Survey of Interpersonal Values (SIV) developed by Leonard

V. Gordon, Ph. D. , "...is designed to measure certain critical values

involving the individual's relationships to other people or their rela-

tionship to him"(Gordon, 1960, p. 3). Gordon (1960) states that:

A person's values may determine to a large degree what
he does.... His immediate decisions and his life goals
are influenced, consciously or unconsciously, by his value
systems.... These values are important in the individual's
personal, social, marital, and occupational adjustment
(Gordon, 1960, p. 3).

The test is designed for research and counseling and has had

considerable use in research as documented by Buros (1965). The

SIV is a 30-item instrument.

Each item consists of a triad of statements, each of which
presumably reflects some underlying value or motivational
pattern affecting the respondent's interpersonal relation-
ships. The respondent is required to select one of the
statements or foils within each triad as "most important"
and one as "least important," thus rank ordering the three
foils. The manual indicates that an effort was made to
equate the three foils in each item for social desirability
of response.... (Buros, 1965, p. 388).

This instrument measures six values defined in the manual as

follows (Gordon, 1960, p. 3):

S-Support: Being treated with understanding, receiving
encouragement from other people, being treated with kind-
ness and consideration.



58

C-Conformity: Doing what is socially correct, following
regulations closely, doing what is accepted and proper,
being a conformist.

R -Recognition: Being looked up to and admired, being con-
sidered important, attracting favorable notice, achieving
recognition.

I-Independence: Having the right to do whatever one wants
to do, being free to make one's own decisions, being able
to do things in one's own way.
B-Benevolence: Doing things for other people, sharing with
others, helping the unfortunate, being generous.
L-Leadership: Being in charge of other people, having
authority over others, being in a position of leadership or
power.

The scales are interpreted in terms of the items contained
in them as determined by factor analytic methods. The
scales are defined by what high scoring individuals value.
There are no separate descriptions for low scoring indi-
viduals. 'Low scoring individuals simply do not value what
is defined by that particular scale.

The SIV has established reliability, validity, and national

college norms.

Reliability: Test-retest reliability coefficients for the SIV
scales were determined from scores obtained by administer-
ing the SIV twice to a group of 79 college students, with a ten
.d.air interval between administrations. Re liabilities were esti-
mated by the Kuder-Richardson formula (Case III) on data
based on a sample of 186 college students. This formula
tends to yield underestimates of reliabilities obtained by other
methods.... These reliabilities are sufficiently high to permit
interpretation of SIV scores for individual use (Gordon, 1960,
p. 5).
Validity: The Survey of Interpersonal Values was developed
through the use of factor analysis. Insofar as the factors
found confirm, to a very large extent, those found in other
factor analysis, the SIV scales may be considered to repre-
sent reliable, discrete categories and, in this sense, can
be said to have factorial validity. This claim is strengthened
by the fact that, subsequent to the factor analysis, the scales
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maintained their internal consistency through repeated item
responses for samples of various composition (Gordon, 1960,
p. 6).

Norms: Norms have been established for men and women.

These norms, based on data for 1075 men and 746 women, were
obtained from colleges selected to represent all major regions
of the country. All norms are presented in percentile form....
The individual's percentile score will provide a indication of
his relative standing on a given value in comparison with other
members of the normative group (Gordon, 1960, p. 4).

The manual states that:

The range may be divided into five levels of equal standard
score magnitude to facilitate interpretation of percentile
scores. When this is done, the intervals and their designa-
tions are:

Very High
High
Average
Low
Very Low

94th to 99th percentile
- 70th to 93rd
- 32nd to 69th
- 8th to 31st
- 1st to 7th

The test was used primarily to determine if the six values stated

by Gordon had an influence on the decision-making in a dating relation-

ship.

Statistics for Data Analysis

The analysis of data for this study was aided by the use of rank

order correlation and the chi-square statistical test. The chi-square

was employed to determine the significance of differences between

two independent groups (Siegel, 1956, p. 104). The test does not

assume a normal distribution, hence its application to this sample

violated no basic statistical assumptions. Siegel (1956, p. 110) states
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2

. . . the X test may be used if fewer than 20 percent of the
cells have an expected frequency of less than 5 and if no cell
has an expected frequency of less than 1. if these require-
ments are not met by the data in the form in which they were
originally collected, the researcher must combine adjacent
categories in order to increase the expected frequencies in
the various cells.

2Moreover, when the table is 2 x 2 (when df = 1) x is subject
to considerable error unless a correction for continuity
(called Yates' Correction) is made (Garrett, 1953, p. 258).
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The null hypotheses under test for this study assume that "two

groups differ with respect to some characteristics and therefore with

respect to the relative frequency with which group members fall in

several categories" (Siegel, 1956, p. 104). The five percent level of

significance was selected as the critical level for rejection of any

null hypothesis.

Summary

The data on which this study is based consist of responses to a

Dating-Decision Check Sheet and the Gordon Interpersonal Value Scale

obtained from 78 freshmen women students at a church related liberal

arts college in northwestern Oregon. A Personal Data In-

ventory was administered to seek background characteristics of the

subjects and parents.

The three null hypotheses of the study were tested from the

responses of those having a decision to make about a particular issue
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that arose during random and steady dating. In addition, the subjects'

placement on the Gordon Interpersonal Value Scale in relation to the

issues around which a decision was made was explored.
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IV. RESULTS

The presentation of results is organized with two major foci:

(1) analysis of data from the Dating-Decision Check Sheet, which in-

cludes not only the major tests of hypotheses, but also a summary

rank order comparison of the 14 issues as they appeared in random

and steady dating situations, and (2) analysis of data from the Gordon

Survey of Interpersonal Values, which explores the relation of meas-

ured values with involvement in particular issues.

The subjects for the study were 78 college freshmen women who

had made decisions regarding selected issues while random and

steady dating. Of these 78 women, 35 were involved in decision-

making while random dating, 9 while steady dating, and 34 while ran-

dom and steady dating. However, throughout the analyses the focus

was on the number of times a particular response was made rather

than on the number of subjects who made such a response.

The analyses presented here deal with (1) the frequency with

which selected issues required dating-decisions while random and

steady dating, (2) the persons utilized in decision-making on selected

issues, (3) the factors considered in decision-making on selected

issues, and (4) the decisions reached on selected issues. In addition,

there is an analysis of the Gordon Interpersonal Value Scale investi-

gating the relationship of these measured values to selected issues
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around which dating decisions were made.

Dating--In Relation to Issues and Decisions

Selected Issues Around Which Dating-Decisions
Were Made While Random and Steady Dating

Frequency tabulations of the mention of issues which required

decision-making while dating provided the basis for rank order presen-

tation of these issues for both random and steady dating situations.

These results are presented in Table 1. The percentages reported

in this table are based on N=69 and N=43 for random dating and steady

dating respectively.

A rank order correlation (r=. 71) between the issues as men-

tioned in the different dating situations reflects a high amount of

similarity in the rankings in random and steady dating. However,

there are several exceptions worthy of note which involved shifts of

four or more rank positions. For example, Age Differences and

Racial Differences decrease in prominence for random dating to

steady dating, while Heavy Petting, Sexual Intercourse, Use of Con-

traceptives, and Educational Differences all increase. Most of these

shifts seem logical if one views the movement from random to steady

dating in terms of greater emotional involvement in the interpersonal

relationships of the couple.
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Table 1 . Rank Order Identification of Issues Requiring Decisions While Random and Steady Dating.

Issues

Frequency of :Mention

Random Dating N=69
Issues

Frequency of

Steady Dating

Mention

N=43

PercentFrequency Percent Frequency

Alcohol 61 (88) Heavy petting 32 (74)

Kissing 41 (59) Alcohol 29 (67)

Light petting 36 (52) Light petting 28 (65)

Age differences 27 (39) Sexual intercourse 25 (58)

Heavy petting 26 (38) Kissing 25 (58)

Staying overnight 25 (36) Staying overnight 25 (58)

Marijuana 23 (33) Marijuana 16 (37)

Sexual intercourse 21 (30) Use of contraceptives 13 (30)

Racial difference 15 (22) Education differences 12 (28)

Socio-economic
differences

14 (20) Age differences 11 (26)

Religion differences 11 (26)
Religion differences 12 (17)

Socio-economic
Use of contraceptives 11 (16) differences 10 (23)

Education differences 10 (15) Racial differences 7 (16)

Use of LSD and
other drugs

6 (9) Use of LSD and
other drugs

5 (12)
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Persons Utilized in Decision-Making on Selected Issues

The purpose of this section of the check sheet was to determine

who was utilized as consultants by the subjects in their decision-

making on each of the 14 selected issues. Because of the small num-

ber of responses recorded in some of the chi-square cells, it was

necessary to combine the "persons utilized" under specific categories

to meet requirements for the chi-square test. Which variables com-

bine immediately became apparent.

Categorizing all family members whom the subject may have

utilized in decision-making as Family and those outside of the family

as Non-Family, the combined number of consultations by subjects

allowed for the chi-square test. The variable, Worked It Out by My-

self, remained separate from the Family and Non-Family categories.

Hypothesis 1. In random and steady dating there will be

no significant differences in the utilization

of family and non-family persons as consul-

tants in decision-making on any selected issues

A total of 14 chi-square analyses was necessary in the test of

this hypothesis. The decision to collapse cells to facilitate the chi-

square analysis resulted in 3 x 2 contingency tables in which Family,

Non-Family, and Worked It Out by Myself categories were assessed in

relation to random and steady dating situations.
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Table 2 . Summary of Chi-Square Values From Analyses of Persons
Utilized in Decision-Making Around Selected Issues While
Random and Steady Dating.

Family and Non-
Issue Categories Issues Family

Chi-Square

Background differences Age 1.392

Religion 1.549

Race 3.613

Socio-economic 2.466

Education 1.924

Use of alcohol and drugs Alcohol 4.279

Marijuana 3.453

LSD and other drugs 0.991

Physical expressions Kissing 6.194*

Light petting 3.024

Heavy petting 5.546

Sexual intercourse 1.015

Other issues Use of contraceptives 1.137

Staying away overnight
with boyfriend 0.463

*Significant at .05 level; d. f. = 2
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A summary of the chi-square values from these 14 tests is pre-

sented in Table 2.

Only one significant chi-square value is recorded, and this is in

association with the issue Kissing in the category Physical Expres-

sions. The data used in the analysis of this issue are presented in

Table 3.

Table 3 . Differences in utilization of Family and Non-Family
persons in decision-making: Issue - Kissing.

Who was utilized Random Steady Total

Family

Non-family

Worked it out by myself

TOTAL

16

17

29

62

16

15

9

40

32

32

38

102

2
x = 6.194
Reject Null Hypothesis at the .05 level.

These data reflect very similar responses to both Family and

Non-Family members, however, there were approximately three

times as many responses reported for Worked It Out by Myself while

random dating as opposed to steady dating. Therefore, we can con-

clude that in random dating the subjects relied on themselves rather

than on Family or Non-Family persons for consultation in the process

of this decision-making.
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Factors Considered in Decision-making on Selected Issues

The purpose of this section of the check sheet was to determine

the factors considered by the subjects in their decision-making on each

of the 14 selected issues. Because of the small number of responses

recorded in some of the chi-square cells, it was necessary to combine

the Factors Considered under specific categories to meet the chi-

square test requirements.

Categorizing (1) What My Father Would Think and (2) What My

Mother Would Think as Parental Factors and the remaining variables

as Personal Factors, provided cell frequencies high enough to allow

for the chi-square analysis.

Hypothesis 2. In random and steady dating there will be no

significant differences in the consideration of

personal or parental factors in decision-making

on selected issues.

Fourteen chi-square analyses were used in the test of this hypo-

thesis. The decision to collapse cells to facilitate the chi-square

analysis resulted in 2 x 2 contingency tables in which Personal and

Parental Factors were assessed in relation to random and steady

dating.

A summary of the chi-square values from these 14 tests is pre-

sented in Table 4.
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Table 4 . Summary of Chi-Square Values From Analyses of Factors
Considered During Decision-Making While Random and
Steady Dating.

Personal and
Issue Categories Issues Parental factors

Chi-square

Background differences

Use of alchol and drugs

Physical expressions

Other issues

Age 0.201

Religion 0.011

Race 1.366

Socio-economic 3.182

Education 0.252

Alcohol 0.374

Marijuana 0.370

LSD and other drugs 0.475

Kiss ing 4.224*

Light petting 0.799

Heavy petting 1.720

Sexual intercourse 0.321

Use of contraceptives 0.012

Staying away overnight
with boyfriend 0.376

*Significant at .05 level; d. f. = 1
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Only one significant chi-square value is recorded, and this is in

association with the issue Kissing in the category Physical Expres-

sions. The data used in the analysis of this issue are presented in

Table 5.

Table 5 . Differences in the consideration of Personal or Parental
Factors in decision-making: Issue - Kissing.

Factors considered Random Steady Total

Personal 46 33 79

Parental 2 7 9

TOTAL 48 40 88

2
X = 4.224
Reject Null Hypothesis at the .05 level; d. f. = 1

These data reflect similar responses in both the random and

steady dating situations. In both situations the consideration of Per-

sonal Factors has a high frequency of report, while consideration of

Parental Factors is almost negligible. Therefore, we can conclude

that in both random and steady dating situations, the subjects primarily

considered Personal as opposed to Parental Factors in the process of

making a decision.

Decisions Reached on Selected Issues

This section of the check sheet was used to determine what
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decisions were reached by the subjects on each of the 14 selected

issues.

Hypothesis 3. In random and steady dating there will be no

significant differences in the kinds of decisions

made on any selected issue.

This hypothesis was used to guide the tests for significant dif-

ferences in the kinds of decisions made with regard to selected issues

while random and steady dating. The data were analyzed on two

levels: (1) Issue Categories and then (2) the 14 selected issues.

These successive analyses provide a more comprehensive view of the

kinds of decisions made.

To meet requirements for the chi-square test, the variables (1)

I Agreed With What My Date Wanted and (2) My Date Agreed With What

I Wanted were combined. This combination resulted in a 2 x 4 chi-

square table in which random and steady dating were compared with the

following decision responses: (a) He and She Agreed, (b) There Was

a Compromise, (c) We Worked Out a New Solution, (d) The Relation-

ship Was Discontinued.

A summary of the chi-square values according to Issue Cate-

gories and decisions made is presented in Table 6.
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Table 6 . Summary of Chi-Square Values From the Analyses of
Category Issues on Decisions Made While Random and
Steady Dating.

Issue Categories Chi-square value

Background differences

Use of alcohol and drugs

Physical expressions

Other issues

17.942***

8. 079*

14.460**

4.378

*Significant at .05 level; d. f. = 3
**Significant at .01 level; d. f. = 3

***Significant at .001 level; d. f. = 3

Table 6 shows significant differences in three of the four issue

categories: Background Differences, Use of Alcohol and Drugs, and

Physical Expressions. In an expansion of this analysis, each of the

14 issues contained in these issue categories was analyzed. The

summary of the chi-square values for these analyses is given in

Table 7.

The chi-square table associated with the test of the issue Age is

presented in Table 8 , and these data reflect that Age is reported

more often as an issue requiring a decision in random dating situations

than in steady dating situations. In addition only in random dating

situations was the decision made that the relationship would be dis-

continued.

While the category analyses for both Use of Alcohol and Drugs
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Table 7 . Summary Chi-Square Values From Analyses of Decisions
Made Around Selected Issues While Random and Steady
Dating.

Issue categories Issues Chi-square

Background differences

Use of alchol and drugs

Physical expressions

Other issues

Age 9.792**

Religion 3.818

Race 3.946

Socio-economic 6.164

Education 3.680

Alcohol 4.163

Marijuana 5.857

LSD and other drugs 3.111

Kissing 4.536

Light petting 4.733

Heavy petting 7.010

Sexual intercourse 3.706

Use of contraceptives 1.375

Staying away overnight
with boyfriend 3.076

**Significant at .02 level, d. f. = 3

Under the issue category Background Differences, there were signif-
icant differences in decisions made only with the issue Age.
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and Physical Expressions yielded significant chi-square values, the

analyses of specific issues within the categories are not significant.

Apparently the significance recorded for the categories is the cumula-

tive effect of the frequencies associated with the specific issues.

Table 8 . Differences in the Kind of Decisions Made on Any Selected
Issue: Issue - Age.

Decisions Made Random Steady Total

He and I agreed 6 5 11

There was a compromise 8 7 15

We worked out a new solution 2 0 2

Relationship was discontinued 13 0 13

TOTAL 29 12 41

x2x = 9.792
Reject Null Hypothesis at .02 level; d. f. = 3

Survey of Interpersonal Values in
Relation to Issues and Decisions

This section focuses in a general, exploratory manner, on the

relation of the measured interpersonal values of the subjects with

their involvement in specific issues.

The uniqueness of the dating situation alluded to in the literature

and the strong suggestion of personality theorists that interpersonal

values may play a vital role in decision-making suggested that an
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analysis with a "culturally relevant" focus was necessary. To this

end, frequency distributions of the total sample were created for each

of the six interpersonal values. These frequency distributions were

first compiled using the raw score assignments to a fine point con-

tinuum as suggested by the test author (p. 4).

Because of the low frequencies in the extreme classifications,

the two highest and the two lowest classifications were combined.

Thus the test author's Very High and High classifications became

High, Average remained Average and Low and Very Low became Low.

The only deviation from minimal frequencies being recorded in the

extremes of the original classifications was on the value Conformity,

(V.H.=29, H=34, A=14, L=1, V.L.=0) but this distribution was also

combined to provide uniformity in the analyses that followed. The

resultant distributions, on a three point continuum are presented in

Table 9.

Table 9 . Total Sample Frequency Distributions of Gordon Survey of Interpersonal Value Scores.

Interval
Designations

INTERPERSONAL VALUE SCORES
Support Conformity Recognition Independence Benevolence Leadership

High 14 63 31 9 23 22

Average 27 14 26 26 28 38

Low 37 1 21 43 27 18

TOTAL 78 78 78 78 78 78

Essentially, these distributions of the value scores provide peer

group reference points for status comparisons and in doing so provide,



76

to some degree, a more appropriate base for investigation of these

values in relation to involvement in specific issues.

The next aspect of the analysis involved identification of the in-

dividuals who had become involved with each of the 14 issues and the

computation of the distribution of value scores for that sub-group of

the sample. This distribution was then analyzed by chi-square in

relation to the distribution of the total sample. Since the six inter-

personal values were investigated for each of the 14 issues, 84 chi-

square tests resulted. These results are summarized in Table 10

None of the chi-square values are significant and this indicates

that the distributions of value scores for the sub-groups did not differ

significantly from that of the total sample. We can conclude that the

patterns of values of the specific individuals involved with any of the

14 issues was not in marked contrast to that of the peer group.



Table 10. Summary of Chi-Square Values from Comparisons of Distributions of Interpersonal Value Scores for Specific Sub-Groups and the Total
Sample. *

Issue Category
Sub-Group Issue
Identification

Divisions of Interpersonal Value

Support Conformity Recognition Independence Benevolence Leadership

Background Difference Age 0.523 0.848 1.403 1.083 0.805 2.420
Religion 1.438 1.311 0.789 0.002 0.057 4.944
Racial 0.747 1.706 0.572 0.659 0.570 0.549
Socio-economic 0.851 0.479 0.379 0.100 0.281 1.103
Education 2.431 0.222 0. 396 0. 447 0.160 0.090

Use of Alcohol and Drugs Alcohol 0.558 0. 900 0.092 0.007 0.067 0.009
Marijuana 2.047 4.161 0.085 3. 748 0.028 0.640
Use of LSD and

other drugs 1.440 0.157 0.582 1.154 1.517 1.571

Physical Expressions Kissing 0.060 0. 245 1.316 0. 208 0.014 0.007
Light Petting 0.665 0.895 1.077 0.646 0.409 0.521
Heavy Petting 0.237 0.669 0.014 1.522 0.617 0.313
Sexual Intercourse 0.274 0.576 0.126 1.499 1.343 0.666

Other Issues Use of Contraceptives 0.505 0.758 4.107 1.812 0.566 0.864
Staying away over-

night with boyfriend 1.705 0.545 0.688 0.600 1.143 0.305

*No X2 values significant.
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V. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The primary purpose of this study was to seek information re-

garding issues around which dating decisions were made and some of

the steps college freshmen women took in deciding for or against

certain courses of action in random and steady dating situations. A

second purpose was to explore the relation of measured values, as

defined by the Gordon Survey of Interpersonal Values, with involve-

ment in particular issues.

The sample was drawn from a selected group of freshmen college

women at a coeducational church-affiliated liberal arts college in

northwestern Oregon, during the school year 1967-1968. The final

sample was limited to those residing on the campus during the spring

term 1968 but excluded all international women students in residence

at this time.

A rank order correlation was used to assess the similarity of

issues mentioned in random and steady dating situations. The chi-

square test was employed to test the null hypotheses which related

to the 14 issues around which dating decisions were made while ran-

dom and steady dating.

Findings and Conclusions

Frequency tabulations of mention of issues which required
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decision-making while random and steady dating provided the basis

for a rank order correlation computation between the 14 selected

issues. A rank order correlation between the issues reflected a high

amount of similarity in rankings in random and steady dating situa-

tions. However, on certain issues there were shifts of four or more

rank positions. For example, Age Differences and Racial Differences

as issues, decreased in prominance from random dating to steady

dating, while heavy petting, sexual intercourse, use of contraceptives,

and educational differences all increased.

These findings may be reflecting the fact that the more en-

grossed the individual becomes in an interpersonal relationship, as in

the case of steady dating, the greater the involvement in sexual inti-

macy. Such an interpretation would coincide with the views of other

authors (Le Masters, 1957; Ehrmann, 1959; Blood, 1962; Broderick,

1967; and Burgess, Locke, and Thomas, 1963).

With respect to specific issues, however, interpretation of the

findings is somewhat more complex. For example, Debra (1963)

indicates that sexual codes permit "heavy petting" in a going steady

relationship, and while the data from the present study would seem to

substantiate that heavy petting is taking place, they also document

that it is the number one issue for these subjects in that dating situa-

tion. Perhaps this means that although the sexual code "permits" the

activity, individuals who operate within that code do so at the cost of
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a great deal of conflict and perhaps anxiety.

A summary of the findings from each of the three null hypotheses

and the conclusions as related to the testing of these hypotheses fol-

lows:

Hypothesis 1: In random and steady dating there will be no

significant differences in the utilization of

family and non-family persons as consultants in

decision-making on any selected issue.

In the test of this hypothesis, a total of 14 chi-square analyses

were employed and only one, for the issue Kissing, yielded significant

results.

Inspection of the chi-square table for this issue revealed simi-

lar responses to utilization of both Family and Non-Family persons

consulted in decision-making while random and steady dating. How-

ever, the number of decisions made around Kissing by those subjects

who Worked It Out By Myself was three times as many for random

dating as opposed to steady dating. On the basis of these findings it

was possible to reject the null hypothesis only for the issue of Kissing.

No other issue under any of the issue categories was significant. In

the context of these findings, we can conclude that in random dating

situations the subjects relied on themselves rather than Family or

Non-Family persons for consultation in the process of this decision-

making.
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Herman (1955) has indicated that during random dating it is

possible for individuals to use dating partners as instruments for

tneir own selfish gratification. This may account for Kissing being

an issue that required more decisions during random than steady

dating, since persons have no commitment beyond each date (Womble,

1966). If this is true, however, it is difficult to explain why other

issues in the category Physical Factors did not yield significant re-

sults.

Schofield (1965) described kissing as a form of sexual contact

accepted rather openly by most people, even in semi-public places.

Bowman (1960) indicates that kissing occurs earlier in a couple's

association than previously and seems to imply mutual pleasure in

each other. This suggests, then, that kissing is a form of sexual

behavior that is more or less accepted by others and the decisions

around the issue Kissing are resolved primarily by the individual,

therefore, consultation with Family and Non-Family persons would

be limited. Another possible reason for the emphases of decision-

making being on Worked It Out By Myself is that in this study the sub-

jects are living in college residence halls, away from parental influ-

ence. Another factor may be the lack of availability of parents for

consultation, forcing the subject into a self decision-making

experience. Hence, we must interprete this finding with caution.

The findings indicated a trend toward a significant difference in
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utilization of Family and Non-Family persons in decisions made

around Heavy Petting. During steady dating Non-Family members

were most often consulted, rather than the subject working out the

decision by herself or consulting Family members. Dubbe' (1956)

has reported Sex and Petting were first and second rank among topics

that 50 college freshmen women students found difficult to discuss

with their parents. His findings suggest another possible reason why

there was a tendency for Non-Family members to be consulted rather

than Family in making a decision around Heavy Petting while steady

dating.

Hypothesis 2: In random and steady dating there will be no

significant differences in the consideration of

personal or parental factors in decision-making

on selected issues.

Fourteen chi-squares were used to test this hypothesis. Only one

significant chi-square value was found. There was a significant dif-

ference associated with the issue Kissing when subjects considered

Personal and Parental Factors in decision-making while random and

steady dating. In this area, the responses were similar in considera-

tion of Personal Factors in both random and steady dating, while

consideration of Parental Factors for both groups was almost negli-

gible.

Since no other significant relationships were found in the
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comparisons of random and steady dating in Factors Considered, the

null hypothesis was rejected only for the issue Kissing.

There was a trend toward significant difference of Personal and

Parental Factors considered in decision-making around Socio-

economic Differences. During random dating Parental Factors were

considered more often while in steady dating situations Personal Fac-

tors were of primary consideration. Interestingly enough, the num-

ber of decisions made were the same for both situations around the

issue Socio-economic Differences.

Hypothesis 3: In random and steady dating there will be no

significant differences in the kinds of decisions

made on any selected issue.

The decisions made by the subjects were analyzed on two dif-

ferent levels: (1) general issue categories and (2) the specific issues

associated with those categories. The findings from the analysis of

the category issues indicated significant differences for the categor-

ies, Background Differences, Use of Alcohol and Drugs and Physical

Expressions.

With significant results associated with the categories one

would have anticipated significant results around the specific issues

in each of the three categories, however, this was not the case.

Only one issue yielded significant findings and that was Age in the

category Background Differences. Thus, at this level, the null
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hypothesis was rejected only for the issue Age. Apparently the sig-

nificant results associated with the ainalysis of the total categories of

Use of Alcohol and Drugs and Physical Expressions was the result of

a cumulative effect from the specific issues within those categories.

Consequently, one has support for the rejection of the null hypothesis

in three instances at the category level, that is, Use of Alcohol and

Drugs, Physical Expressions, and Other Issues. However, at the

issue level the rejection of the hypothesis is possible only for the

issue Age.

With respect to the kinds of decisions made there are differ-

ences in the random and steady dating situations. One notable trend

observed in the chi-square tables is the higher proportion of deci-

sions to Discontinue the Relationship in the random dating situation.

It is difficult to relate discussion to the findings on decisions as little

information is available in the literature. However, one might

speculate on a few points.

One would not expect age to be a particular issue for decision-

making at the random dating level but it is evident from these findings

that the issue Age is a background factor in which differences do

exist, at least at the random dating level. The social structure of our

society seems to follow the pattern that men rarely date women who

are older than they and often date women who are younger. Udry

(1966) suggests that the low tolerance of age difference in dating is a
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pattern that is reproduced in the marriage pattern. This may be a

factor in terminating the relationship in random dating but it does

not seem to account for those involved in steady dating situations as

reported in this study.

The issue Socio-economic Differences under the category Back-

ground Differences indicated a trend toward significance in decisions

made. Hollings head (1949) holds to the point of view that men are

more frequently willing to date women of a lower social class than

themselves, but most dating is between individuals of similar social

class. Probably we can assume that on most college campuses there

is a fairly homogeneous social class origin, however, at the present

time, there is some slight change in this pattern. In this study the

subjects were primarily from the upper class and the second largest

number were middle class. Cavan (1963) relates that in dating there

is a contrast between middle class and upper class groups. Also, she

cites evidence that in well established upper class groups where a

formal and adult controlled pattern exists, the boy and girl work out

their personal relationships within this pattern. This difference in

class structure behavior possibly relates to the findings in this study

that when the issue Socio-economic Differences required a decision in

the random dating situation the Relationship was Discontinued. How-

ever, this explanation does not necessarily account for those who had

this decision to make while steady dating. It may be that dating at this



86

level of involvement was more specifically at the same class level, a

factor previously mentioned by Hollingshead (1949). We have no stat-

istical evidence in this study to clarify this question.

The data in the chi-square table for the issue Heavy Petting

under the category Physical Expression suggested a trend toward sig-

nificance in decisions made. The responses to decisions made were

greater in number in steady dating situations; however, none of the

relationships were discontinued. This is in contrast to random dating

situations. The steady dating responses emphasized He and I Agreed.

These responses seem to fit Broderick's (1967) intimacy funnel

theory, that as the relationship becomes more intimate the press for

movement down the commitment tunnel becomes more intensified and

may go all the way to a fully established sexual relationship.

Reiss (1967) reported in one of his studies that ". . . petting is

accepted shortly after the sixteenth birthday by the average female

who is eventually going to accept premarital coitus and shortly before

the eighteenth birthday by the average female who is not going to

accept premarital coitus"(Reiss, 1967, p. 110). Reiss also indicates

that at about age 18 and 19 a major change in sexual standards seems

to take place for most females. The subjects in this study were

either 17 or 18 years old and the majority were 18. This may be one

of the reasons the issue Heavy Petting indicated a significant trend in

decision-making for these subjects. Furthermore, Reiss (1960)
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suggests "...that the real increases in teenage sexual behavior has not

been in the area of sexual intercourse, but rather in the area of

petting" (Reiss, 1960, p. 197). This trend may reflect a compromise

in the sexual values a girl holds, especially if she intends to adhere

to the ideal of virginity. If this is true, this gives support to the

findings in this study that the issues of Light Petting and Heavy Petting

demanded decision-making at both the random and steady level of in-

volvement, however, more often in the steady dating situation.

The social class status of this sample may also be a considera-

tion in decision-making around the issue, Heavy Petting. While Bell

(1966) states that there are no data relating to the upper class' pre-

marital sexual patterns, Ehrmann (1955) reported earlier that the

findings from his study ". . . indicate that the degree of physical inti-

macy among the females was greatest with males of the same social

class, intermediate with those of a higher, and least with those of a

lower social class . . (Ehrmann, 1955, p. 52). One of the factors

in this study that we do not know is the social class of the male

partner, however, it might be assumed that the males would fall in a

similar class structure as the female subjects.

Use of alcohol had the highest frequency of mention for the issue

requiring a decision while random dating and second in rank order for

steady dating situations. It was not significant in the analysis of de-

cisions made, but seems important to mention, in that it had a
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prominent position in frequency of mention. If there is an element of

exploitation involved in dating, possibly this is a reason for the ten-

dency for the relationship to be terminated in random dating when Use

of Alcohol arises as an issue requiring a decision. The aspect of

exploitation and the concept that dating is fun may still prevail to a

degree as expressed by Waller in 1937, and thus explain the greatest

frequencies for terminating a random dating relationship under the

category issues, Background Differences, Use of Alcohol and Drugs,

Physical Expression and Other Issues. It appears that as the indi-

vidual moves toward a more intimate relationship there is greater con-

cern for the interpersonal relationships than the superficial aspects of

"just a date."

Limitations of This Study

In considering the findings reported in this study there are

several limitations that should be taken into account.

Sample

The sample suffers from at least one major limitation. Of the

78 women, 35 were involved in decision-making while random dating,

9 while steady dating, and 34 while random and steady dating. Because

all persons were not pure random or steady daters, it was not possible

to talk about persons but only the responses the subjects had made.
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Thus the responses recorded under frequency of mention of issues

requiring decisions made while random and steady dating are not pure

in respect to considering the individual who made the decision. This

could have an effect upon the interpretation of the findings as analyzed.

A larger sample would have increased the number of responses

around the various issues that acquired a decision. On several

occasions, the small number of responses made it necessary to com-

bine variables into specific categories for statistical purposes. This

does provide the possibility of distorting the findings in the sense that

combination of categories may distort the concept under consideration.

Instruments

The Decision-Making Check Sheet limited the research in

several ways. First, preparation of the data for analysis revealed

that there were repetitious variables especially under the section that

became known in the analysis as Non-Family. Several of these were

also eliminated because of the lack of responses to these variables.

The section in Who Raised the Issue Requiring a Decision was elimi-

nated as it seemed irrelevant to the major issue of decision-making

and was limited in number of responses.

The check sheet could have been more precisely developed so

as to require persons to check but one variable for each decision

made rather than allowing for several alternatives to be checked.
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This may have given a more realistic insight as to decisions made,

however, there is another facet that bears consideration. At times

persons do consider several alternatives before making a decision

and it is possible for example, to have checked I Agreed With My

Date and yet also indicated The Relationship Was Discontinued. Also,

if subjects could have been identified as pure random or steady daters

the section on What Decisions Were Made may have changed the kinds

of findings reported in this study.

Test-retest of the Decision-making Check Sheet under more

controlled and stringent conditions is recommended for establishing a

coefficient of reliability. Some of the variables which were elimin-

ated when the data were analyzed may have provided important infor-

mation for understanding the decision-making process as related to

random and steady dating.

Because in this study the writer was primarily interested in

decision-making as related to random and steady dating situations,

the Survey of Interpersonal Values might have focused directly on the

values as they related to decisions made, rather than placing the

emphasis on patterns of values of the specific individuals involved

with the 14 issues in comparison to that of the peer group. This is

another direction the research procedure might have taken which may

have resulted in more meaningful findings.
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Future Research

Insights gained from this study suggest the possibility of further

research that could provide information for more effective communi-

cation with those persons who work with youth.

1. The Decision-Making Check Sheet with the modification previously

suggested, might be administered to men as well as women. The

underlying purpose would be to find if men of ages 17 through 18,

freshmen in college, have the same kinds of issues arising as

girls do in a dating relationship that require them to make a de-

cision. Possibly some insight would be gleaned as to the pro-

cesses involved in making decisions around given issues. Cross-

sex correlations of the issues mentioned should provide a revealing

insight and in addition, the findings from such a comparative

study could be meaningful to a counselor or teacher as he helps

youth acquire some skill in decision-making. Since dating is a

heterosexual relationship, it would seem realistic that to have a

sharper view of decision-making in dating, we need the reactions

from both sexes.

Z. Research is needed on the decision-making process itself as it

directly relates to dating involvement at the various levels of the

relationship. For some period of time decision-making has been

emphasized as a task that must be learned for solving problems
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that arise in marriage. The question that now arises is when

this skill is to be learned. It appears to the writer that the art

of decision-making has its beginning at the preschool level and

that it is a developmental task of the entire life span. If earliest

dating does begin around 10 to 12 years of age, and there has

been no or very little practice in the skill of decision-making

previous to dating, realistically, youth cannot be prepared to make

the decisions at so early a time in their lives. Obviously the

responsibility for those who work with youth becomes more de-

manding.

3. Test-retest use of the decision-making instrument may enable the

teacher or counselor to evaluate movement of students towards

more effective interpersonal relations at the two levels of dating,

that is, random and steady dating. Possibly the dating-decision

instrument could then become an effective teaching tool for use

in a family relations class or for use by the counselor whose con-

cern is interpersonal relationships in dating.

4. The study does indicate some kinds of behaviors that seemingly

are present during random and steady dating situations and in

turn affect the kinds of decisions made. To whom young people

turn for consultation and the factors they consider when making a

decision should give a picture of the parameters of behavior with

which the teacher or counselor is working. However, this entire
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area of dating behavior as it relates to decision-making needs

further study in depth.

5. There is considerable mention in the literature on dating that the

values an individual adheres to affects the ability to make de-

cisions and the kinds of decisions finally made. However, an ex-

planation as to how these personal values function and relate to the

decision-making process seems lacking. Knowledge of the valuing

process that apparently is a related functioning aspect of the total

decision-making process would add to the effectiveness of coun-

seling in the area of dating.
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APPENDIX A

LETTERS TO PARTICIPANTS IN THE STUDY



October 5, 1967

Dear Student:
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You were chosen among the freshmen women entering during the
fall of 1967 to provide some information for a study on issues around
which dating decisions are made.

Please come to Fields Dining Room at the East end on Saturday,
October 14, at 10 o'clock a.m. Approximately one hour of your time
will be needed to mark the check sheets.

Please clip the form at the bottom of the page and return it in
the attached self-addressed envelope through campus mail by October
11.

To participate in this study should be an interesting experience
since it is under the direction of Dr. Lester Kirkendall, a nationally
known authority on interpersonal relationships and dating. Your help
will be greatly valued.

Sincerely,

Helen Thun Hartness
Associate Professor of Education

Name:

Date: October 14, 1967

Place: Fields Dining Room

Time: 10 a.m.

I will participate

I cannot participate
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS ABOUT A STUDY ON
DATING DECISION MAKING

My name is Helen Hartness. I am a member of the Education Depart-
ment at our College. I am also working on my doctorate in the Depart-
ment of Family Life at Oregon State University. The study I am
undertaking is part of the work required of me by the University. The
title of my study is: "A Comparison of Dating Decisions Made by
Selected Freshmen Women During Their Freshmen Year in College
and Their Senior Year in High School."

I am inviting you to participate with me in this study and to contribute
some vital information.

There is a great deal of information in textbooks, periodicals, and
popular literature about problems, in my study called issues, that
arise during a dating relationship. We need to know more about the
kinds of issues that arise most often during random and steady dating
that require an individual to make a decision. We need answers to
questions such as: (1) who or what influences the kind of decision
made, (2) factors that are considered in the kind of decision made,
(3) who raised the issue requiring a decision, and (4) what kind of de-
cision was finally made around a certain issue.

Your cooperation in providing this information will make a valuable
contribution to those who serve as counselors in schools, colleges,
and youth organizations and to parents. The findings of this study may
be of great value to education, to psychology, and to other young
people.

Since some of the information is personal, the check sheets will be
answered anonymously. You will not be asked to sign your name and
no one will know how you as an individual answered. To insure this
anonymity, your responses will be recorded by a code number. It is
only if you answer honestly and accurately that this study can be of
value.

There are two tasks you will be asked to perform. These are:
1. Fill out each check sheet on issues around which dating de-

cisions were made while random and steady dating during
your senior year in high school.

2. Fill our a Personal Data Inventory Schedule regarding your-
self, your parents, and your family relationships.

Your cooperation and help will be greatly appreciated.



October 11, 1967

Dear R.A.:
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On your floor there are freshmen women who have been invited
to participate in a study involving decision making on issues in a
dating relationship.

These women have been asked to come to Fields Dining Room at
the East end on Saturday, October 14, at 10 a.m., where the study
will be conducted. Also, they have been asked to return a slip indi-
cating that they will participate at the above stated time.

On Friday, would you be kind enough to remind those women
who have been selected for the study to come to Fields Dining Room
even though they may have neglected to send in the slip of acknowledge-
ment?

The results of this study may prove to be of unusual value to
high school and college counselors. Since you are a student counselor
in training, I'm sure you are well aware of the need for studies in the
area of decision-making regarding issues that arise during dating.

I am enclosing copies of the material I've sent to those freshmen
women selected for the study so you may be fully informed as you en-
courage them to participate.

Your help will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Helen Thun Hartness
Associate Professor of Education

ke

encl.
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October 19, 1967

Last week you received an invitation to participate on Saturday morn-
ing, October 14, in a study on dating. Many students informed me of
a conflict of activities, and I am aware that for others unexpected
events arose.

Therefore, I have arranged that next week, on any one of three
evenings, the check sheet can be completed. It is not necessary for
you to inform any one in advance of the time you choose. Times and
places are:

Copeland Hall, A Wing study room - Tuesday, Oct. 24, 6: 30-
7: 30 p. m.

Ponderosa Study Room - Wednesday, October 25, 6: 30- 7:30
p. m.

Stewart Hall recreation room, Thursday, October 26, 6:30-
7: 30 p. m.

Your personal response is needed to fulfill a selected sampling ratio.
It will not take more than one hour of your time and probably less.
On Saturday, many students completed the check sheet in one-half
hour. To insure your anonymity, names will not be used.

Please bring a pencil or pen.

Your effort and time given to this study are greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Helen Thun Hartness
Associate Professor of Education



April 4, 1968

Dear
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Last October you participated in a study on issues around which
dating decisions were made in a dating relationship during the senior
year in high school. In order for me to complete this study it is
necessary that you respond to another check sheet. Your personal
response is imperative in order to fulfill the selected sample ratio.

Therefore, I have arranged that next week, on the following
evenings, the check sheet can be completed. The places and times
are:

Copeland, Akin, Odell - Templeton Commons, Dining Rooms 3 and 4,
Tuesday, April 9, 6: 15-7: 00 p. m.

Forest and Stewart - Templeton Commons, Dining Rooms 3 and 4,
Wednesday, April 10, 6:15 -7: 00 p. m.

Please come on the night indicated for your dorm; however, if
it is impossible to participate on that evening, select the other one.
You will need to bring a pencil.

To insure your anonymity, your responses will be recorded by
a code number.

Since the validity of my doctoral research study depends on each
individual responding, your effort and time given to this study are
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Helen Thun Hartness
Associate Professor of Education



April 22, 1968

Dear
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Last week you received a letter inviting you to participate in my study
on dating decision making in a dating relationship during the freshman
year in college. Since you were unable to attend at the time desig-
nated, I have arranged for two other evenings when you can participate:

Wednesday, April 24, at 6: 15 in the Student Center, Dining
rooms 3 and 4

Thursday, April 25, at 6:15 in the Student Center, Dining
rooms 3 and 4

In order to complete my study, it is imperative that those who partici-
pated in October do so again, even though there has been no dating
during the past six months. It will not take more than 45 minutes of
your time. You will need to bring a pencil.

Your concern and interest in this study will be greatly appreciated,
since the validity of my doctoral research study depends upon each
individual's response.

Sincerely,

Helen Thun Hartness
Associate Professor of Education
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APPENDIX B

PERSONAL DATA INVENTORY
TABLES - BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
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Code Number

PERSONAL DATA INVENTORY

This Personal Data Inventory lists background factors which

may have influenced your dating behavior. It is important that you

record your own opinion about these things, not what you think other

people think.

Your cooperation in providing information for this study will

assist counselors to help other young people with their dating prob-

lems.

Your answers will be kept strictly confidential. No one will

know how you as an individual responded. A number has been placed

on your data inventory to allow the researcher to match this data in-

ventory with the check sheet you are about to fill out. When you have

completed the Personal Data Inventory and the Dating-Decision Check

Sheet, fold the papers together, secure with the provided rubber

band, and place the package in the box near the door as you leave.

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON ANY PART OF THIS DATA

INVENTORY.

Thank you for your time and consideration.



What is your age?

PERSONAL DATA INVENTORY

Code Number

Race
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Directions: Whenever there are choices to make, please circle;
whenever there are blanks to be filled, write in or mark
an "X".

A. Family Constellations

1. Marital status of biological parents

living together
separated
other arrangements

2. What adults have you lived with most of your life?

biological mother and father
mother and stepfather
father and stepmother
father only
mother only
foster parents
other (please specify)

3. If any major changes occurred in your living arrangements,
at what age did it occur?

4. Number of

older sisters
younger sisters
older brothers
younger brothers
only child
other (please specify)

B. Socio-economic Factors

1. Father's occupation (be specific about the position he holds,
e.g. , high school teacher, foreman in a factory, carpenter,
doctor, etc. )
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2. Mother's occupation (be specific, e.g. , homemaker, elemen-

tary teacher, nurse, saleslady, secretary, etc.)

3. What is the approximate annual income of your parental
family?

4. Education: Circle the highest grade completed.

Grade High
School School College Highest Degree Held

Father 45678 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 Masters Doctorate
Mother 45678 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 Masters Doctorate

C. Religious Factors

1. What is

Your Mother's Father's
religion religion religion

Catholic
Protestant e. g. , Baptist,
Methodist, Episcopalian, etc.
Jewish
None
Others (please specify)

2. How devout or intensely religious do you consider yourself
to be? (Use the word "devout" to mean taking part in private
devotion and public worship).

devout
not especially devout
not devout at all

3. How many times in the last six months have you attended
church or synagogue? times.

D. Interpersonal Family Relationships

1. How would you rate your parents' happiness in marriage
most of the time?

very happy quite unhappy
quite happy very unhappy
mixed feelings, both happy and unhappy
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2. How would you rate your own happiness most of the time as

you grew up in your home?

very happy quite unhappy
quite happy very unhappy
mixed feelings, both happy and unhappy

3. While you were growing up in your home, how did you feel
most of the time about the relationship you had with your

Mother Father Sisters Brothers
very happy and very
satisfied
mixed feelings; some
aspects good, others
poor
unhappy and dissatis-
fied
very unhappy and very
dissatisfied

4. How would you describe the interaction between your father
and mother in the home? (Please check one)

mother was definitely the dominant one
mother tended to be dominant
it was about 50-50
father tended to be the dominant one
father was definitely the dominant one
I was too young to remember when the home was
broken

5. How would you describe the kind of discipline you experi-
enced as a child in your home?

Mother Father

very strict
strict
neither strict nor lenient
lenient
very lenient

6. Which parent was the stricter?

mother father
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E. Peer Relationships

1. During your adolescence how do you (or did you) feel with
reference to your popularity, your reputation and influence

with boy- with girl- in your
friends friends community

very satisfied
quite satisfied
mixed feelings;
neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied
quite dissatisfied
very dissatisfied

2. At what age did you start to date?
At what age did you first go steady?
At what age did you first become pinned?
At what age did you first become engaged?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND CONSIDERATION.
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

General Characteristics

Table 1

Frequency
Age: 17 14

18 64
78

Race: Caucasian 78
Year in College: All Freshmen 78

Family Constellations

Table 2
Parent-Child Family Living

Intact Family
Broken Family

70
8

78

Table 3
Number of Siblings

Older Sisters 26
Younger Sisters 30
Older Brothers 22
Younger Brothers 31
Only Child 8

Socio-economic Factors

Table 4
Combined Family Incomes of Subjects' Parents

$ 1,000 - 5,000 1

6,000 - 11,000 18
12,000 - 17,000 18
18,000 - 23,000 11
24,000 - 29,000 4
30,000 - 35,000 2

36,000 - up 6

No responses 18
78
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Table 5
Mothers' Occupations (Based on Hollingshead, 1957)

Occupation Frequency

Professionals 0

Lesser profess ionals 19
Homemakers 41
Clerical, sales and technicians 13
Skilled manual employee 1

Semi-skilled 2

Unknown 2

78

Table 6
Mothers' Education (Based on Hollingshead, 1957)

Education Frequency

Graduate professional training 9
Standard college or university graduate 33
Partial college training 15
High school graduates 12
Partial high school 4
Junior high school 1

Less than seven years 0

Unknown 4
78

Table 7
Occupation of Head of House

(Based on Hollingshead, 1957)

Occupation Frequency

Higher executives, major professionals 38
Business managers, lesser professions 14
Administrative personnel, minor

profess ions 13
Clerical, technicians, owners of small

business 8

Skilled manual employees 3

Machine operators, semi-skilled employees 0

Unskilled employees 0

Unknown
78
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Table 8
Education of Head of House

Education Frequency

Graduate professional training 23
Standard college or university graduate 31
Partial college training 12
High school graduate 7

Partial high school 2

Junior high school 1

Less than seven years 0

No response 2

78

Table 9
Distribution of the Sample by Social Class Position

Social Class Number in Each Class Percents in Each Class
I 37 46

II 9 12
III 20 26
IV 9 12
V 0 0

X 3 4
78 100

Religious Factors

Table 10
Religious Preference of Subjects and Their Parents

R eligion Subject Mother Father

Catholic 3 3 0

Protestant 69 69 78
Jewish 0 0 0

None 6 6 0

Other 0 0 0

78 78 78
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Table 10
Degrees of Religious Devoutness of Subjects

Devoutness

Very devout
Not especially devout
Not devout at all

Frequency

35
27
16
78

Interpersonal Family Relationships

Table 12
Degrees of Parents' Happiness in Marriage

Happiness Frequency

Very happy 42
Quite happy 15
Both happy and unhappy 12
Quite unhappy 5

Very unhappy 4
78

Table 13
Degrees of Subjects' Happiness in Home

Happiness Frequency

Very happy 40
Quite happy 14
Both happy and unhappy 23
Quite unhappy 1

Very unhappy 0

78

Table 14
Mother-Father Dominance in Homes

Parent Frequency

Mother 18
50-50 25
Father 31
Too young to remember 4

78
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Table 15
Parent Strictness

Parent Frequency

Mother 41
Father 37

78

Peer Relationships

Table 16

Age Dating Began Age First Went Steady
Age Frequency Age Frequency
12 1 13 3

13 9 14 5

14 20 15 13
15 21 16 15
16 18 17 7
17 9 18 2

78 never 3

no response 30
78
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APPENDIX C

DECISION-MAKING CHECK SHEET

DECISION-MAKING CHECK SHEET AS
USED FOR ANALYSIS OF DATA

SUMMARY TABLES OF RESPONSES
FROM DECISION-MAKING CHECK SHEET



Code Number
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DATING-DECISION CHECK-SHEET

This is a check sheet dealing with dating-decisions you made

during the past six months of your Freshman year in college. These

decisions might arise either in random or steady dating. The buff

colored sheets are for random dating decisions. The white sheets are

for steady dating decisions. On each buff sheet there is a definition

for random dating and dating decision. On each white sheet there is a

definition for steady dating and dating-decision. These definitions will

help you to determine the kind of dating relationships you had with a

particular boy when an issue arose that required a decision. Begin by

reading the definitions carefully. If you do not understand, raise your

hand, and the person in charge will help you individually.

Each check sheet has several columns of issues which you may

or may not have encountered during random or steady dating. On the

left side, there is a list of persons, factors, and conditions that may

have influenced you in making a decision on a given issue. After de-

ciding who or what influenced the decision you made on a given issue,

place an X in the space provided under the issue that required a de-

cision. Check all other items in this column in the same manner.

Please do not write an explanation in any of the spaces in any column.

Respond frankly and honestly to all items.
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When you have completed the check sheets please place them

with your Interpersonal Value answer sheet, fold all papers together,

secure w..,h the provided rubber band, and place the package in the

box near the door as you leave.

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON ANY PART OF THE CHECK

SHEET.

Your time and help are sincerely appreciated.



ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE

CODE NUMBER

DIFFERENCES

Random dating involves dating one person one or more times, or several persons simultaneously, without any permanent commitment to
later dating, either party being free to terminate the relationship at any point. A dating decision involves a situation in which you
clearly remember that you had to choose between two or more alternatives which were clear enough so that you can state what the
choices were.

Age Religious Racial Socio- Education

Who or What Influenced the Differ- Differ Differ- Economic Differ-

Decisions Made ences ences ences Differences ences

Other

FAMILY

Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
A relative
SCHOOL
A school friend - girl
A school friend - boy
A school counselor
A teacher - woman
A teacher - man
OTHER PERSONS OR PROCEDURES
An adult friend
By talking it over with my date
A minister
A physician
Head resident or student counselor in a

house or dormitory
Worked it out by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CONSIDERED
Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my boyfriend

would think
Concern about what my father would think
Concern about what my mother would think
Possible outcomes which would cause the

relationship to terminate
Would hurt my physically
Would hurt me emotionally
My responsibility to society
Any other factors
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE REQUIRING

A DECISION
I did
My date did
My parents did
School authorities did

Just arose out of dating relationship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
I agreed with what my date wanted
My date agreed with what I wanted
There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH WHOM YOU

MADE A DECISION



ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE

CODE NUMBER

1

DIFFERENCES

Steady dating involves an exclusive relationship with an individual. Such a dating relationship would include a clear understanding that
it is an exclusive relationship, and that at least two weeks of exclusive dating had been experienced. A dating decision involves a
situation in which you clearly remember that you had to choose between two or more alternatives which were clear enough so that
you can state what the choices were.

Age Religous Racial Socio- Education Othe....... ,,, ...............,...,,--
Decisions Made

Differ- Differ- Differ- Economic Differ-
ences ences ences Differences ences

FAMILY
Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
A relative
SCHOOL

A school friend- girl
A school friend- boy
A school counselor
A teacher- woman
A teacher- man
OTHER PERSONS OR PROCEDURES
An adult friend
By talking it over with my date
A minister
A physician
Head resident or student counselor in a

house or dormitory
Worked it out by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of my friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CONSIDERED
Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my boyfriend

would think
Concern about what my father would think ...
Concern about what any mother would think
Possible outcomes which would cause the

relationship to terminate
Would hurt me physically
Would hurt me emotionally
My responsibility to society
Any other factors
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE REQUIRING

A DECISION
I did
My date did
My parents did
School authorities did
Just arose out of dating relationship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
I agreed with what any date wanted
My date agreed with what I wanted
There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH WHOM YOU

MADE A DECISION



ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE

CODE NUMBER

1L3

USE OF ALCOHOL AND DRUGS

Random dating involves dating one person once or more times, or several persons simultaneously, without any permanent
commitment to later dating, either party being free to terminate the relationship at any point. A dating decision involves
a situation in which you clearly remember that you had to choose between two or more alternatives which were clear
enough so that you can state what the choices were.

Who or What Influenced the
Decisions Made

Use of Beer or Other
Alcohol Beverages Use of Marijuana Use of LSD or other Drugs

FAMILY
Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
A relative
SCHOOL

A school friend -__girl
A school friend - boy
A school counselor
A teacher - woman
A teacher - man
OTHER PERSONS OR PROCEDURES
An adult friend
By talking it over with my date
A minister
A physician
Head resident or student counselor

in a house or dormitory
Worked it our by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of my friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CONSIDERED
Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my boyfriend would think
Concern about what my father would think
Concern about what my mother would think
Possibles outcomes which would cause the
relationship to terminate

Would hurt me physically
Would hurt me emotionally
My responsibility to society
Any other factors
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE REQUIRING

A DECISION
I did
My date did
My parents did
School authorities did
Just arose out of dating relationship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
I agreed with what my date wanted
My date agreed with what I wanted
There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH WHOM YOU

MADE A DECISION



ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE

CODE NUMBER

124

USE OF ALCOHOL AND DRUGS

Steady dating involves an exclusive relationship with an individual, Such a dating relationship would include a clear
understanding that it is an exclusive relationship, and that at least two weeks of exclusive dating had been experienced,
A dating decision involves a situation in which you clearly remember that you had to choose between two or more alterna-
tives which were clear enough so that you can state what the choices were,

Who or What Influenced the Use of Beer or Other

FAMILY

Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
A relative
SCHOOL

A school friend - girl
A school friend - boy
A school counselor
A teacher-woman
A teacher-man
OTHER PERSONS OR PROCEDURES
An adult friend
By talking it over with my date
A minister
A physician
Head resident or student counselor in

a house or dormitory
Worked it out by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of my friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CONSIDERED
Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my boyfriend would think
Concern about what my father would think
Concern about what my mother would think
Possible outcomes which would cause the

relationship to terminate
Would hurt me physically
Would hurt use emotionally
My responsibility to society
Any other factors
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE REQUIRING

A DECISION
I did
My date did
My parents did
School authorities did
Just arose out of dating relationship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
I agreed with what my date wanted
My date agreed with what I wanted
There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH WHOM YOU

MADE A DECISION



ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE 125

CODE NUMBER

PHYSICAL EXPRESSIONS

Random dating involves dating one person once or more times, or several persons simultaneously, without any permanent

commitment to later dating, either party being free to terminate the relationship at any point, A dating decision in-

volves a situation in which you clearly remember that you had to choose between two or more alternatives which were

clear enough so that you can state what the choices were,

Who or What Influenced
the Decisions Mad

Kissing, Hugging,
Body acin

Light Petting (Kissing,
Embracing, Touching
Breasts Outside Clothii

Heavy Petting (Kissing,
Embracing, Touching Un-
clothed Breasts and
Genitals

Having
Sexual
Intercourse

FAMILY

Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
A relative
SCHOOL
A school friend - girl
A school friend - boy
A school counselor
A teacher - woman
A teacher -man
OTHER PERSONS OR PRO-

CEDURES
An adult friend
By talking it over with my date
A minister
A physician
Head resident or student coun-

selor in a house or dormitory
Worked it out by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of my friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CON-

SIDERED
Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my boy-

friend would think
Concern about what my

father would think
Concern about what my

mother would think
Possible outcomes which would

cause the relationship to
terminate

Would hurt or physically
Would hurt me emotionally
My responsibility to society
Any other factors
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE

REQUIRING A DECISION

I did
My date did
My parents did
School authorities did
Just arose out of dating relation-

ship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE

I agreed with what my date
wanted

My date agreed with what I
wanted

There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH
WHOM YOU MADE A DECISION



ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE 1 26

CODE NUMBER

PHYSICAL EXPRESSIONS

Steady dating involves an exclusive relationship with an individual. Such a dating relationship would include a clear under-
standing that it is an exclusive relationship, and that at least two weeks of exclusive dating had been experienced. A
dating decision involves a situation in which you clearly remember that you had to choose between two or more alternatives
which were clear enough so that you can state what the choices were.

Who or What Influenced Kissing, Hugging,
Light Petting (Kissing,
Embracing, Touching

Heavy Petting (Kissing,
Embracing, Touching Un-
clothed Breasts and

Having
Sexual In-

FAMILY

Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
A relative
SCHOOL

A school friend - girl
A school friend - boy
A school counselor
A teacher - woman
A teacher - man
OTHER PERSONS OR PRO-

CEDURES

An adult friend
By talking it over with my date
A minister
A physician
Head resident or student coun-

selor in a house or dormitory
Worked it out by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of my friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CON-

SIDERED

Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my boy-

friend would think
Concern about what my

father would think
Concern about what my

mother would think
Possible outcomes which would

cause the relationship to
term inate

Would hurt me physically
Would hurt me emotionally
My responsibility to society
Any other factors
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE

REQUIRING A DECISION
I did
MY date did
My parents did
School authorities did
Just arose out of dating relation-

ship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
I agreed with what my date

wanted
My date agreed with what I

wanted
There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH

WHOM YOU MADE A DECISION



ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE

CODE NUMBER

I L7

OTHERS

Random dating involves dating one person once or more times, or several persons simultaneously, without any permanent
commitment to later dating, either party being free to terminate the relationship at any point. A dating decision involves
a situation in which you clearly remember that you had to choose between two or more alternatives which were clear
enough so that you can state what the choices were,

Staying Away From Home
Who or What Influenced the Use of or College Residence To become To be
Decisions Made Contraceptive Overnight with Boyfriend Engaged Married

Other Issue

FAMILY
Mother
Father
Sister
Brother
A Relative
SCHOOL

A school friend - girl
A school friend - boy
A school counselor
A teacher - woman
A teacher - man
OTHER PERSONS OR PROCEDURES
An adult friend
By talking it over with my date
A minister
A physician
Head resident or student counselor

in a house or dormitory
Worked it out by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of my friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CONSIDERED
Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my boyfriend

would think
Concern about what my father would think
Concern about what my mother would think
Possible outcomes which would cause the

relationship to terminate
Would hurt me physically
Would hurt me emotionally
My responsibility to society
Any other factors
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE REQUIRING

A DECISION
I did
My date did
My parents did
School authorities did
Just arose out of dating relationship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
I agreed with what my date wanted
My date agreed with what I wanted
There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH WHOM

YOU MADE A DECISION



ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE

CODE NUMBER

128

OTHERS

Steady dating involves an exclusive relationship with an individual. Such a dating relationship would include :1 Omar under-
standing that it is an exclusive relationship, and that at least two weeks of exclusive dating had been experienced, A
dating decision involves a situation in which you clearly remember that you had to choose between two or more alternatives
which were clear enough so that you can state what the choices were,

Who or What Influenced the Use of
Staying Away From Home
or College Residence To become To he Other Issues

Decisions Made Contraceptive Overnight with Boyfriend Engaged Marricd

FAMILY
Mother
Father
ti,stor

Brother
A relative
SCHOOL
A school friend - girl
A school friend - boy
A school counselor
A teacher - woman
A teacher - man
OTHER PERSONS OR PROCEDURES
An adult friend
By talking it over with my date
A minister
A physician
Head resident or student counselor

in a house or dormitory
Worked it out by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of my friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CONSIDERED
Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my boyfriend

would think
Concern about hat my father ould think
Concern about what my mother would think
Possible outcomes which would cause the

relationship to terminate
Would hurt me physically
Would hurt me emotionally
My responsibility to society
Any other factors
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE REQUIRING A

DECISION

I did
My date did
My parents did
School authorities did
Just arose out of dating relationship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
I agreed with what my date wanted
My date agreed with what I wanted
There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH WHOM

YOU MADE A DECISION



1 L')

ISSUES AROUND WHICH DATING DECISIONS WERE MADE

Variables as Combined Under Headings for Statistical
Analysis.

Who or What Influenced the Decisions Made Persons Utilized in Decision Making

FAMILY
Mother

FAMILY
Mother

Father Father
Sister Sister
Brother Brother
A relative
SCHOOL

A school friend- girl
NON-FAMILY
A school friend - girl

A school friend - boy A school friend - boy
A school counselor
A teacher - woman School personnel
A teacher - man
OTHER PERSONS OR PROCEDURES
An adult friend An adult friend
By talking it over with my date By talking it over with my date
A minister A minister
A physician A physician

Head resident or student counselor in a
house or dormitory

Worked it out by myself Worked it out by myself
Worked it out through reading
A friend my own age
A group of my friends
FACTORS I KNOW I CONSIDERED
Effect on my reputation

FACTORS I KNOW I CONSIDERED
Personal

Concern about what my boyfriend would think Effect on my reputation
Concern about what my father would think What my boyfriend would think
Concern about what my mother would think What my girlfriend would think
Possible outcomes which would cause the relationship

to terminate
Would hurt me physically
Would hurt me emotionally

Would hurt me physically My responsibility to society
Would hurt me emotionally Parental
My responsibility to society What my father would think
Any other factors What my mother would think
WHO RAISED THE ISSUE REQUIRING A DECISION
I did
My date did
My parents did
School authorities did
Just arose out of dating relationship
A group of my friends
WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
I agreed with what my date wanted

WHAT DECISION WAS MADE
He and I agreed

My date agreed with what I wanted
There was a compromise There was a compromise
We worked out a new solution We worked out a new solution
The relationship was discontinued Relationship was discontinued
NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH WHOM YOU MADE

A DECISION
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Table 1. Frequency of Responses to Family and Non-Family Persons Utilized in Decision-Making
Around Selected Issues While Random and Steady Dating.

Issue Category
Background Differences

Persons
Utilized

Age Religion Race Socio-
Economic

Education

R S R S R S R S R S

FAMILY

Mother 8 4 5 5 5 3 5 4 2 4
Father 3 2 4 6 6 3 4 S 3 7
Sister 2 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 2
Brother 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

NON-FAMILY
School friend - girl 11 4 3 2 5 3 3 2 0 2
School friend - boy 2 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
School personnel 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 2
An adult friend 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

My date 7 6 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 5
Minister 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 0 0
Physician 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Worked it out

myself 15 5 9 5 9 2 11 4 6 4

R = Random
S = Steady



Table 1 Continued.

Issue Category
Use of Alcohol and Drugs

Persons Utilized

Alcohol Marijuana
LSD and
Other Drugs

FAMILY

Mother 26 11 6 5 2 2
Father 17 9 3 7 4 4
Sister 2 2 1 3 0 1

Brother 4 2 3 2 0 1

NON-FAMILY
School friend - girl 22 5 7 4 1 0
School friend - boy 10 4 6 3 1 1

School personnel 3 4 3 3 3 2

An adult friend 2 1 2 3 1 1

My date 14 13 8 8 0 2

Minister 2 1 1 1 2 1

Physician 0 0 0 0 0 0
Worked it out myself 37 8 14 6 4 2

R = Random
S = Steady
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Table 1 Continued.
Issue Category

Physical Expressions

132

Persons
Utilized

Kissing
Light

Petting
Heavy
Petting

Sexual
Intercourse

FAMILY

Mother 9 8 7 6 3 8 6 7
Father 4 6 5 4 1 3 4 5
Sister 3 2 2 1 0 0 0 1

Brother 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

NON-FAMILY
School friend - girl 6 3 7 2 5 4 3 4
School friend - boy 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 2
School personnel 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1

An adult friend 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
My date 7 10 8 14 6 19 8 16
Minister 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 1

Physician 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Worked it out myself 29 9 26 12 16 12 9 8

R = Random
S = Steady



Table 1 Continued.
Issue Category

Other Issues

133

Persons
Utilized

Use of Contraceptives Staying Overnight with Boyfriend

R S R S

FAMILY

Mother 1 3 6 4
Father 0 2 4 5
Sister 0 1 1 1

Brother 0 0 0 0

NON-FAMILY
School friend - girl 4 3 5 6
School friend - boy 0 1 2 1

School persomiel 0 1 0 2
An adult friend 0 0 0 0
My date 3 9 11 14
Minister 0 0 0 0
Physician 1 2 0 0
Worked it out myself 3 5 10 10

R = Random
S = Steady
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Table 2. Frequency of Responses to Factors Considered During Decision-Making While Random and
Steady Dating.

Issue Category
Background Differences

Factors I Know
I Considered

Age Religion Race
Socio-

Economic Education

R S R S

Effect on my
reputation 8 3 1 0 1 3 0 2 0 3

What my boyfriend
would think 3 2 2 3 1 1 2 3 1 4

What my father
would think 3 2 6 3 7 3 4 3 1 5

What my mother
would think 3 2 5 5 6 3 4 4 1 5

Would hurt me
physically 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 1 0 0

Would hurt me
emotionally 8 4 3 1 3 2 3 2 1 2

My responsibility
to society 1 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 1 0

R = Random
S = Steady

Issue Category
Use of Alcohol and Drugs

Factors I Know I Considered

Alcohol Marijuana
LSD and

Other Drugs

Effect on my reputation 28 9 9 4 3 2
What my boyfriend would think 27 13 7 6 3 3
What my father would think 21 9 12 5 4 2
What my mother would think 20 8 9 4 2 1

Would hurt me physically 9 9 9 7 4 4
Would hurt me emotionally 8 5 10 5 3 3

My responsibility to society 8 5 7 2 2 1

R = Random
S = Steady



Table 2 Continued,

Issue Category
Physical Expressions

135

Kissing
Light

Petting
Heavy
Petting

Sexual
Intercourse

Factors I Know I Considered R S R S R S R S

Effect on my reputation 13 7 15 10 10 10 9 8
What my boyfriend would think 15 12 20 14 14 16 11 10
What my father would think 1 3 4 5 1 4 5 8
What my mother would think 1 4 4 4 1 4 7 9
Would hurt me physically 1 3 2 4 3 8 6 8

Would hurt me emotionally 16 8 13 5 8 15 10 13
My responsibility to society 1 3 0 2 1 2 2 3

R = Random
S = Steady

Issue Category
Other Sources

Factors I Know I Considered

Use of Contraceptives Staying Overnight with Boyfriend

R 3-- R

Effect on my reputation 4 3 12 10
What my boyfriend would think 3 5 8 6
What my father would think 2 2 7 10
What my mother would think 2 3 7 9
Would hurt me physically 2 2 3 2
Would hurt me emotionally 1 4 4 8
My responsibility to society 1 1 1 3

R = Random
S = Steady
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Table 3. Frequency of Responses to Decisions Made Around Selected Issues While Random and
Steady Dating,

Issue Category
Background Differences

What Decision
Was Made

I agreed with what
my date wanted

My date agreed
with what I wanted

There was a com-
promise

We worked out a
new solution

The, relationship
was discontinued

Age Religion Race
Socio-

Economic Education

5 3 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 1

1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 4

8 7 4 7 6 1 4 6 2 4

2 0 3 0 3 2 1 0 3 1

13 0 2 2 6 1 4 1 2 2

R = Random
S = Steady

Issue Category
Use of Alcohol and Drugs

What Decision Was Made

Alcohol Marijuana
LSD and

Other Drugs

I agreed with what my date 'wanted 18 10 3 7 0 1

My date agreed with what I wanted 25 10 10 8 4 4
There was a compromise 13 9 1 3 0 1

We worked out a new solution 2 2 4 1 1 1

The relationship was discontinued 6 0 3 0 2 0

R = Random
S = Steady



Table 3 Continued,

Issue Category
Physical Expressions

137

What Decision Was Made

Kissing
Light

Petting
Heavy

Petting
Sexual

Intercourse

I agreed with what my date wanted 10 4 9 7 8 9 5 8
My date agreed with what I wanted 11 6 11 7 5 8 8 12
There was a compromise 12 14 14 15 7 11 5 7
We worked out a new solution 5 3 7 5 3 9 2 4
The relationship was discontinued 8 2 5 0 4 0 6 2

R = Random
S = Steady

Issue Category
Other Issues

Use of Contraceptives Staying Overnight with Boyfriend

What Decision Was Made R S R S

I agreed with what my date wanted 1 2 4 5

My date agreed with what I wanted 6 6 7 7
There was a compromise 4 5 9 10
We worked out a new solution 1 2 2 2

The relationship was discontinued 1 0 3 0

R = Random
S = Steady


