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CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND FOR THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The past two decades have seen a growing body of research on vari-

ous aspects of dating relationships in American society. Some of the 

aspects of dating systematically studied include the age at which 

1 2 dating ordinarily begins, traits desired in dates and mates, and 

3 levels of sexual involvement. In several areas, enough data have been 

assembled to permit generalizations to be made with some confidence. 

1Robert R. Bell and Leonard Blumberg, "Courtship Intimacy and Re­
ligious Background," Marriage and Family Living XXI (1959), pp. 356-360; 
and Samuel H. Lowrie, "Early and Late Dating: Some Conditions Asso­
ciated with Them," Marriage and Family Living, XXII (1961), pp. 284-
291. 

2 Robert O. Blood, Jr., "A Retest of Waller's Dating Complex,"~ 
riage and Family Living, XVII (1955), pp. 41-47; Harold T. Christensen, 
"Dating Behavior as Evaluated by High School Students," American Jour­
nal of Sociology, LVII (1952), pp. 580-586; Lester E. Hewitt, "Student 
Perceptions of Traits Desired in Themselves as Dating and Marriage 
Partners," Marriage and Family Living, XX (1958), pp. 344-349; Eleanor 
Smith and J. H. G. Monane, "Courtship Values in a Youth Sample," Amer­
ican Sociological Review, XVIII (1953), pp. 635-640. 

3There is a rather extensive body of literature dealing with pre­
marital sexual involvement. For representative examples see Dorothy D. 
Bromley and Florence H. Britten, Youth and Sex: A Study of 1300 College 
Students (New York, 1938); W. Ehrmann, Premarital Dating Behavior 
(New York, 1959); L.A. Kirkendall, Premarital Intercourse and Inter­
personal Relationships (New York, 1961); and Ira L. Reiss, ~marital 
Sexual Standards in America (Glencoe, Illinois, 1960). 

1 
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A great deal of this research on dating relationships has been 

stimulated, either directly or indirectly, by Willard Waller's early 

analyses of dating and courtship. Waller had the fortune--or misfor-

tune--to write before much family research had developed and was not 

hampered by having to check his analyses against empirical data. More-

over, he wrote in a provocative style that encouraged others to take 

issue with him. Many have disputed his ideas. Others have sought to 

test, empirically, various aspects of his descriptions of the dyqamics 

of dating and courtship. The present study is one such attempt. 

Waller's Analyses of the Rating and Dating 
Complex and Idealization in Courtship 

In his classic paper on "The Dating and Rating Complex"4 and sub­

s sequently in his original text on the family, Waller gave theoretical 

substance to the notions of a rating complex, the hierarchy of values 

governing campus dating, and the emergence of courtship behavior based 

upon mutually reinforcing idealization of each partner by the other. 

These notions were based on observations made by Waller at Pennsylvania 

State University during the 1930's, and particularly on his observa-

tions of dating patterns within the context of the sorority-fraternity 

system there. 

Although Waller viewed both dating and courtship as competitive 

processes, he saw them as being governed by quite different norms and 

4willard Waller, "The Rating and Dating Complex," American Sociol­
ogical Review, II (1937), pp. 727-734. 

5 Willard Waller, The Family: ~ Dynamic Interpretation (New York, 
1938). 
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values. Dating was referred to as a period of institutionalized dal-

liance and heterosexual experimentation and was described as aim-

inhibited in that it was not supposed to eventuate in marriage. The 

emergence of aim-inhibited dating was attributed to decay of an older 

moral structure which governed the set of association processes govern-

ing mating. Motivations for engaging in such aim-inhibited relation-

ships, said Waller, were largely dominated by thrill-seeking. What 

thrills were sought varied somewhat by sex with males being inclined 

to seek sexual thrills and females being interested in achieving pres-

tige and status. Because of this difference in motivations, there 

emerged a tendency for each partner in a dating relationship to seek 

the best bargain he or she could get in terms of maximizing rewards 

and minimizing costs. 

Waller maintained that these dating relations were highly com-

petitive and were governed by a cultural complex identified as the 

"rating complex." Like every other process of competition, the rating 

complex determined a distributive order with the result that indivi-

duals in each sex group are differentially ranked in terms of their 

desirability as dates. 6 An individual's rank in the distributive 

order was largely determined by a configuration of campus values which 

has been described as being composed of competitive-materialistic 

criteria. 7 

The most desirable male dates, those who ranked high on the scale 

6waller, "The Rating and Dating Complex," p. 731. 

7Lee Burchinal, "The Premarital Dyad and Love Involvement," Hand­
book of Marriage and the Family, ed. Harold Christensen (Chicago-;---
1964), p. 632. 



of values, were those who belonged to a high status fraternity, were 

prominent in activities, had plenty of spending money, were well-

dressed and "smooth" in manners and appearance, had a "good line," 

danced well, and had access to a car. Similar traits were used in 

evaluating the desirability of females. Women who rated high were 

those who appeared to be much sought after, had good clothes, and 

danced well. Most importantly, the coed who wished to retain high 

desirability had consistently to date high ranking males. According 

to Waller, this class system or gradient of dating desirability on the 

campus, was clearly recognized and adjusted to by the students them-

8 selves. While recognized and adjusted to, it encouraged unstable 

relationships, bargaining, and exploitation rather than mutual love 

relationships and impeded the usual set of association processes lead-

ing to courtship. 

While Waller drew a conceptual distinction between dating and 

courtship, he saw courtship as emerging from dating behavior with the 

advent of emotional involvement. Although forces work against it, 

then, dating often leads to true courtship "as one or both partners 

succumb to the temptation to become emotionally involved. 119 

When this happens, a pattern of interaction different from that 

characterizing dating ensues. The tendency toward exploitation by 

the partner who is least involved in maintaining the relationship 

eventually leads to the "lover's quarrel." During the "lover's 

8waller, "The Rating and Dating Complex," p. 731. 

9Gerald R. Leslie, The Family in Social Context (New York, 1967), 
p. 358. 

4 



quarrel" open accusation of exploitation is made in an attempt to 

elicit statements of commitment from the less interested partner. 

Resolution of the crisis brings security and greater emotional involve-

ment. The relation moves along at a fairly even keel until the next 

quarrel. True courtship emerges as the dating relationship goes 

through a number of these crises leading to successive redefinitions 

of the relationship in deeper terms. "The mores of dating break down, 

and the behavior of individuals is governed by the older mores of 

10 progressive connnitment." Courtship behavior then proceeds in a 

directional trend based on the "interaction of idealizations" although 

the process may be arrested or broken off at any level. 

A prominent component of courtship behavior, as viewed by Waller, 

is idealization. Idealization is an element essential to romantic 

love and is defined as "the process of building up a complete picture 

of another person in one's own imagination, a picture for which sensory 

data are absent or to which they are definitely contradictory. 1111 One 

builds up an almost completely unreal picture of a person which he 

calls by the same name as a real person, and vainly imagines to be like 

that person, but in fact the only authentic thing in the picture is the 

emotion which one feels toward it. 1112 Such an idealized conception, if 

it is extreme, can often only be created by the suppression or re-

pression of much known truth which is replaced by "more ennobling" 

10waller, "The Rating and Dating Complex," p. 733. 

11 Waller, The Family, p. 200. 

12Ibid. 
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sensory elements" Thus, it is presumed that the individual who has 

fallen in love is somewhat incapable of making a rational and realistic 

assessment of the character and personality traits of the loved one. 

Others, besides Waller, have argued this same thesis. For example, 

Folsom discussed as one of the seven characteristics of the romantic 

complex, "idealization, aesthetic appreciation, and worship, • . , of 

woman by man, 1113 Folsom went on to say that "love brings with it the 

tendency to idealize the object and to become blind to characteristics 

14 which otherwise would by annoying or disturbing." Hence, the saying 

that love is blind implies that love generates idealization. 

In a penetrating analysis of the process of idealization, Waller 

maintained that idealization, engendered by being in love, is founded 

upon a temporary blocking or frustration of sexual impulses. 

Love of a person is essentially a striving toward her, an 
urge to behave toward her in a certain way. When overt 
expression of this urge is wholly or partially frustrated, 
the tendency expresses itself in imagination; erotic 
phantasy substitutes for erotic behavior. Since phantasy 
is much less effective than the appropriate physical 
behavior as a means of relieving physical tensions there 
must be a great deal of this phantasy and it must occupy 
consciousness almost completely. Since the phantasies of 
most people have little real direction of their own, culture 
enters here to furnish the form and content of the ~hantasies 
which go to make up the preoccupation of the lover. 5 

A lover idealizes his beloved because he strives toward her in 

sexual as well as in other senses. 

13Joseph K. Folsom. "Steps in Love and Courtship," Family, Mar­
riage and Parenthood, eds. Howard Becker and Reuben Hill (Boston, 
1955), p. 223. 

14Ibid. 

15willard Waller, The Family: A Dynamic Interpretation, rev. 
Reuben Hill (New York, 1951), p. 123. 



It is not sufficient to say that he idealizes her because of 
the tendency to over-value the sex-object, although that is, 
in fact, an element in the situation ••• He wants to possess 
her completely both physically and spiritually, which in our 
culture is not possible; balked in this striving, he fills his 
mind with her by imagining things about her. Given the cul­
tural blackings of the sexual impulse, and its associated 
sentiments, idealization arises inevitably. A young man 
idealizes a woman because he has strong passions, because he 
does not know very much about women, particularly the woman 
whom he idealizes, and also because he has been trained to 
idealize.16 

Waller recognized the part played in idealization by the image of 

an ideal mate an individual carries around with him even before he 

falls in love. Each person, he believed, creates an image of an ideal 

mate in answer to his own needs. Such an image is formed on the basis 

7 

of personal experience as well as culturally prescribed ideals, and the 

picture is already present before the individual ever meets his future 

mate. As Reik more recently stated it, the ideal is there ahead of the 

person who will be idealized. 17 The dream calls forth the reality with 

the result that the lover subsequently endows the loved one with all 

the qualities of his constructed imaginary ideal. At this juncture 

sentiment-formation has overcome objectivity. 

It was further held that there exists a tendency toward increasing 

idealization once a relationship is beyond its early stages. This is 

characterized by the "interaction of idealizations" which carries the 

couple in love further and further from contact with reality. At the 

outset of a dating relationship 

A and B see each other without the intervention of any 
screens of idealization other than those produced by 

16Ibid. , p. 120 

17Theodor Reik, A Psychologist Looks at Love (New York, 1944), p. 64.· 



conventional attitudes toward the opposite sex, and by 
a certain irreducible overevaluation of the sex object; 
allowance must also be made for the petty frauds which 
young persons conventionally perpetrate upon one another.18 

As a love relationship develops, each partner begins to display 

only a limited segment of himself in an effort to live up to the image 

he thinks the other has of him. 

A idealizes B, replacing the actual B to a considerable 
extent with a creature of his own imagination ••• Because 
of his idealization of B, he displays to her only a limited 
segment of himself; he puts his best foot forward and has 
his shoes shined beforehand; in her presence he tries to be 
the sort of person who would be a fit companion for the 
sort of person he thinks she is; all of this facilitates 
the idealization of A by B, and Bin turn governs her 
behavior in such a way as to give A a false impression. 19 

It is this "interaction of idealizations," abetted by a mounting 

strain of sexual pressures, which leads to the "cumulative idealiza-

tion of the courtship period." With the development of serious emo-

tional involvement, the individual in love comes to be increasingly 

occupied, at least at the conscious level, with positive aspects of 

his relationship. At the same time, he increasingly loses his ability 

to evaluate objectively the object of his romantic involvement. 

Need for and Problem of the Present Study 

Despite the deep impressions which Waller's ideas have left on 

academicians interested in dating and courtship behavior, relatively 

' few studies have been brought to bear directly on the validity of his 

theses. This may be due to the fact that not only were his 

18 Waller, The Family, 1951, p. 188. 

19Ibid. 

8 
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descriptions based heavily on observatione; made at a single university, 

but they were largely undocumented and often contained inconsisten­

. 20 cies. 

That aspect of his analyses which has perhaps received the .most. 

21 
empirical attention is the rating and dating complex. Evidence from 

studies in this area indicates that the competitive"".materialistic com-

plex described by Waller does not provide a wholly accurate picture of 

dating on college campuses.during the 19SO's and presumably later. 

Empirical data on idealization are much.more scanty. While many 

opinions have been brought to bear on Waller's analysis of idealiza-

tion, most of them critical in tone, questions concerning the factual 

correctness of his description have gone.begging. 

When people fall in love, do they see each other as they really 

are or do they create an unrealistic picture of each other? Do they 

exaggerate and distort·qualities which the loved one has or impute 

desirable qualities .to him or her when in fact they are utterly lack-

ing? Do they deny or repress knowledge of undesirable traits? If 

idealization does/occ1,.1r, what is its extent? Is it extreme, leading 

20one such inconsistency concerns the extent of idealization. 
Waller's discussion depicted a situation of extreme idealization of 
the loved one by the lover. On the other hand, he indicated that many 
persons appear to be aware of the imperfections of those whom they 
love. He recognized the possible extremeness of his interpretation 
and said that, "We must • • • concede .that modern folkways probably 
are tending to m:(.nimize idealization~" Willard Waller,~ Family, 
1938, p. 202. Burgess and Wall.in conclude that, "Despite the signi­
ficance he attaches to idealization in his discussion of modern court­
ship in America, Waller's opinion as to its prevalence is, in the end, 
very uncerta:(.n 9 " Ernest W.Burgess and Paul Wallin, Engagement and. 
Marriage (Chicago, 1953), p. 217. 

21 
See Chapter II, pp. 17-20. 
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to possible harmful effects after marriage; or is.it on],.y moderate? 

What kinds,of conditions.facilitate the. development of idealization? 

Does it increase with incx:easing em.otional involvement, as ,waller said. 

it did, leading to progressive departures from reality? By and large, 

these questions have not .. been answered empirica],ly. 

"Since · the choice of a mate· depends primari:J,.y on. the judgment of 

the,individual man and.woman, ·knowledge of the.influence of idealiza-. 

tion in·th~ formation ·of.the judgment is crucial for a~ understanding 

22 of moder.n marriage." In addition, knowledge of , the process can pro-

vide valuable insights for those studying many aspects of love relation-

ships. For example, many.researches utilize evaluations.of a dating 

or ma.ting part,ner. Whether or not idealization is operative ,and the· 

extent.to which, if any, it is operative may obviously effect any kind 

of evaluative.statement con~erning a loved. one •. Efforts to control 

for such an effect could be made if reliable knowledge on idealization. 

were.available. 

The present study was. designed to explore some of the afore·men-

tioned questions concerning bot~ the,rating and dating complex and 

idealization in romantic love. Firs~, the present investigation will 

attempt.to validate results of previous researches on the hierarchy of 

campus values governing dating and will assess which of.two broad kinds 

of characteristics, personality or competitive-material:i,stic, seem to. 

be.the most important criteri,.a used by.students at Oklahoma·state·Uni-

versity in selecting a potentially serious dating partner.· Sec;ond, 

relationships between idealization, romanticism, and involvement stage 

22 Burgess and Wallin, p. 214 
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will be examined to determine: (a) the degree to which idealization 

occurs in dating and whether·. the tendency to idealize varies with 

dating status; (b) if there is any interaction between.romanticism and 

th~ tenqency to idealize a dating partner; and (c) if there is differ­

ential idealization in relation to personality as opposed to competi­

tive-materialistic characteristics. 



CHAPTER·II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This chapter is devoted to a review of relevant literature, partic~ 

ularly appropriate empirical studies, tQ a critical analysis of the 

contributions.of these studies, and. to a statement of the framework and 

hypotheses of the ·present study. The review of literature will be 

divided into three areas:. (1) s~udies which have sought to determine .. 

the saliency of different values.or traits used in selecting a dating 

or marriage partner; (2) studies which have·dealt with.the influence 

of ideal mate images and idealization processes in mate selection; and 

(3) the·descriptive literature and studies concerning romanticism and 

the romantic complex as this manifests itself.in American soc:f'ilty,.· On 

the basis of this review and the presentation of Waller's.theses in 

the preceding ·· chapter, the . ground will be laid for the current study. 

Campus Values in Dating and Courtship 

A fair amount of.research.has been directed to the.study of young 

peoples' values relative to the choosing of a date or mate. This 

literature, which began accummulating in the early 1940's, provides, 

by and large, considerable consensus on the relative'importanceof 

different characteristics sought.in a date and mate~ the kinds of 

changes .which have occu.rred in differential emphasis on given values, 

12 
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an,d variations.in value emphasis with certa:l.n group :membership charac-

teristics. · Of the total number of stud:i,.es in this area, however, only 

a few can be·construed as having provided a direct test of Waller's 

theses concerning the.rating and dating complex. Data·from the re-

mainder. must. be interpreted i-p, terms ,of indirect· support for,. or re-· 

futation of, Waller's rating complex. Attention .will first be focused 

onthis·latter .type of.research~ 

In an early study by Hill1 at the University of Wisconsin, that 

was.later replicated by McGinnis2 and Hurley,3 students were asked to 

rate the relative importance. of eighteen factors and their desirability 

in a.prospective marriage partner. Factors'judged.by·both sex groups 

to be mQst important.were dependable character, emotional stability 

and maturity, pleasing disposition, mutual attraction, good health, and 

desire .for home life and children. McGinnis' replication of Hill's 

study.again utilized Univers~ty of Wisconsin students; while .Hurley 

studied students. at a. coll~ge on, the West. coast .• The results of these . '· 

two later studies were highly. similar0 to those obtained by Hill fifteen 

years.earlier. In fact; the six most highly rated traits in Hill's 

study also appeared as the.six most highly rated traits in the McGinni1;1 

research, although the order of ranking was slightly different. Only 

1Reuben Hill, "Campus Norms in Mate;Selection," Journal of .Home, 
Economics, XXXVII (1945), pp. 554-558. 

2Robert McGinnis, "Campus.Values in.Mate Selection: A Repeat 
Study, 11 Social Forces, XXXVI (1958), pp. 368-377. 

3As cited in. J. Richard Udry, ~ Social Context of Marriage. (New·. 
Yor.k~ 1966), p. 248. 
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one different trait appeared in the top six in Hurley's.study---refine­

ment and neatness replaced good healt.h. 4 In sum, these studies re""'.'. 

vealed considerable stability over time in the relative desirability of 

values contained·in Hill's original checklist. 

Christemien5 did two studies., one of studen.ts at Brigham Young Uni.,. 

versity and a later one of high school students and of college.students 

at Purdue University. ' Although he used a checklist slightly different 

from that·used by Hill, verbalized patterns of value ,preferences in 

choosing a mate were consistent with .those found by Hill. When ques-

tioned about their preference patterns in choosing a date, it was found 

that patterns were similar to.thos~ stated in terms of choosing a mate 

except that more importance was .attached to certain competitive kinds 

of traits. As _Christensen interpreted these results, 

Mate·choice gives more.stress.to such·things as family-mind­
edness, normal heredity, and homemaking ability, while date 
choice gives greater emphasis to physical attractiveness, 
sociability, and the like.6 

Hewitt, 7 using Christensen's checklist, asked students at Ball 

State.Teacher's College about the importance of the.twenty traits in 

(a) selecting a dating partner.and{b) selecting a marriage partner. 

In ·additiqn, members of.each sex·group judged how important·they 

5Harold T. Christensen, "Dating Behavior as Evaluated by High 
School Students," American Journal of Sociology; LVII (1952), pp. 580-
586; Harold T. Christensen, Marriage Analysis (New York, 1950), pp. 
239-243. 

6christensen, Marriage Analysis, p. 259. 

7Lester E. Hewitt, "Studetit Perceptions of Traits Desired.in Them­
selves as Dating and Marriage Partners," Marriage·and Family Living, 
XX (1958), pp. 344-349. 
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believed most persons of the opposite sex regarded the traits in (a) 

selecting .a dating partner and (b) selecting a marriage partner. 

Hewitt's data confirmed patterns of value preference cited by Christen-

seno It ·was concluded that men and women appear to see~ approximately 

the same traits in dates as in marriage partners even though they do 

express grea,ter importance on many items in choosing someone whom they· 

would marry. Himes8 and Sussman and Yeager 9 also employed Christeq-

sen's checklist but utilized Negro subjects. Their findings were in 

essential agreement with those cited above. 

Still another study reported by Williamson10 in Los Angeles used 

a similar approach but a quite different checklist. Students were 

asked to indicate the importance of fi;mrteen traits. in selecting a 

marital.partner. Traits ranking highest, those that were stated as· 

being of "considerable'' or "greatest'' importance, were making a good 

parent, similarity of interests, enjoyment of home life, and desire for 

children. However, many traits which had rated high in other studies, 

such as emotional stability, being consideratf:?, being dependable, and 

mutual attraction, did not appear in Williamson's.list .of traits. 

The methodology of the above studies all involved preconstructed 

checklists, One of the problems.encountered in attempting to interpret 

8Joseph S, Himes, Jr., "Value .Consensus in Mate Selection Among 
Negroes,." Marriage and Family Living, XIV (1952), pp. 317-321, 

9Marvin B. Sussman and,H. C. Yeager, Jr., "Mate Selection Among 
Negro and White College Students," Sociology and Social Research, 
xxxv (1950)' pp O 46-49. . 

10Robert C. Williamson, Marriage~ Family Relations (New York, 
1966), pp •. 269-270. 



16 

results .of these studies, in light·of the rating complex, stems from 

the fact that the checklists use.d contained very few items which .Waller 

specified as being important in the rating complex. 11 Smith aI).d Monane 

followed a diffe~ent.methodological tack.then they·asked.students to 

state, in their own words, the trait or characteristic most desir~d in.· 

a date. Coding categories were established subsequent to data collec-

tion.. The categories,ranked in order, of percentages of students who 

men.tioned the quality, were companionability desirable physical. 

appearanc;.e; social graces, intelligence and·education, and miscella-

neous. While general agreement was found concerning the ·above-men-

tioned values, significant ·differences in preferences wer.e found to. 

exist.among.students of diffet;ent.age, sex, year in college, grade· 

average, and fraternity affiliation. Comparing Smith and Monane's 

results .with studies employing preconstructed lists, it ·appears that 

when individuals are left to their own devices, more emphasis is 

placed on characteristics which could.be considered as being of the. 

competitive-materialistic type. 

Burchinal, in a review of.the results of.many.of·th~se studies, 

states: 

Three· broad.generalizations emerge from the studies of· norms 
and: values that· influence students' attitudes, toward· dating 
and.courtship: (a) The dominant values in campus dating and· 
courtship are diffused widely and are generally accepted by 
both sexes; in all but the lowest socioeconomic·levels, and 
among. differen.t 1:acial, religious, or other· groups. These 
values.cluster around basic themes directing cross-sex·inter-. 
personal.relations in the United States today. (b) The dom­
inant themes are not the competitive-prestige or trivial 
norms, but .seem to be , based on norms _.that. are functional for . 

11Eleanor Smith and J. H. G. Monane; "Cour~ship Values in a Youth 
Sample, 11 Amei::ican Sociological Review, XVIII, (1953), pp. 635-640. 



current court~hip and marriage. (c) .Although there is general 
agreement on.the value~ directing dating and courtshipi some 
important·dUferences emerge for some groups of youth. 2 · 

17 

Three studies have·attempted tQ test Waller's theory of-the rat:i,.ng 

complex direc·tly. In 1950; Smi,th13 obtained data· from students at. 

Pennsylvania.State University, where Waller made his original observa-

tions, concerning the twenty-eight items mentioned by Waller in his 

1937 article. Instructions. asked students to express ·the response.s 

"agree, disagree, or questionEi.ble'' on each· item in response to the 

question, "What must a fellow (c;,r coed) have or do to be popular on 

campus? 1114 Smith reported tl:lat while much of Waller's description of 

dating at Pennsylvania State still held true, times had changed and. 

many factors which ,afforded prestige .at an.earlier date had lost their 

effective~ess. The rating and dating complex appeared to have.a 

greater ,operative force during pre-courtship than during courtship and· 

engagement. In part, the decline in influence of the prestige rati~g · 

system on dating patterns was attribut·ed to a changed sex ratio at 

Penµsy+van:i,.a State ·university. 

15 In.1953, Blood studied students at the.University of Michigan.in 

order to follow up on Smith '.s observations. Included in his trait list 

12Lee Burchinal, "The Premarital 
book·$. Marriage .and-~ Family, ed. 
1964), p. 632. 

Dyad and·Love Involvement," Hand.,­
Harold T. Christensen (Chicago; 

13william M. Smith, Jr., "Rating and Dating: A Re-Study," Marriage. 
and Family Living, XIV (1952), pp. 312-316. 

14Ibid., p, 312. 

15Robert O. Blood, Jr., "A Retest of Waller's Dating Complex," 
Marriage and Family Living, XVII (1955), pp. 41-47; Rober.t 0. Blood, 
Jr., Uniformities and Diversities in Caii:l.pus .Dati1;1g Preferences," Mar- .. 
riage ~ Family Living, XVIII (1956), PP• 37-45. 
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were eighteen Walle-r,-Smith items as well as seven.teen items of. the per-

sonality type. Respondents were simply asked to checl,t "yes" on those_ 

items which were important.in terms of (a) perceived campus norms 

governing dating, (b) personal preferences on.casual dates, and· (c) 

personal preferences on dates who we.re viewed as prospective marriage 

partners. Blood failed to find support for the applicabilit:y of. 

Waller's rating complex to Michigan students. Moreover, it was con-

eluded.that there was no·sharp break in values.governing dating and 

those governing .courtship as Waller implied. Instead, popularity 

seemed to be based more upon personality characteristics, as indicated: 

by·the fact that highest rankings, among all groups in response to each 

of the.three questions; were attacoed to being pleasant·and cheerful, 

having a sense of humor, being a good sport, being natural, being con-. 

siderate, and:being neat in appearance. 

Ma~y·diversities between groups did appear on reactions to the re-

maining traits. Most importantly, significant differences were found 

betwe,n Greeks.and independents on several Waller items •. Table I pre-

sents data· from Blood on such difference.a. Blood interprets this 

table to mean 

that· _the "free-floating Waller complex" is not. simply a hang­
over. from. the past but·rather a reflection of the.contemporary 
dating behavior of the.most conspicuous organized groups on 
campus--the social fraternities and.sororities. In this sense, 
the:Waller complex is not floating in.thin air but is rein­
forced by the.actual dating patterns of the Greek members of 
tb.e · student body .16 

,, .. 
Both .. the researches of· Smith .and· Blood, were based upon subjective 

responses of students toward the saliency of different norms in dating. 

16Blood, "Uniforw.ities and Diversities in Campus Dating Prefer­
ences," p. 41. 
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TABLE I 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GREEK AND INDEPENDENT STUDENTS 
IN PERCEIVED CAMPUS NORMS AND PERSONAL 

PREFERENCES IN CASUAL DATING 

19 

Per Cent Of Respondents. Choosing Item 

Perceived.campus· Personal preferences 
norms in casual dating 

Female · Ro_les • 
1. "Is popular with opposite 

sex" 
Independent men· 75.9* 55.2 
Fraternity men. 94. 6'1, 54.1 
Total men 83.2 54.7 

2 •· "Is affectionate" 
Independent men 79.3* 75.9 
Fraternity men 91.9* 83,8 
Total men. 84.2- 78,9 

3. "Is good looking, 
attractive" 
Independent men 91.4* 82.5 
Fraternity men, 100.0* · 89.2 
Total men 94.7 85.1 

B. Male.Roles 

c. 

4, "Belongs to a fraternity" 
Independent women 
Sorority women 
Total women 

5. "Goes to popular places" 
Independent women 
Sorority women 

·Total women 

26.8* 
45.9* 
32 .1· 

53.7 
70.3 
57, 9 . 

General Role (regardless 
6. "Is willing to drink 

Independent stud,ents 
Greeks 
Total students 

of sex) 
socially" 

ca.48 
ca.53 · 
ca.SO 

6. 2* · 
27.0* 
11.9 

28.9* 
64.9* 
38.8 

36.3* 
57.7* 

.43.7 
*Vertically adjacent items with .asterisks differ significantly from 

one another at the 0.05 level or better. 
Source: Adapted from Robert O. Blood, Jr., "Uniformities and 

Diversities in Campus Dating Preferences," Marriage and Family Living, 
(February, 1956), p. 40. 
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d 17 d ' 725 d S C 11 i Rogers an Havens, stu y1ng · stu ents at _Iowa, tate ·o ege. n· 

1956, used behavioral data rather than attitudinal data to investigate 

the importance of prestige rating in mate selection patterns. Eleven 

undergraduate·judges rated ea<;:h of the major campus residences as to. 

prestige. Prestige was defined by the criteria of dances, participa-

tion in campus aGtivities and honor organizations, possession of auto-

mobiles and spending money, quality of grades, and·pleasing personali-

ties of members. These judges agreed that prestige differences between 

residences.did exist and exhibited a remarkable amount of agreement in 

ranking sororities and fraternities as to prestige. Moreover, data in-

dicated that students disproportionately date, pin, and become engaged 

to members of their own prestige group. Rogers and Havens concluded 

that:· 

Waller's hypothesis that prestige rating governs casual campus 
dating .but not more serious mate selection is not substantiated 
to any great degree by the. present. findings. Instead, these 
findings indicate that students follow grestige lines~ all 
stages in the~ selection process. 1 

Apparent discrepancies between the findings of Smith and Blood on 

the one band those of Rogers and Havens on the other have been inter-

preted by Burchinal as follows. 

Dating may be endogamous with regard to the prestige of re­
sidence units but still be characterized by the norms describ­
ed by Blood ••• Dating appears to be based on.the educational­
personality-companionship norms ••• Yet, at the same time, 
dating generally is ~ndogamous with regard to ••• status, and 
other sociological variables.19 

17Everett M. Rogers and·A. Eugene Havens, "Prestige Rating and Mate· 
Selection on a College Campus," Marriage and Family Liv;i.ng, XXII 
(1960), pp. 55-59. 

18Ibid., p. 59, (italics mine). 

19Burchinal, p. 645. 
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Undoubtedly the Waller presentation had, and perhaps still has,. 

a basis in fact, but the current tendency is to reject the operation of 

a rating complex as conceptualized by Waller in favor of an explanation 

of dating values as being more "level-headed" and preparatory for mar-. 

riage. Existence of such a complex during the 1920's is attributed to 

the social whirl among the college set during that.period of.time and 

to the.peculiarities of the sex ratio. The assertion that its applica­

bility is now limited rests on studies conducted in the.area, but 

generalizations which have emerged from these investigations may be 

limited because of the following factors. 

1. Waller did not·systematically collect data on the.extent to 

which the.rating complex governe4 campus dating at the time 

his observations were ma.de, The first systematic data.in·the 

area were gathered by Hill in 1940 but.were not designed to 

test hypotheses concerning the rating complex. This means that 

truly comparative data on the operation of a rating complex at 

different time periods do not existo 

2o The force with which the rating complex supposedly operated 

during the 1920's and 1930's is attributed to certain social 

conditions existing then, It is difficult to see how dating 

norms in the twilight of the raucous 1920's could be so much 

more trivial and status-oriented than those operating currently. 

in an age of affluence and consumption. The implication of this 

is that the picture depicted by Waller mayhavebeen too ex-' 

treme in '·that it· was based on observations made at only one 

university. 
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3. It has been shown that individuals respo9-,d:''to surveys tapping 
/ 

attitudinal dimensions along norma~,,..{ely sanctioned lines. / 
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Dating competition in terms of competitive-materialistic -eharac-

teristics may be viewed publicly in negative terms. Because 

responses are publicly".· oriented, they do not accurately re-

fleet the extent to which a rating c9mplex is operative. In 

other words, studies using preconstructed checklists may elicit 

responses which tap socially sanctioned norms rather than indi-

vidual attitudes. 

Idealization and Ideal Mate Images· 

Empirical studies pertaining to idealization have not been so numer~ 
. . ~} 

ous.as those relating to the rating complex and campus norms governing 

date and mate selection. MO:reover, most of .these studies have gen-

erally been restricted to the influence of ideal mate images on the 

selection of a.marital partner and perceptions of that partner. 

Every culture and subculture imposes·some sort·of ideal mate images 

on its adherents in terms of qualities or characteristics important in 

mate selection. According to Udry, 20this cultural definition of the 

ideal mate influences mate selection in two ways. First, it represents 

consensual validation about traits desirable in a mate. Second, it 

provides "a set of desirable characteristics to be attributed to the 

person with whom one has fallen in love, independent of whether or not 

he in fact has them. 1121 This raises the question of the extent to 

20J. Richard Udry, The Social Context of Marriage (New York, 1966), 
p. 243-244. 

21Ibid., p. 243. 



which ideal mate images actually affect selection of a mate. 

The first of the investigations on ideal mate images was done by 

Mangus, 22 who studied 200 upper-division college females" Subjects 

23 

were queried concerning their personality perceptions of their fathers, 

of another ma.le relative, of a current nonrelative male companion, and 

of their "ideal husbands," Mangus reported that ideal mate conceptions" 

were closer to perceptions of.male companions than to those of their 

fathers or other male relatives, This, however, could not be taken 

as evidence on the extent to which mate selection was influenced by 

ideal mate images, nor did Mangus make this interpretation, Udry 

offered two interpretations of these data~ 

(1) The ideal image is simply attributed to the present com­
panion, whether or not he actually fits it; (2) the ideal 
mate image is changed by the.relationship with a particular 
companion, so that the ideal comes. to resemble him.23 

The second study, by Anselm Strauss, 24appeared in 1946, Strauss 

gathered questionnaires from 373 engaged or recently married persons 

(200 women,. 173 men) along with interview data from 50 engaged or 

recently married females concerning their ideal and actual mates, He 

found. that 59, 2 per cent of the interviewees considered their mates to 

have come very close to meeting their physical idealwhile 73,7 

22A, R, Mangus, "Relationship Between the Young Woman's Conception 
of Her Intimate Male Associates and·of Her Ideal Husband,i, Journal 
of Social Psychology, VII (1936), pp, 403-420. 

23J, Richard Udry; "The Influence of the Ideal Mate Image on Mate 
Selection and Perception," Marriage and Family Living, XXVII (1965), 
p O 477 0 

24 
Anselm L, Strauss, "The Ideal and the Chosen Mate," American 

Journal of Sociology, LII (1946), pp, 204-208. 
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per cerit stated their mates closely approximated their ideals in terms. 

of persona.lity traits. It ·was also reported that the selected mates. 

were closet to. the ideal in personality than were any persons .whom the· 

subject had loved next best. Most menandwomen·denied, however, 

making· consc.ious comparisons. of the ideal and the .actual mate,· 

As part of a larger research effort. at Purdue, Christensen25 had. 

259 engaged and married students, ·after rating the importance of. 

twenty items in a mate, go bacl~ ove;. the .list .and check those items 

tha.t applied to the mate already chosen. A comparison of the two 

ratings was used to deter'Il!,ine the ex.tent to which .the chosen mate. com-

pared to the ideal. For both,males and females, items on·which the 

greatest discrepancies appeared were emotional maturity, poise and 

confidence, considerateness, and intel_lectual stimulation. Mo~e 

interestingly, it was found that-discrepancies between chosen mates and· 

ideal ma_tes were about twice as great for.males as for ·females. 

26 · In.a further study by Udry, mate perceptions of ninety engaged 

persons were compared with ideal. mate conceptions of a precision-

matched sample of single, unengaged persons. As ·a result of his 

findings, Udry- concluded that ideal mate images probably are of little · 

impo,;;tance.as ·a salient feature in the perception of a selected mate. 

In·line with the interpretation given to Mangus's results, ·he again 

suggested that·the ideal is changed to_ resemble the real or the ideal 

is attributed to the real whether he exists or.not. In ·part; this 

may·help to explain the high percentage pf respondents in the Strauss-

25christensen, Marriage Analysis, pp~ 239~243. 

26 Udry, "The Influence of.the Ideal.Mate Image on Mate·Selection and· 
Perception," pp. 477-482. 
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sample for whom· the .real matched the ideal on personality traits. 

The studies. by Mangus, Strauss, Christensen, and Udry all assessed 

the influence of positiye ideals in mate selection. In ·contrast, an 

i · · · b w· 11 · 27 h d i id 1 · f nvest1.gat1.on y. 1. 1.amson carte marr age ea sin terms o 

negative characteristics by asking the degree to which persons rejected 

others as marital choices when·they possessed certain·characteristics. 

On the whole, female respondents were more rejecting than males and 

seemed to be more conventionally oriented, but it was not estimated to 

what ext:ent ideal mate images actually affected choice of mates. 

28 Burgess and Wallin, · in their extensive .research on engaged and 

married couples, to.ok a. somewhat· different approach in gauging the, 

importance· of ideal images in m,ate selection. The question was asked: 

"If you could, what things would you change.in your engagement partner 

(spouse)?" No more than 36 per cent of either males or females i.n any 

group said they had no desire to change any· traits in· the.ir partners 

although the percentages are slightly higher for engaged .men·and women 

than for married ones .• In light of tbeir data, Burgess and Wallin con~ 

eluded that: 

Because being reali.stic is important .. to ·many persons for their 
self-esteem,. we believe ·they are constrained to curb any ten­
dency they may have to iq.ealize the loved one. If there is 
idealization it is therefore likely to be moderate in extent.29 

27Robert c. Williamson, "Dating, Courtship and the 'Ideal Mate': 
Some Relevant Subcultural Variables," Family Life Coordinator, XIV 
(1965), pp. 13}-143. 

28 Ernest W. Burgess and Paul Wallin, Engagement~ Marriage 
(Philadelphia, 1953). 

29Ibid., 222-223. 
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A study of more relev~nce to the. current one is one by Brim and 

30 Wood. They . employed fifty male-female pairs in different stages of .. 

31 courtship to test th.e hypothesis that _the number of consensual con-

ceptions stated. by each pair member for the· other wou14 decrease as 

their_ stage·of courtship adva,nced. For each.pair member twenty "J:"e-

spouses were obt~ined to the ·que.stion, "Who am I?" and· "Who is He?'' 

(or .She) referring to the other member of the pair. The hypothesis 

was based on the expectation that, as intimacy increases, one learns 

more of.the individual and unique attributes.of the other person which 

should be reflected in a shift from consensual to sub.consensual re-

sponses. Results failed to confirm the hypothesis. A tentative ex.;;. 

planation.offe:i:.:ed for this was that;· e:itternal social press4res may have· 

preclug.ed . appraisal of _the marital partner in pers·onal terms result-

ing in appraisal of that partner in consensual social terms. 

The only study found concerning idealization directly was.done by 

30oryille G. Brim, Jr. and Nancy Wood, "Self and Other Conceptions 
in Courtship and Marriage Pairs," Marriage- and :Family Livi.ng, XVIII 
(1956), pp. 243-248. 

31cf. Manford_Kuhn.and·Thomas McPartland, "An Empirical.Investiga­
tion of. Self..,.Attitudes," American Sociological Review,· XI~ (1954), 
pp. 69-70: Consensual.and subconsensual.responses were defined by 
Kuhn and McPartland as follows. "The responses wer_e dealt with by a·· 
form of content analysis. They were categorized dichotomously either 
as consensual references or·as sub-consensual references. These con­
tent·categoties distinguish between statements which refer to groups 
and classes whose_ limits and· conditi_ons of membership are matters of. 
common knowledge,.i.e., consensual; and those which refer to groups, 
classes, attributes, traits or any other matters which would require 
interpretation by the respondent to be precise or to. place him relative 
to other people, i.e., subconsensual." 
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Wallin32 in a secondary anab•sis of some original data collected by 

he and Burgess. Idealization was defined as the imputation of desir-

able qualities to a person lacking them, or as an exaggeration of their· 

proportions and/or the denial or underestimation of unfavorable attri-

butes. Within the framework of this definition, Wallin tried to 

determine whether and how the phenomenon of love affects perception of 

the beloveda He believed that Waller's account of the idealization 

process was too extreme and was wrong concerning the primary causative 

factors involv~da He did not find that idealization is excessive in 

love relationships but argued nevertheless, that it is present to some 

degreea He also argued that, contrary to Wa11er's notion, idealization 

is not the result of sexual frustration but a consequence of the im-

portance of maintaining self-esteem. In general, his hypotheses were 

supported and, on the basis of these results, Wallin suggested: 

(a) There is no evidence of extreme idealization in middle-class 
American courtship behavior. (b) There is strong evidence of 
moderate idealization in courtship, and this can be accounted 
for adequately by the theory of self-esteem. (c) Waller's theory, 
if correct in part, is not generally applicable in current middle­
class courtship.33 

Inadequacies of previous studies.on, or related,to, idealization 

have several implications for the preseµt.study •. ,These are: 

1. Although it appears that idealization generally is not extreme 

in serious romantic relationships, the evidence is not con~ 

elusive concerning how much idealization does take place. 

32 Paul Wallin, "Two Conceptions of the Relationship Between Love and 
Idealization,f' Research Studies State College of Washington; xx (1952), 
pp. 21-35. 

33Burchinal, p. 662. 
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2. No evidence exists with respect to whether the tendency to 

idealize, if any; varies with dating status, even though it is 

presumed in the. literature to be absent or minimal before the 

advent of love. In·addition, the conclusion that idealization 

decreases. with increasing involvement is largely unsupported. 

3. There is no research·on what kinds of characteristics are most 

susceptible to idealization tendencies. While several assump-

tions could be.made along this line, all of which would appear 

to be tenable, the fact is ·that-empirical leads in the area are 

lacking. 

Love,. Romanticism and the Romantic ·Complex 

For obvious reasons, the descriptive literature on love and the 

romantic complex is expansive. Most of this literature is beyond the· 

scope of the present study. The~efore, a discussion of the essays and 

studies on romanticism will be brief and cursory, 

Numerous discussions of r<;>mantic love in American society, ranging 

from.those of the poet and·essayist to those of sociol,ogists andpsy-

chologists, have emphasized the dysfunctional and nonrational, or even 

irrational, aspects of this phenom~non. A typical interpretation of 

this kind is one by Waller who viewed love as a habit, moreover, a bad 

h b . 34 
a.it. Re saw it as a very powerful tendency to act which .carries· 

the individual on to fulfill his striving. An inevitable outgrowth of 

this striving is idealization and intense emotion with the result that 

partners are carried along by a current of emotional unreality toward 

34 Willard Waller, The Family: A Dynamic Interpretation_ rev. Reuben 
Rill (New York, 1951), pp. 106-129. 



marriage.· Sin,ce the ·emotion of love impedes ·the ability of each 

par_tner to view and jud_ge the other in a critical manner, ·it leads, 

E$aid Waller, to difficulties in adjustment after marriage. 

More recently, other views of romantic love, such as those offered 

by Kolb35 and Biegel, 36 have challenged the notions that romanticism 

29 

. is irra.tion,al and dysfunctional. Kolb has a1;gued that those ·who attack 

romai;i.tic love are·also attacking fundamental values inherent in our· 

society including personal freedom and the integrity of-the individual • 
• 

If romanticism were to be suppressed, personality growth and indivi-

dual creativity in.human relationships would be stifled. Biegel joined· 

in this criticism of the critic·ism of romanticism and stated that 

romanticism is part of th.e process of moderi;i. marriage "that aims at the 

reconcilia:tion of basic human needs with frustrating social condi ... · 

tions. 1137 

38 Foote has_ taken an approach to love quite different from _that 

taken by Waller on the one hand and Kolb and Biegel on the other. He·· 

argues.against romantic love.as depicted with intense ide'a:J.ization and 

surrounded by.an aura of:unreality. Instead, he couches his concep1;:ion 

of love in terms of human.development--as the commitment of one person 

to another, not on the basis of forced delusions but on the basis of 

35william H. L· Kolb, "Family Sociology, Marriage Education, and 
the Romantic Complex," Social Forces, XXIX (1950), pp. 65-72. 

36 Hugo G. Biegel, "Romarttic Love," American.Sociological Review, 
XVI (1951), pp. 326-334. 

37tbid., p. 326. 

38 Nelson H. Foote, "Love," Psychiatry, XVI (1953), pp. 245-251. 
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expectations of real possibilities that can emerge in marriage. A 

• 
0 l . . h 'b k b R . 39 h . . h "h simi ar position as een ta en y e1ss w o maintains t at.c ere 

are four basic elemental processes in lovec These are, and they follow 

upon one another, rapport, self~revelation, the development of mutual 

dependencies between persons, and fulfillment of personality needs. 

Reiss referred to his conceptualizations as a wheel theory of love in 

that one process does lead into another. The whole sequence tends in 

a positive direction as long as the people involved allow, although it 

may also reverse itself and be destroyed. 

40 Goode, who does not really discuss. romantic love, has reconciled 

opposing views of love by conceptualizing love on a continuum. At one 

end is a strong love attachment wh,ich may elicit strong negative sane-

tions while at the other end is approved love as a basis for marriage. 

Research on romantic love, and more specifically on the effects of 

romanticism in love relationships, is not extensive. In fact, the 

41 only studies directly relevant to the present one are those by Hobart 

and Dean0 42 Hobart, in several studies~has sought to investigate 

39Ira L. Reiss~ "Toward a Sociology of the Heterosexual Love Rela­
tionship," Marriage and Family Living, XXII (1960), pp, 139-145 o 

40william J. Goode, "The Theoretical Importance of Love," American 
Sociological Review, XXIV (1959), pp. 38-47. 

41charles We Hobart, "Disillusionment in Marriage and Romanticism," 
Marriage and Family Living, XX (1958), pp. 156-162; Charles W. Hobart, 
"Some Effects of Romanticism During Courtship on Marriage Role Opin­
ions," Sociology and Social Research, XXXXII (1958), pp. 336-343; 
Charles W. Hobart, "The Incidence of Romanticism During Courtship," 
Social Forces, XXXVI (1958), pp, 362-367. 

42Dwight G. Dean, "Romanticism and Emotional Maturity: A Prelimi­
nary Study," Marriage~ Family Living, XXIII (1961), pp. 44-45; 
Dwight G. Dean, "Romanticism and Emotional Maturity: A Further Ex­
ploration," Social Forces, XXXXII (1964), pp. 298-303. 
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relationships between romanticism and disillusionment in marriage, some 

effects of romanticism during courtship on marital opinions, and the 

incidence of romanticism during courtship. In the study on the in­

cidence 'of iromanticism during courtship, questionnaires were obtained 

from several hundred students to test the hypothesis that romanticism 

of adolescent;:s changes at different stages in courtship. Among others, 

Hoba·rt also tested the hypothesis that there is a cyclic movement in 

romanticism during courtship with individuals at·the beginning and end 

of courtship being least romantic and.those going steady being most 

romantic. Interestingly enough, no significant differences in roman­

ticism.were found among women. Among men, romanticism scores of 

steadies were not significantly higher than those for married men; 

however, the casual dating group scored significantly lower than the 

steady dating group. 

The relationship between tension and·romanticism assumed by Waller 

and by Hobart was also included as an element in a study, by Dean, of 

the relationship between romanticism.and adjustment. Correlations 

between romanticism scores and scores from four sub-scales of the Bell 

Adjustment Inventory were computed for data.gathered from 194 female 

subjects at Capital University. All correlations were of low magni­

tude, ranging from .02 to .19. In further research, Dean developed 

fourteen sub-scales to test the hypothesis of a negative relationship 

between emotional maturity and romantic:i,sm. Again, low correlations 

were found, and Dean 1 s hypothesis was not supported. 



Framework and Hypotheses of 
the Present Study 
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In the preci,d:Lng review of literature, a discussion has been made 

of the contributions and limitations of studies which have relevance 

to this investigationo On the basis of Waller's analyses of the rating 

and dating complex and idealization in courtship, as presented in 

Chapter I, and leads obtained from the review of literature, the frame-. 

work within which the present study was conducted was developed and 

hypotheses to be tested were formulated. Given the tremendous impact 

which Waller I s conce.ptualizations have had on scholars in the family 

area, the problem of the present investigation became one of exploring 

a number of hypotheses derived from his descriptions. In the absence 

of such testing it seems likely that Waller's notions will continue 

to occupy a central place in thinking on the family and w.ill P§ .sur-

rounded by emotionally and non-empiric..a.lly based argumentso 

To recapitulate, the basic ideas stemming from Waller's theories 

which have relevance to the current study may be summed up as follows. 

Campus dating is governed by a rating complex which determines a dis-

tributive order in terms of the des~rability of individuals as dates. 

The rating complex places emphasis on certain kinds of competitive-

materialistic characteristics, the possession of which makes one 

relatively desirable or undesirable as a date:;, and contributes to the 

formation of brittle relationships which do not have the goal of lead-

ing to marriage. While the nature of dating as governed by a rating 

complex tends to obviate the development of serious emotional rela-

tionshipsf such relationships do emerge when individuals succumb to 

the temptation of becoming involved. When one or both partners in a 
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dating relation~hip become emotionally involved, the resulting inter­

action pattern produces idealization, which is defined.as attributing 

qualities to a loved one which he or she does not possess" Further­

more, once idealization has been introduced into a relationship, there 

is a tend~ncy toward increasing idealization as the dating partners 

move·closer, ps~chologically, to marriage, and this leads to progres. 

sive departures from reality on-the part of both partners. 

Evidence from studies relating to these aspects of Waller's des­

criptions .have produced the following generalizations. 

1. The rating cpmplex a~ described by Waller is not widely 

applicab.le to campus dating at present. While some .elements 

in the complex do appear to be important criteria in selecting 

a dating partner, by and large they are overshadowed by the 

greater ,importance attributed to pet;'sonality characteristics. 

2. It _does, not appear that individuals undergo a sharp alte_ration 

in dating preferences.and values when. moving from casual to 

serious relationships, but it does appear that values deemed 

most important in selecting a.date are,by and large, those 

deemed most important in selecting.a mate. 

3. Idealization in romantic love relationships appears to be 

moderate·rather than extreme with individuals becoming more 

attuned to reality as they become more involved. Empirical 

supports for th;ls.conclusion are few, however, and in fact, 

indirect evidence; such as that-presented by Brim and Wood, 

throws some doubt on the. notion that persons become. more,. 

reality oriented as they become more involved. 
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In. light of the above statements, several assumptions were made · 

which underlie the basic framework within which the present investiga-. 

tion was conducted and upon which hypotheses are based. First, any 

hierarchy of campus values in dating, as measured by preconstructed 

lists, does not necessarily reflect the real hierarchy in an operative 

sense, but may reflect only a publicly stated_ and normatively sanc­

tioned one. Second, results of previous studies have made it possible 

to assume that personality characteristics are more important criteria 

in dating than are competitive-materialistic criteria and, therefore, 

that personality characteristics will be most subject to distortion 

and idealization if it is occurring and will be likely to elicit 

greatest ego-involvement on _the part of judges who are asked to rate 

another person. Third, idealization can be measured by comparing 

ratings of different persons on another individual when the raters are 

of two types~-one who is relating intimately in.interpersonal hetero­

sexual· terms to the person rated and one who is not so relating. 

Accordingly, the hypotheses stated below were tested in a design 

where primary respondents, those respondents whose dating relationships 

will be the focus of interest in the present study, were differentiated 

according to varying involvement stages, sex; Greek--non-Greek affilia­

tion, romanticism, and other selected independent variables. The 

crucial dependent variable was ·:: . , primary respondent idealization and· 

was defined as occurring when one (1) imputes desirable qualities to a 

person lacking them, (2) exaggerates their proportion when they are 

present, and/or (3) denies·the existence or extent or unfavorable 

qual·i ties. 



35 

Hypotheses: The following hypotheses were formulated for testing 

in,the present study. 

Hypothesis 1:. The importance values attached to personality .char-
' . . . 

acteristics will be greater thail the importance values attached to com-

.Petitive-materiali.stic characteristics.for both males and.females. 

Hypothesis 2a: Males. and females in three involvement stages will 

d:i,ffer witq resp.ect .to their total, idealization scores • 

. Hypothesis ~: Total idealization scores will be greatest for 

males and females in the serious involvement stage, less for those in 

the moderate involvement stage, and least for those in the casual in~ 

volvement. stage. 

Hypothesis·1: Males c1.nd females who vary in the length of time 

they have dated a given individual will differ with respect to total 

idealization scores. 

Hypothesis!!:_: Males and females exhibiting different degrees of. 

romanticism will differ with .respect to tota+ idealization scores, 

with those scoring lowest on romanticism being less prone to idealiza-. 

tion 11 those scoring medium being more. prone to idealization, and th.ose 

scoring high being most prone to idealization. 

Hypothesis .2_: The magnitude of item idealization scores for both 

·males and femaleswill vary positively with the importance values 

assigned to those.itemsQ 



CHAPTlm. .I I I 

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

One of the primary aims of the present investigation was to design 

a technique for measuring idealization, since, to the knowledge of this 

authot, no such technique has been devised. As stated earlier, most 

studies relating to idealization have been concerned with the impact of 

an individual's ideal mate images on selection of a mate, and this in 

itself does not provide a direct measure of idealization. Even Wallin, 

whose explicit objective was to test four hypotheses concerning ideal­

ization, used derived measures from the Burgess and Wallin data on 

ideal mate conceptions. A second methodological aim was to ascertain 

the relative importance of characteristics in date selection by utiliz­

ing a different scale than any used previously in this area. The gen­

eral procedure used to realize these aims involved the construction of 

a three-part questionnaire administered to subjects defined as primary 

· respondents and a shorter form.of this questionnaire which was ad­

ministered to subjects defined as secondary respondents. Before dis~ 

cussing the procedures utilized in constructing and administering 

questionnairies, however, it is necessary to specify how the sample of 

primary and secondary respondents was selected. 

J6 
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Selection of Primary Respondents for the Sample. 

The term primary respondents refers to those individuals whose 

dating relationships are to be the focus of study in the present in-

vestigation. The population from which primary respondents were 

selected consisted of all single students residing in university-

operated dormitories and sorority and fraternity houses at Oklahoma 

State University during the spring semester of 1967. While the popula-

tion did not include all single students at the university, it did 

include the vast majority. Restriction of th.e population to single 

students residing in the abovementioned residences was made in the 

interest of economy. This facilitated collection of data by making it 

easier to assemble respondents in a given location at a given time. 

IBM cards on al;:L students in the population were obtained from the 

Office of Student Affairs whose listing was up to date at the time the 

sample was selected. The cards were run through an accounting machine. 

to get a print-out with fifty-four names listed per page. This list­

ing constituted the sampling frame. 1 

The sampling frame was then stratified with respect to two vari-

ables, sex and Greek-non-Greek affiliation. Individuals in the popula~ 

tion were accordingly arranged into four strata, Greek male, non-Greek 

male, Greek female, and non-Greek female. Within each.of these strata 

names were arranged alphabetically by residence units which_ were also 

arranged alphabetically. 

Phase II in the sampling process, actual selection of the study 

~tilda Wo Riley, Sociological Research~ I: A Case Approach (New 
York, 1963), pp. 284-2870 
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sample, entailed two steps, First; using a table of random numbers to 

designate page and entry number, 100 individuals were drawn without 

replacement from each stratumo 2 More names were chosen than would be 

actually sampled in order to allow for the expected elimination of 

respondents who did not meet certain additional criteria necessary for 

inclusion in the sample, 3 Second, a quota sampling procedure was uti-

lized to achieve representativeness with respect to a third independent 

variable, involvement stage, 

A slightly involved strategy was used to place primary respondents 

in one of three involvement stages (casual, moderate, or serious) 

representing different degrees of emotional involvement in a dating 

4 partner. The general information part of the schedule contained three 

questions, with preconstructed answers, pertaining to involvement 

status, These questions, along with code numbers attached to the 

2w, Allen Wallh and Harry V, Roberts, Statistics: !. New Approach 
(New York, 1956), p, 78, 

3willia.m J, Goode and Paul Ko Hatt, Methods in Social Research 
(New York, 1952), pp, 230-231; and Frederick F, Stephan and Philip .J, 
McCarthy, Sampling Opinions (New York, 1963), pp, 37-38, 

t 
qAlthough many studies found in the literature have used dating or 

courtship status as an independent variable, there is rarely a defini­
tional statement made of how these different statuses are determinedo 
It may be that labels attached to the statuses used were partially 
intended by the authors as defining criteria, although this is never 
made explicit in such studies. See, for example, Charles W, Hobart, 
"The Incidence of Romanticism During Courtship," Social Forces, XXXVI 
(1958), p, 364; Clifford Kirkpatrick and Charles Hobart, "Disagree­
ment, Disagreement Estimate, and Non-Empathic Imputations for Intimacy 
Groups Varying From Favorite Date to Married," American Sociological 
Review,XIX (1954), po 11; and Orville Go Brim, Jr. and Nancy Wood, 
"Self and Other Conceptions in Courtship and Marriage Pairs," Marriage 
.§:££. Family Livingn XVIII (1956), p, 245, 
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different responses, were as follows. 

Emotional involvement: No or slight emotional involvement (1); 

moderate emotional involvement (2); or serious emotional involve-

1D.ent (3). 

Nature of dating relationshi;e: Have not really considered mar­

riage to current dating partner (1); have considered marriage to 

c.urrent dating partµer, but no definite plans or decisions have 

been made (2); or have definite plans to marry current dating 

partner (3). 

General dating status: Casually dating (1); dropped or what could 

be considered the equivalent of being dropped (2); or pinned, 

what could be·considered the equivalent of being pinned, or en­

gaged (3). 

It was assumed that these questions were tapping related dimen­

sions of involvement rather than isolated variables and that, in itself, 

no 1;1ingle question provided a sufficient measure of involvement. There~ 

fore~ coded responses to the three items were added to arrive at a com­

po1;1ite score defined as involvement stage. Subjective judgments rather 

than objective measures were used to determine involvement because it 

was further assumed that the psychological perspective a person has on 

his own relationship would be a crucial determinant of idealization. 

The possible range of scares on these three items was 3 to 9, 

Primary respondents receiving a score. of 3 or 4 were arbitrarily 

assigned to the casual involvement stage, those receiving scores of 5, 

6, or 7 were assigned to the moderate involvement stage, and those 

receiving scores of 8 or 9 were assigned to the serious involvement 

stage" This procedure admittedly doe1;1 not allow for fine distinctions 



concerning degree of involvement, and undoubtedly, there is great 

variation within.a given involvement stage. In any further study,: it 

would be desirable to use a more refined measure of this variable. 
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Respondents were c9ntacted and participated in the order in which 

they were randomly drawn until the quota in a given sex and Greek 

affiliation stratum for a giveri involvement stage was achieved. Once 

the quoti,l in any one stratum had been filled, the next respondent on 

the list was asked first to fill out only that portion of the instru­

ment pertaining to.involvement status. If his status was one for 

which a quota had already been completed, h~ did not participate 

further and the next name on the list was contacted. This was done 

until each of the twelve sample strata was filled with seventeen to 

twenty-four respondents. 

Several other criteria, in addition to a quota.being filled, re­

sulted in elimination of some primary respondents from the original 

sample listing. First, to be included in the final sample, respondents 

had to have had at least two dates with the same individual in the pre­

ceding month. Second, they could not participate if they perceived 

themselves as "just having broken up" and not yet dating another in­

dividual. Third, they had to have two friends who knew their dating 

partner personally. Of necessity, this 'led to partial self-selection 

by primary respondents. Because of this self-selective principle, 

strictly speaking, rules of probability do not apply to the sample. 

Selection of Friends as Secondary Respondents 

Secondary respondents wer.e selected by having each primary res­

pondent name .two best friends of.his or her same sex who were also 



asked to. participate in the study. The only criter~on used in having 

the primary respondent designate two friends was that the friends so 

chosen must have known.the primary respondent's then current dating 

partner on a personal basis. That is, the friends must have met and 

interacted with the dating partner enough to be classified as having 

personal knowledge of him or her. 
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Because friends were selected in this manner, the sample may be 

biased by a sociometric chain relationship between primary respondents 

and friends. While effects of.this bias upon research.results cannot 

be determined, it can be said·with some confidence that effects due to 

conformity to group norms that are evoked will work.against the hypo­

theses. This results in some methodological control since group 

factors were held constant from one group to another; therefore, any 

effects noted are likely to be greater than those statistically in-.. 

dicated. 

Instrumentation and Procedure 

The study required the use of three different instruments: one to 

yield a measure of idealization; one to determine the relative impor­

tance of characteristics in selecting a serious dating partner; and 

another to give a measure of romanticism. Each of these instruments 

will be discussed separately. 

The Idealization Instrument 

The idealization instrument, devised to explore hypotheses 2;3,4, 

and ,5, .was composed of thirteen personality characteristics and 

four items relating to competitive-materialistic characteristics as 
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defined by Wallero These characteristics are shown in Appendix A. All 

were drawn from previous studies of traits desired in dating and mar---

5 
riage partners. Most of the characteristics chosen, moreover~ were 

those which ,had received high rankings in previous studies. This made 

it possible to assume that the characteristics used were not simply 

trivial kinds of criteria and that responses to the items were likely 

to be given serious consideration. 

Each characteristic was placed on a five point rating scale which 

measured frequency with which a dating partner displayed the quality 

6 rather than degree to which each quality was possessed. The scales 

were based upon frequency only in order to avoid forcing respondents 

to shift scales from item to item. The five scale points we:re: 

very often, often, occassionally, and rarely, In conformity with 

Guilford, "high" ends of the scales were placed in the 1;3ame direction, 

Only one term in the scale, rarely,can be considered as possibly 

being unfavorable, while the other four points are given to degrees of 

favorable reporL This was done in anticipation of a positive leniency 

error and was intended to counteract,it insofar as possible. As 

5Robert 0. Blood, Jr,, "A Retest of Waller's Dating Complex," 
Marriage and Family Living, XVII (1955), p. 72; Harold T. Christensen, 
Marriage Analysis (New York, 1950), po 259; Lester E. Hewitt, "Student 
Perceptions of Traits Desired in Themselves as,Dating and Marriage 
Partners," Marriage and Family yvin_g_, XX (1958), p, 346; Reuben Hill~ 
"Campus Norms in Mate Selection, 11 Journal of Home, Economics, XXXVII 
(1945), p. 557; Eleanor Smith and J. H. G, Monane, '"courtship Values 
in a Youth Sample," American.Sociological,Review, XVIII (1953), po 
637; and William M~ Smith, Jr,, "Rating and Dating: A,Re-Study," 
Marriage and Family Living, XIV (1952), p. 314. 

6For a discussion of the. general approach which was used in 
scaling items see Goode and Hatt, pp. 255-260; and J, P. Guilford, 
Psychometric Methods, (New York, 1954), pp. 263-299, 



Guilford describes the leniency error~ it "was named from the very 

obvious fact that raters tend to rate those whom they know well, or in 

whom they are ego-involved, higher than they should. This is pre­

sumably a constant tendency regardless of trait. 117 It is not possible 

to estimate to what degree another anticipated error, the halo effect, 

was operative, According to Guilford, 

One result of the halo effect is to force the rating of any 
trait in the direction of the general impression of the 
individuals rated and to that extent to make the ratings of 
some traits less valid o 8 

Points on the scales were assigned numerical values in the same 

manner as that used in scoring a Likert-type scale, with the provision 

that the positive end expressing greatest frequency always carried a 

weight of five and the negative end expressing least frequency a 

weight 011 oneo 

Discussion of the instrumentation procedure is a necessary prelude 

to showing how the total idealization score was derived. Contact was 

made with each primary respondent. Names of two best friends who knew 

his or her dating partner and would be willing to participate were 

obtained. A time and place was set up when all three members of a 

group could complete the schedule at the same time, Respondents were 

told only that they were a1;>ked to cooperate in a survey dealing with 

several aspects of dating behavior among college students at Oklahoma 

State Universityo They were assured that individual questionnaire 

responses would be kept confidential, that their names or the name of 

7Guilford, p. 278. 

8Guilford, p. 279. 



the person they had been asked to judge would not be recorded in any 

manner, and that the name of the housing unit in which they resided 

would not be identified. 
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Each respondent was asked to sit in a different part of the room 

and not to talk or leave the room until all members of the group had 

completed the sc.hedules. Primary respondents, whose schedules con­

tained two instruments besides the idealization one, took approximately 

a half an hour to finish. Friends, who filled out the idealization 

schedule only, generally finished in five to ten minuteso 

Instructions asked respondents to choose that one point on the 

scale for each item which would best describe the primary respondent 1 s 

dating partner. Before they began, it was made explicit that all three 

individuals were to judge.the primary respondent's dating partner on 

the seventeen traits contained in the instrumento From these three 

ratings of the same individual, a measure of the primary respondentvs 

idealization was derived by computing the direction and numerical dis­

crepancy between the primary respondent's ratings compared separately 

with those of each friendo Scoring was as follows. 

Discrepancy scores were computed on the. assumption that the indi­

viduals responding as best friends were giving the more objective of 

the two kinds of evaluations although it is not claimed that the best 

friends' ratings were necessarily objective. Their ratings were 

utilized merely as a standard with which to score the primary respon­

dent's ratings. For example, if a primary respondent assigned a rating 

to an item which numerically exceeded that given by one of his best 

friends on the same item, a positive value in the amount of the num­

erical difference between the two was given to that item. This was 



called overestimation of an itemo Likewise, if the primary respond­

ent assigned a rating which was numerically lower than that given by 

one of his best friends, a negative value in the amount of the num­

erical.difference was assigned to that itemo This was called under­

estimation" An agreement score of zero was assigned if an item was 

rated identically by primary respondent and best friend. 
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The two resulting discrepancy scores for each·item were summed 

algebraically to yield an. idealization score for that item. Indi,ri­

dual item discrepancie.s were also totaled algebraically to arrive at a 

total idealization score for the primary respondent, 

For each group, the absolute difference between friends' ratings 

by item was summed for all seventeen items to yield a total difference 

score for friends, This score was used to help assess the validity of 

the idealization measure--to determine whether what was being measured 

was the primary respondent's idealization of his or her dating partner 

or an "interaction of idealizations" between friends and the primary 

respondento It is possible that as one becomes increasingly involved 

with a member of the opposite sex, his or her friends may share in the 

idealization process by also idealizing a quality which the dater 

attributes to the dating partner. A test for significant differences 

between the two friends ratings averaged by dating status of the 

primary respondent in that group was made, If idealization of a dating 

partner by the primary respondent is what is being measured, then no 

significant·differences between friends of primary respondents in 

different stages of involvement should appearo 



Measuring the Relative Importance of 
Characteristics Desired in a 

Serious.Dating Partner 

That portion of the questionnaire relating to characteristics 

desired in potentially serious dating partners involved scaled re-
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sponses to a list of twenty-four qualities--the seventeen contained in 

the idealization instrument along with seven others adapted with some 

modifications from Waller. The traits used are shown in Appendix A. 

A variety of kinds of response categories have been used in 

assessing importance and/or desirability of traits in selection of 

dating and marriage partners. Two researches by Blood9 and Himes, 10 

cited previously, simply required a "Yes" or "No" in response to each 

trait in terms of its importance. A similar method was used by Smith11 

who had subjects express "agree," "disagree," or "questionable" to the 

. f ' A h . h d by Hi' 1112 d M G' · 13 importance o traits. not er approac, use an c innis, 

utilized the response categories "irrelevant," "desirable but not im-

portant," "important but not undesirable," and ''undesirable." None of 

these procedures was deemed satisfactory and a slightly different scale 

was constructed for use in the present investigation. 

9 Blood , p. 42. 

lOJoseph S. Himes, Jr., "Value Consensus in Mate Selection Among 
Negroes," Marriage and Family Living, XIV (1952), p. 318. 

11smith, p. 314. 

12Hill, p. 556. 

13Robert McGinnis, "Campus Values in Mate Selection: A Repeat 
Study, 11 Social F'o:rces, XX.XVI (1958), p. 369. 
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Primary reepondents were asked to indicate, on a five-point scale, 

how important they felt each characteristic was in terms of someone 

with whom they might become emotionally involved. The five scale 

points were: very important, important, mildly important, unimportant, 

and very unimportant. Instructions for this portion of the question-

naire emphasized the need for subjects to respond to the items without. 

referen,ce J:.2_ any specific person. This was intended to create a 

response set so that traits would be evaluated independently of any 

dating partner and to decrease the possibility that traits might be 

rated on the basis of whether and to what extent a specific dating 

partner possessed them. In other words, an individual may consider 
r 

looks to be fairly important in a dating partner, but because he thinks 

a current dating partner is not particularly good-looking,he may rate 

the importance of that trait lower than he really feels it is to avoid 

dissonance. Other than trying to control for this problem through an 

instructional set, it cannot be estimated to what extent this might 

have been occurring, 

Responses to each item were averaged by sex group and Greek affil-

iation group and by involvement s~age within sex groups, thus arriving 

at a mean importance value for each characteristic, Comparison of 

item means will make it possible to assess the relative importance not· 

only of individual characteristics but also of the general importance 

of personality characteristics as opposed to competitive-materialistic 

traits. These means will be used in testing hypotheses 1 and 5. 

The Romanticism Instrument 

Intensive research into contemporary .American culture would have 



48 

been required to chart, systematically and rigorously, current dimen-

sions of the romantic complex. Since the aim of this study was to 

assign respondents to classes varying in romanticism, it was decided 

to use Hobart 9 s revision of the Gross romanticism scale rather than 

constructing a new one. 

In 1939, after extensive research of popular romanticism as re-

vealed in movies, popular love stories, radio "soap operas," popular 

songs, and other materials, Gross constructed eighty items intended to 

distinguish the Romantic Culture Pattern from the Realist Culture 

14 15 Pattern, · In 1958, Hobart employed a variety of techniques, in-

eluding Guttman scaling analysis and jud:gment of· item approp:dateness 

by students and faculty, to both shorten and update the Gross schedule. 

The resulting twelve item roml;!.nticism scale devised by Hobart was used 

to measure romanticism in the present investigation. Inasmuch as over 

a decade has passed since Hobart revised the Gross scale, it was felt 

that the wording of Hobart's statements was a bit archaic in places, 

and wording was changed to better conform with current patterns of ex-

pression although such changes were kept to a minimum. 

Following Hobart; each statement was listed with two response 

categories, "agree" and "disagree'.' The procedure for scoring items 

and deriving a measure of romanticism, defined as the number of re-

spouses conformable to th,e key, was the. same as that employed by 

Hobart. This was done by counting the number of romantic responses 

14Llewellyn Gross, "A Belief Pattern Scale for Measuring Attitudes 
Toward·Romanticism," American Sociological Review, IX (1944), pp. 463-
472. 

15 Hobart, pp. 362-367. 
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that a subject made. The romantic response·to items 2,3,4,5,7, and 

10 was "agree~" while the roJnantic response to items 1,6,8,9,11, and 

12 was "disagree." It was possible for romanticism scores to range 

from O to 12~ In fact, the range for our sample was O .to 9. In view 

of this, subjects were arbitrarily assigned to one of three classes of 

romanticism. Respondents scoring from Oto 3 were classified as low 

in the romanticism scale, those scoring 4 to 6 were classified as · 

medium, and those scoring 7 to 9 were classified as high. 

Statistical Procedures 

Four statistical procedures were employed in testing hypotheses: 
,, 

th~·s_ test of difference between means; the Krusk.al-:-Wallis analysis 

of variance by ranks; the Mann.,..Whitney test for two :i,ndependent samples; 

and Spearman's rank correlation technique; Except for the s_ test, 

these are order statistics and are properly used where data do not 

meet the assumptions required for use of parametric techniques. 

The Kruskal-Wallis test, in effect, is comparable to an overall 

analysis of variance in a general test of significance, and Mann-

Whitney .tests are comparable to a series of s_ tests where ranking of 

k independent samples at a given level of significance .has already been 

established. The Krusk.al-Wallis test is•a generalized version of the 

Mann-Whitney test in a manner analogous· to the relationship of F and 

.s., and the basic operation involved in .both is to rank order all scores 

and to then obtain a sum of ranks.for each sample. The two tests, 

taken. together,· are efficient and. powerful non-parametric techniques. 

Referring to the Mann-Whitney test, Hays states: 



This test is one of the best of the nonparametric techniques 
with respect to power ~nd power-efficiency. It seems to be 
very superior to the median test in this respect, and.com­
pares quite well with t when assumptions for both tests are 
met. For some special situations, it is even superior tot. 
This makes. it an extr.emely use£ ul · device for the comparison 
of two independent groups.l 

Spearman's.rank correlation technique is an~lo.gous to the para-

metric correlation coefficient, Pearson's!., and is used where score 

values can only be ranked rathe~ than subjected to precise arithmetic 

manipulations. While this test cannot be properly used to assess the 

linearity of two variables, it can be used to assess agreement among 

. 2 subjects on the proper rank ordering of two parameters. 

1william L. Hays, Statistics for Psychologists (New York, 1963), 
p. 635. Also see Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for~ 
Behavioral Sciences (New York, 1956), for a good discussion of· ·the· 
Kruska!:;;;.Wallfs-.and 'Mann-Whitney tests. 

2 Hays, Ibid.~ p. 642. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Findings of the present investigation are reported below under two 

headings which represent the major subdivisions.of the study: the 

relative importance of various characteristics in the selection of 

potentially serious dating partners; and idealization in dating. Be­

fore the findings are presented, a.brief description of the sample of 

primary respondents is given. The implications of the findings along 

with recommendations concerning further research will be presented in 

Chapte:( V. 

Description of the Sample 

The final sample consisted of 110 male primary respqndents with 

220 male secondary respondents and 121 female primary respondents with 

242 female secondary respondents. . All were undergraduate students 

at Oklahoma State University and lived in residence units operated by 

the university. Information gathered on personal characteristics of 

respondents showed that they were largely from the middle socioeconomic 

levels and came predominately from Oklahoma cities of 25,000 and over. 

The distribution of the sample by Greek--non-Greek affiliation and 

class standing is presented in Tables II and !IL 

Table II shows the number of primary respondents who fell into 

each of the twelve sample strata. As can be seen, the number of cases 
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TABLE II 

NUMBER OF PRIMARY RESPONDENTS BY INVOLVEMENT STAGE, 
BY GREEK--NON-GREEK AFFILIATION, AND BY SEX 

Greek--Nan-Greek Involvement Stage 

52 

Affiliation · Casual Moderate Set·ious Total 

Greek 

Males 18 19 19 56 

Females 18 22 24 64 

Non,-Greek 

Males 17 19 18 54 

Females. 19 19 19 57 

from stratum to stratum does riot differ greatly. Table III shows the 

distribution of the sample by class standingo Among both males and 

females, the.sample contained individuals at all undergraduate levelso 

The only category which appears to be underrepresented is females in 

the senior yearo 

The Relative Importance of Twenty~four Character~stics 
Related to the Selection of Potentially 

Serious Dating Partners 

That first hypothesis states that· both males and females will_ 

attach greater importance to personality characteristics than to com-

petitive-materialistic characteristics. Data used to test this hypoth-

esis were derived from having primary respondents rate the importance 

of twenty-four characteristics related to the selection of a poten-

tially serious dating partner. From these ratings, mean importance 

values and ranks were computed by sex, and.!. tests were run to 



·Class Stan~·~~g ...... 

Males 

Freshmen 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Females 

Freshmen 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

TABLE III 

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF PRIMARY RESPONDENTS BY INVOLVEMENT 
STAGE, BY CLASS STANDING, AND BY SEX 

Involvement Stage 
Casual Moderate Serious 

:Number · Per Cent • Number Per Cent :Number · Per -Cent. .... '. . - . 

35 31.8 38 34.5 37 33.6 

8 7.3 16 24.5 5 4.5 

13 11.8 7 6.4 12 10.9 

7 6.4 8 7.3 15 13.6 

7 6.4 7 6.4 5 4.5 

37 30.6 41 33.8 43 35.5 

13 10.7 13 10.7 13 10.7 

12 9.9 16 13.2 12 9.9 

10 8.3 9 7.4 15 12.4 

2 1.6 3 2.5 3 2.5 

*Percentages do not sum to row or column totals because of rounding error. 

Total 
:Number . Per Cent* 

110 100.0 

29 26.4 

32 29.1 

30 27.3 

19 17.3 

121 100.0 

39 32.2 

40 33.1 

34 28.1 

8 6.6 

VI 
w 
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determine whether values attached to personality characteristics were 

greater than those given to competitive-materialistic qualities. Means· 

and ranks of these data by sex are presented in Table IV. For both 

males and. females,.! tests on differences between personality charac­

teristics and competitive-materialistic ones are statistically signifi­

cant·beyond the .0005 level (t=3.79 for males and t=4.95 for females). 

The null hypothesis of no difference between the two kinds of items is 

rejected in favor·of the alternative that personality characteristics 

are considered to be more importaµt than competitive-materialistic ones. 

The magnitude of the.! values indicates that the difference in impor­

tance attached to the two kinds of. characteristics is slightly less for·. 

males than for females. 

Since most of the characteristics received mean values of 3.00 or. 

above, all but a few are considered to be at least.mildly important in 

selecting dating partners with whom one might.become involved. The 

few which were not rated as at least mildly important are all competi­

tive-materialistic items.· Differences between males and females on the 

values and ranks are few, and generally where there are differences~. 

they are not large. One trend whi~h emerges is that females consis­

tently rate most characteristics higher, as shown by the means, than 

males do. While male exceptions to this trend are noted on five 

characteristics--being neat in appearance, having plenty of clothes, 

being se;xually attractive, dressing appropriately, and being good­

looking--it is interesting to observe that all five items cluster 

around.a central theme relating to physical appearance. In general, 

this indicates that males appear to be more interested, iri appearance 

while females place more emphasis on personality characteristics. 



TABLE IV 

MEAN IMPORTANCE VALUES* AND RANKS OF TWENTY-FOUR. 
CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO THE SELECTION QF 
POTENTIALLY SERIOUS DATING PARTNERS BY SEX 

Males 
(N=llO) 

Females 
(N=l21) 
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Characteristics · Means Ranks Means. Ranks 

+Neat in Appearance 
Self-Confident 

+Dances Well 
+Has a Good Reputation 

Intellectua+lY Stimulating 
+Belongs to Greek Organization 

Sensitive 
·understand,ing 
+D'.l;'es.ses Appropriately 
+Plenty of Money 

Good Sense.of Humor 
Good Disposition 

+Drinks Socially 
Considerate 
Dependable 

+Popular 
+Good-Looking 

Ambitious 
Friendly 
Emotionally Mature 
Honest 

+Plenty of.Clothes 
. Sexually Attractive 
Respectful 

4.26 
3.95 
2.73 
3.94 
3.59 
1.68 
4.09 
4.36 
4.06 
2.05 
4.09 · 
4.19 
2.25 
4.19 
4.24 
2.93 
3.58 
3.82 
4.36 
4.28 
4.60 
2.39 
3.73 
4.18 

5 
13 
20 
14 
17 
24 

10.5 
2.5 
12 
23 

10.5 
7.5 

22 
7.5 

6 
19 
18 
15 

2.5 
4 
1 

21 
16 

9 

4.16· 
4.33 · 
2.80 
4.16 
3.96 
L88 
4.54 
4.77 
3.93 
2.45 
4.20 
4.35 
2.26 
4.55 
4.75 
2.99 
3.02 
4.42 
4.40 
4.46 
4.63· 
2.28 
3.35 · 
4.52 

13.5 
11 
20 

13.5 
15 
24 

5 
1 

16 
21 
12 
10 
23 

4 
2 

19 
18 

8 
9 
7 
3 

22 
17 

6 

*Importance scale values are: very important· (5.00), important 
(4.00), mildly important (3.00), unimportant (2.00), and very unimpor· 
tant (LOO). 

+Competitive-materialistic characteristics adapted from Waller. 
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Comparison of ran~s within ma],e andfemale.groups reveals several 

charaeteristics·on which.the·sexes differ. In.addition to being neat 

in appearance and dressing appropriately, the items friendly and 

emotionally mature rank higher among males than females, while females 

achieve higher rankings on the qualities pertaining to being sensitive, 

considerate, dependable, ambitious, and respectful. 

The data.were analyzed further to determine what effects the vari-, 

able of·Greek--non-Greek affiliation has on importance values and 

rankso Results of this breakdown are shown in Table V. Again, .!. tests 

were .run. Differences between· personality char.acteristics and com­

petitive-materialistic characteristics are·statistically significant 

for Greek males ( t=3. 24, p < . 005) , . non-Greek ma;les ( t=4 .16, p < . 0005) , 

Greek females (t=4.79, p( .0005), and non-Greek females (t=5.00, p< 

.0005). 

It·is interesting to see how the four groups compare· in terms of 

means and ranks. Although all groups regard selection of dating 

partners similarly;, there are. some differences among them. In addi- . 

tion, where there are,differences, they appear more often between 

male groups than between female groups. Among males, Greeks place 

more importance on a d~ting partner's being neat, dressing appropri­

ately, and displaying a good disposition than non-Greeks do. In con­

trast, non~Greek males feel that being dependable, emotionally mature, 

and respectful are relatively more important than Greek males do. 

While both male groups generally attach low importance to competitive 

qualities, the mean values associated with such characteristics are. 

consistently higher for Gteeks than for non-Greeks. This isreflected 

in differences in the magnitude of the.!. values. 



TABLE V 

MEAN IMPORTANCE VALUES* AND RANKS OF 'IWENTY-FOUR CHARACTERISTICS 
RELATED TO THE SELECTION OF POTENTIALLY SERIOUS DATING 

PARTNERS BY SEX AND GREEK--NON-GREEK AFFILIATION 

Greek Males Non-Greek Males Greek Females 
(N=56) (N=54) {N=64) 

Characteristics Means Ranks Means Ranks Means ·Ranks 

+Neat in Appearance 4.38 4 4.14 8.5 4.21 13.5 
Self-Confident 3.85 14 4.05 12 4.44 10.5 

+Dances Well 3.15 19 2.32 21 2.87 20 
+Has a Good Reputation 4.15 11.5 3.73 16 4.33 12 

Intellectually Stimulating 3.60 15.5 3.59 18 3.98 15 
+Belongs to Greek Organization 2.04 24 1. 32 24 2.18 24 
Sensitive 4.18 8 4.00 13 4.56 4 
Understanding 4.45 2 4.27 5 4.75 1 

+Dresses Appropriately 4.18 8 3.95 14 3.93 16 
+Plenty of Money 2.16 23 1. 95 23 2.46 21 

Good Sense of Humor 4.04 13 4.14 8.5 4.21 13.5 
Good Disposition 4.24 6 4.14 8.5 4.47 8 

+Drinks Socially 2.45 21 2. -05 22 2.31 22 
Considerate 4.25 5 4.14 8.5 4.52 5.5 
Dependable 4.16 10 4.32 3.5 4. 72 2 

+Popular 3.05 20 2.82 19 3.07 18.5 
+Good-Looking 3.53 18 3.64 17 3.07 18.5 

Ambitious 3.56 17 4.09 11 4.51 7 
Friendly 4.40 3 4.32 3.5 4.44 10.5 
Emotionally.Mature 4.15 11.5 4.41 2 4.46 9 

Non-Greek Females 
{N=57) 

Means Ranks 

4.12 13 
4.22 11 
2.73 20 
4.00 14 
3.95 15 

~ 1.58 24 
4.53 5.5 
4.80 1 
3.93 16 
2.44 21 
4.19 12 
4.24 10 
2.22 23 
4.59 4 
4.78 2 
2.92 19 
2.97 18 
4.34 9 
4.37 8 
4.46 7 

l.n 
-...J 



TABLE V (CONTINUED) 

Greek Males Non~Greek Males Greek Females Non-Greek Females 
{N=56) {N=54~ (N=64) {N=57} 

Characteristics Means Ranks Means Ranks Means Ranks Means Ranks 

Honest 4.56 1 4.64 1 4.66 3 4.61 3 
+Plenty of Clothes 2.42 22 2.36 20 2.25 23 2.32 22 

Sexually Attractive 3.60 15.5 3.86 15 3.28 17 3.42 17 
Respectful 4.18 8 4.18 6 4.52 5.5 4.53 5.5 

*Importance scale values are: very important (5.00), important (4.00), mildly important (3.00), 
unimportant (2.00), and very unimportant (1.00). 

+competitive-materialistic characteristics adapted from Waller. 

\J1 
00 
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There are no large differences between ratings of any character­

istic by female response groups and, in fact, Greek and non-Greek 

females designate the same first sb: preferences. These six character­

istics relate to being understanding, dependable, honest, considerate, 

sensitive, and respectful. Greek females tend to rate materialistic 

items slightly higher than non-Greek females although both groups place 

little importance on most of the competitive-materialistic character­

istics. Again, this is illustrated by the differing magnitudes of.!> 

Examination of Table V when sex distinctions are ignored shows 

that Greeks consider a good reputation and a good disposition to be 

more important than non-Greeks do, while non-Greeks receive a higher 

ranking on the item of emotional maturity. Greeks also give higher 

mean :ratings tha.n non-Greeks on most characteristics. This could be 

due to factors such as different verbal patterns among Greeks or 

different social pressures which they feel. 

In conclusion, these findings indicate that: (1) there is a 

great deal of consensus among all response groups on the importance of 

the various items; (2) there is more variation in the importance 

attached to different items between male groups than between female· 

groups; and (3) personality characteristics are rated higher than 

competitive-materialistic characteristics. 

Idealization in Dating 

Hypothesis 2a predicts that total idealization scores among both 

sexes will differ with involvement stageo Hypothesis 2b predicts that 

the direction of differences will be increasing idealization with in­

creasing emotional involvement. The hypotheses were tested by the. 
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application of K.rnskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney tests. These statisti-, 

cal procedures were applied to total idealization score differences of 

male and female primary respondents and to idealization score differ­

ences for each of the seventeen items which, taken collectively, com­

prise the total idealization score .• 

Results of these tests are presented in Table VI. Column one of 

this Table shows the H values for each item l;lnd the total score and 

their associated probabilities on two-tailed testso Where an H value 

has a probability equal to or less than 005~ results of Mann~Whitney 

tests are indicated to show the direction of significant differences. 

Since hypothesis 2b predicts the direction of the differencest the 

region of rejection for Mann-Whitney U values is one-tailed. 

Among the males at three involvement levels, significant differ­

ences appe.ar on four item scores and on total scores. Since only 

total scores were utilized in testing hypothesis 2a, the decision is 

to reject the null hypothesis of no differences inasmuch as the proba­

bility associated with a value as large as H=l0.879, df=2, is p< .OL 

The alternate hypothesis that total idealization scores differ with 

stage of involvement is accepted for males. 

The null hypothesis under 2b is also rejected since males in the 

casual involvement stage·exhibit total scores which are significantly 

higher than those of males in both the moderate and serious stages. 

Theobserveq. order of scores by involvement stage, as indicated by the 

sums of ranks~ 1ij completely reversed from that stated in the alternate 

hypothesis" The order found, with corresponding ranks, is: casual 

involvement (69o44)>moderate involvement (52.74)> serious involvement 

(4Sol5)o While the null hypothesis is rejected, the alternate cannot 



TABLE VI 

DIFFERENCES ON ITEM AND TOTAL IDEALIZATION SCORES FOR MALE AND 
FEMALE PRIMARY RESPONDENTS IN THREE INVOLVEMENT STAGES 

Items 

Considerate 
Dependable 
Self-Confident 
Ambitious 
Good Sense of Humor 
Good-Looking 
Honest 
Respectful 
Dresses Appropriately 
Sensitive 
Emotionally Mature 
Intellectually Stimulating 
Sexually Attractive 
Good Disposition 
Understanding 
Neat in Appearance 
Friendly 

Total Idealization Score 

arwo-tailed tests, df=2. 
bone-tailed tests. 

Kruskal­
Wallis Ha 

6.406 
0.697 
2.769 
0.492 
0.733 
2.520 
0.957 
2.788 
4.108 
0.154 
4.833 
6.957 
4.054 

14.554 
3.012 
6.534 
4.988 

10.879 

Males 
Direction of Differences 
by Mann-Whitney ub 

C > M* , C > S** 

C >M*, C>S** 

C > M* , M > S* , C -::, S*** 

C>M*, C ::>S* 

C>M*, C>S** 

Kruskal­
Wallis Ha 

3.657 
0.569 
1.160 
2.320 
5.083 
0.222 
6.278 
7.073 
2.333 

12.858 
0.256 
1.098 
0.937 
4.253 
1.900 
1.175 
4.232 

4.352 

Fem.ales 
Direction of Differences 
by ~ann-Whitney uh 

C>M*, C>S** 
C ::> M* , C > S* 

C > M**, C > S*** 

*p < . 05 ***p < . 001 
**p< .01 

Statistics were calculated on the basis of N's of male and female primary respondents in three 
involvement stages. The N's· fat males and fern.ales respectively are: · C = casual involvement (JS)· (37), 
M = moderate involvement (38) (41), and S = serious involvement (37) (43). °' ..... 



be accepted either since the direction of diffei;-enc.es reveals a trend 

toward decreasing idealization with increasing involvement. 
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The null. hypotheses under both· 2a and .. 2b are accepted for . female· 

involvement groups. In·the case.of hypothesis 2a, the probability 

a~sociated with a value as large as H=4.352, df=2~ · is ·p( .20. Since 

the value of His not significant, there were no U values which proved 

to be significant. Even. so, significant differences did appear on the· 

items pertaining to being honest, respectful, and sensitive. As among. 

males, the sums of ran~s on the total idealization scores indicate a 

tendency, although not significant, toward decreasing idealization.with 

increasing involvement. The observed order of scores for females, as 

shown.by the sums of ranks, is: casual involvement (69.78)>moderate 

involvement (61.06)>serious involvement (53.38). 

For descriptive purposes and as further evidence of the validity 

of the statistical tests, mean total idealization-scores for male·and 

female primary respondents were computed. The order of mean scores for· 

males was found to be 12.94 for casual involvement, 4.81 for.moderate. 

involvement, and 1.90 for serious involvement, while that for females 

was 13. 85, 9. 34, and 6. 83 respectively. These means indicate. that .. if 

interval scale assumptions had been met by the data, the increase in 

available information might have more powerfully and significantly . 

supported the trends already noted. 

In order to help assess the validity of the idealization measure, 

Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney tests were run on item and total 
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friends~ difference scoices1 to see whether there were any differences 

between these ratings by involvement status of primary respondents. 

These tests were based upon the assumption that if primary respondent 

idealization of the dating partner is being measured, then no signifi ... 

cant differences bet.ween the difference scores should appear from one 

involvement st.age to anothero That no differences are found can be 

seen in Table VIL H values among male and female involvement groups 

do not approach significance, indicating that the total difference 

sic:ores for friends.of primary respondents do not differ with the in-

volvement status of primary respondents o 

After the initial tests were run on hypotheses 2a and 2b, the 

data were analyzed to determine what effects fraternity or sorority 

membership has on the tendency to idealizeo Accordingly, Kruskal-

Wallis and·Mann-Whitney tests were applied to the data classified by 

Greek--non-Greek affiliation and sex, When this was done, significant 

differences in total idealization scores by involvement stage were 

found for males andfemales infraternities and sororitieso Differ-

ences among male and female non-Greeks by involvement stage are not 

significant~ Values indicating whether there were differences are as 

follows: Greek males (H=6o597, df=2, p < .05) where men at the casual 

1,evel scored significantly higher than those at the serious level; non-

Greek males (H=4.699$ df=2j ns); Greek females (H=7 .323,df=2, p< .05) 

where women at the casual level scored significantly higher than those 

1P-riends 1 difference scores were computed by taking the absolute 
mi,merical difference between two friends' ratings of a primary respon­
dentfs dating partner on every itemo Item differences were then 
summed to yield the total friends' difference score 



TABLE VII 

DIFFERENCES ON ITEM AND TOTAL DIFFERENCE SCORES OF FRIENDS 1 RATINGS OF TH.E DATING 
PARTNERS OF :MALE AND FEMALE PRTMARY RESPONDENTS IN TIIREE INVOLVEMENT STAGES 

Items 

Cons id era te 
Dependable 
Self-Confident 
Ambitious 
Good Sense of Humor 
Good-Looking 
Hon.est 
Respectful 
Dresses Appropriately 
Sensitive 
Emotionally Mature 
Intellectually Stimulating 
Sexually Attractive 
Good Disposition 
Understanding 
Neat in Appearance 
Friendly 

Total Difference Score 

aTwo-tailed tests, df=2. 
bone-tailed tests, 

Friends of Males 
Kruskal­
Wallis Ha 

2.117 
1. 297 
o. 967 
5.882 
4.458 
2.491 
3.754 
2.438 
0.337 
2.045 
2.369 
0.923 
5.793 
0.928 
2.013 
0.799 
8.904 

0.877 

Direction of Differences 
~ M T.Th. . , .• b 0y .ann-w.itney L 

c > s~h\:" 

Friends of Females 
Kruskal- Direction of Differences 
Wallis Ha by Mann-Whitney ub 

4.859 
1.667 
0.225 
0.020 
0.626 
1.069 
7.080 
3.317 
4~215 
0.168 
2.130 
1. 768 
2.616 
3.465 
0.894 
2.923 
1.102 

1.122 

C >M"*, M< g·k 

*P< .05 
**p< .01 

Statistics were calculated on the basis of N1 s of male and female primary respondents in three 
involvement stages. The N's for males and females respectively are: C = casual involvement (35) (37), 
M = moderate involvement (38) (41), and S = serious involvement (37) (43). °' +:'> 



2 at the serious level; and non-Greek females (H=0.500),·df=2, ns). 
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Further evidence is presented in Table VIII concerning directional 

trends which emerged when this breakdown was made. Table VIII gives 

mean total idealization scores achieved by each of the four response 

groups along with ·the corresponding mean friends' difference scores. 

It ·must·be kept in mind that·these two means are based on different 

3 scoring procedures and are not comparable. Among males and females, 

idealization decreases with greater emotional involvement. In fact, 

respondents who fall.in the serious,involvement group.show a tendency 

to underestimate their dating partners rather than to overes.timate 

them-.,..underestimation meaning that primary respond.en ts' ratings are 

numerically smaller than·those of, their friends. 

A quite different picture is revealed for non.,..Greek males and 

females in that they appear to maintain higher levels of idealization 

through .the stage of serious involvement. Although scores for non-

Greek male.s show a decrease in moving from the casual to the moderate· 

stage, a similar decrease does not occur in moving from the moderate. 

to the serious stage. Non-Greek females, on the other hand, seem to 

maintain.a fairly constant level.of. idealization -across.all·involve-

ment levels. 

2Again; these findings cannot be attributed to significant differ­
ences .. in friends' difference scores.· Results of Kruskal-Wallis tests 
run on total difference scores of friends of.primary respondents in the 
three involvement stages were as follows: Greek males (H=0.586, df=2, 
ns); Greek females (H=2.321, df=2, ns); non-Greek males (H=l.340, df=. 
t, ns); and non.,.-Greek females (H=Z.316, df=2, ns). Kruskal-Wallis 
tests were two-tailed. 

3see_p_p. 44-45 for information on procedures used in arriving at 
total idealization scores and total friends' difference scores. 



TABLE VIII 

MEAN TOTAL IDEALIZATION SCORES AND CORRESPONDING FRIENDS' MEAN DIFFERENCE 
SCORES FOR PRIMARY RESPONDENTS IN THREE INVOLVEMENT STAGES 

BY SEX AND GREEK--NON-GREEK AFFILIATION 

Males 
Involvement Stage Greek Non-Greek Greek 

Casual (N=l8) (N=l 7) (N=l8) 

Idealization Score X 11.94 13.94 14.50 
Difference Score X 13.67 14.05 11. 78 

Moderate (N=l9) ' (N=l9) (N=22) 

Idealization Scor!:. X 3.79 5.84 8.27 
Difference Score X 13.79 11. 79 16.36 

Serious (N=l9) (N=l8). (N=24) 

Idealization Score X -1.63 5.44 -0.29 
Difference Score X 12.68 12. 72 11.88 

Females 
Non-Greek 

(N=l9) 

13.21 
15.37 

(N=l9) 

10.42 
12.32 

(N=l9) 

13.95 
13.37 

.O'\ 

°' 
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Hypothesis 3, which predicts that idealization will vary with the 

length of time in the specific dating relationship (as differentiated 

from degree of involvement), was tested by again employing Kruskal-

Wallis tests to the data broken down by se:x groups, H values were not 

significant, and the null hypothesis of no difference for males and 

females in six c:ategories of length of time dating is accepted, How-

ever, it is of interest to note that the sums of ranks of idealization 

total scores consiste1;1tly de,crease as length of time dating increases 

(see T.able IX)o This trend suggests that people tend to become more 

objective in evaluating someone they are involved with simply as a 

func,tion of available. interaction time and independently of degree of 

emotional involvement, 

TABLE IX 

KRUSKAL-WALLIS VALUES* AND SUMS OF RANKS ON TOTAL IDEALIZATION 
SCORES FOR MALE AND FEMALE PRIMARY RESPONDENTS IN 

SIX CATEGORIES OF LENGTH OF TIME DATING 

Length of Time 
Dating 

0 to 3 months 

3+ to 6 months 

6+ to 9 months 

9+ months to 1 year 

1+ year to 2 years 

2 years and over 

~\Two-tailed tests~ df""5, 

Sums of Ranks on Total Idealization Scores 
Males Females 

(N=28) 

(N=27) 

(N=16) 

(N.,,8) 

(N=l3) 

(N=l8) 

65,30 

59,56 

47006 

44,35 

45011 

H=,J o 161 ns 

(N=30) 

(N=22) 

(N=26) 

(N,,,5) 

(N=14) 

(N=24) 

65.06 

61,00 

48050 

48,83 

H=7o390 ns 
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Hypothesis 4j which states that the tendency for both males and females 

to idealize will increase with increases in romanticism scores, again 

was tested by using the Kruskal-Wallis statistic. Possible romanticism 

scores ·ranged from O to 9. Primary respondents were divided into three 

groups varying by degree of romanticism: low romanticism (Oto 3); 

medium romanticism (4 to 6); and high romanticism (7 to 9). Results of 

this analysis are shown in Table X. As can be seen, the hypothesis is 

rejected for both·males and females, and the null hypothesis that there 

is no difference in idealization scores of individuals exhibiting 

different degrees of romanticism is accepted. Even though H.values do 

not approach significance and the sums of ranks do not reveal a defini-

tive trend, the order of ranks suggests that males and females who 

score high on the romanticism scale may idealize slightly more than 

those scoring lowo 

TABLE X 

KRUSKAL-WALLIS VALUES* AND SUMS OF RANKS ON TOTAL IDEALIZATION 
SCORES FOR MALE AND FEMALE PRIMARY RESPONDENTS 

REPRESENTING THREE DEGREES OF ROMANTICISM 

Romanticism 
Sco'(e 

Sums of Ranks on Total Idealization Scores 
Males Females 

Low (N=28) 54.34 (N=50) 57.37 

Medium (N=55) 52.27 (N=52) 64.24 

High (N=27) 63028 (N=l9) 6L68 

*~wo-tailed tests, df=2. H::.:7 .161 ns H=7o390 ns 

Hypothesis 5, which predicts that item idealization scores will 

vary positively with the importance values attached to those items, was 

evaluated by means of Spearman·rs correlations. Items ranked by 
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primary respondents on the basis of total importance scores and total 

idealization scores were correlated. Correlations· for males and fe­

males. respectively were found to be .27 and .38. The low correlations 

are in the preducted direction but are not statistically significant. 

Hypothesis.5 is rejected. 

Summary of Results 

Statistical tests have been made of five main hypotheses stated at 

the outset of this st'l,ldy and for an additional two which were included 

to facilitate interpretation of other findings. The data used in test-

ing these hypotheses were based on questionnaires gathered from several 

hundred respondents, all college students at·Oklahqjiia State University. 

A brief summary of the results obtained is presented below. 

It was found that males and females.--both Greek and non--Greek--

~ttach .importance ratings to personality characteristics in selecting 

a date which are significantly higher than those which they attach to 

competitive-material;istic characteristics. In·addition, descriptive 

data showed that Greeks rate competitive-materialistic items higher 

than non-Greeks, and that there is some variation in emphasis of cer-

tain values by sex as well as Greek-non-Greek affiliation. 

Second, it was determined that idealization among males varies 

significantly with degree of involvement in a negative manner leading 

to.decreasing idealization with increasing involvement.{ Significant 

differences between idealization and degree of involvement were not 

found among females, although the data indicated a trend toward de­

creasing idealization with increasing involvement. It was also found 

that the relationship between idealiz~tion and involvement varies with 
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introduction of the variable .of Greek~non-Greek affiliation. Greek 

males and·females showed significant·differences, again indicating 

decreasing idealization with increasing involvement, while no signifi-

cant differences were found among non~Greek males and females. 

Tests run to ascertain the.effects of two other variables--length 

of time dating and romanticism score--on idealization did not approach 

the level of significance determined earlier. In spite of the lack 

of statistical significance., the data suggested that a negative rela­
"--

tionship exists·between length of time dating and idealization. They 

did not, however, indicate any systematic relationship between ideali.,. 

zation and romanticism. as measured by Hobart's romanticism scale. 

The hypothesis that the magnitude of idealization on various 

characteristics will vary positively with the importance attached to 

them was also rejected. Correlijtions, although in the predicted 

direction, were low and not significant. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Five ma,in hypotheses were tested in.this study, the results of 

which were presented in the previous chapter. It remains now to relate 

these findings to the existing literature and to consider their impli­

cations for family theory and further research" 

According to Willard Waller, college dating is governed by a 

rating complex which determines a distributive order in terms of the 

desirability of individuals as dates. The rating complex places im­

portance on certain kinds of competitive-materialistic characteristics 

as the criteria by which dates are selected. Although Waller did not 

buttress this thesis with empirical supports, other sociologists have 

sought to test it. The resulting studies have yielded considerable 

consensus on characteristics deemed important in selecting dates. The 

general conclusion is that the.influence ofcompetitive-materialistic 

values is small, that the applicability of the rating complex is 

limited, and that the dominant themes in date selection are not com­

petitive-materialistic ones but. ones that revolve around personality 

dimensions and companionship norms" 

Data reported in the present study reaffirm that personality 

characteristics and orientations toward others are deemed more impor­

tant and override materialistic considerations in selecting dates. 

Also indicated is the emergence of certain themes or value clusters in 
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dating such that traits within any cluster tend to be rated similarly, 

resulting in differential importance of themes. This can be interpreted 

to mean that selection of dating partners probably revolves around 

larger themes rather than around specific traits and that, on the whole, 

themes composed of materialistic traits are relatively unimportant. 

It appears, moreover, that most.competitive-materialistic criteria 

receive even les$ support from students at Oklahoma State University 

than they have in studies such as those by Smith1 and Blood~ It is 

difficult to make direct comparisons, howeveri since different stimulus 

questions were employed. Smith, it will be remembered, queried stu-

dents about what it takes to be popular on campus. This is quite dif-

ferent from asking students to rate the importance of traits in select-

ing dates. 

To the extent that it is possible to make comparisons, our data 

are·consistent with those of Blood on the differential emphasis at-

taclled to competitive-materialistic norms by Greeks and non-Greeks, in 

that Greeks attach more importance to these criteria than non-Greeks 

do. This at least partially reflects the operation of certain norma-

tive orientations within the organized groups, in terms of which mem-

bers are socialized. Additionally, since Blood produced evidence which 

supports the notion that there is no sharp break between norms govern-

ing dating and those governing mating, it appears that the ranking 

1william M~ · Smith, Jr., "Rating and· Dating: A Re-Study," Mar-:­
riage and Family Living, XIV (1952), pp. 312-216. 

2Robert O. Blood, Jr., "A Retest of Waller's Dating Complex," 
Marriage and Family Living, XVII (1955), pp. 42-47. 



of characteristics related to date selection is similar to that oper­

ating in mate selection. 
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It .is very difficult to assess the validity of preconstructed 

checklis.ts · in measuring actual campus dating values since the hierarchy 

determined by such a method may not reflect the operations of the true 

hierarchy. Enough data have been gathered using preconstructed check­

list to assure consistency of results obtained by this methodology, and 

findings of the present study come as no surprise. As was made explicit 

in Chapter II, it is possible that such checklists may only evoke ;re­

sponses which are socially approved along normatively sancti.oned lines. 

Therefore, a direct test of Waller I s hypothesis concerning the rating 

complex has not been made. It can be said that the evidence questions 

the force with which it operates. 

A second general problem investigated relates to Waller's analysis· 

of idealization as an element essential in romantic love. Waller be~ 

lieved that when one or both partners in a dating relationship become 

emotionally involved~ the ensuing interaction produces idealization-­

defined as attributing to a loved one qualities which he or she does 

not possess, in kind and/or in degree. Once the process of idealiza­

tion has begun, there is a tendency toward increasing idealization .with 

increasing involvement. In other words, increasing involvement leads 

to progressive departures from reality on the part of both partners. 

No research has been done to test the validity of these specific notions. 

The little related research which can be foun4 has produced the ten­

tative conclusion that idealization in love relationships is moderate 

rather than extreme and has led many theorists to question the appli­

cability of Waller's ideas concerning idealization to middle-class· 
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courtship. 

Our data do not support Waller's contention that idealization is 

an essential outgrowth of romantic love nor his thesis that the rela-

tionship between idealization and involvement is one of increasing 

idealization with increasing involvement. They do support the position 

of Burgess and Wallin, 3 that idealization is curbed in serious roman-

tic involvement and engagement, but do not allow inferences to be made 

concerning these authors' argument r_egarding · the cause of idealization" 

If idealization is a result of the importance of maintaining self-

esteem, as Burgess and Wallin contend, the importance placed on doing 

so must vary with certain group membership characteristics. 

It has been shown that the tendency to idealize is highest when 

emotional involvement with dating partners is minimal. After an initial 

high in idealization, the tendency is to become more realistic and less 

prone to idealization as emotional involvement increases. No evidence 

was found to indicate that an "interaction of idealizations" carries 

couples in love further and further from reality. While both sexes 

exhibit a comparable degree of idealization at the casual involvement 

level, its development with increasing involvement is affected by the 

introduction of several independent variables. With respect to sex, 

males exhibit a much greater decrease in idealization with increasing 

involvement than females do. This trend additionally is affected by 

wheth~r or not one is a fraternity or sorority member, with mem-

bers--males and females--showing greater decreases than non-member1;:1. 

3Ernest W. Burgess and Paul Wallin, Engagement and Marriage 
(Philadelphia, 1953), pp. 222-223. 
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One explanation of the differences found between males and females 

stems from the fact that males have career orientations which females 

generally do not have. It may be that the process of their becoming 

occupied with .such .orientations leads to decreasing idealization even 

before marriage. The finding concerning differences between Greeks and· 

non-Greeks--where Greeks at the serious involvement level give ratings 

of their dates which are numerically smaller than those of their 

friends--was not expected, and.no adequate explanation can be offered 

to account for this. 

Although not independent of involvement level, idealization also 

appears· to vary with length of time dating in. a negative manner. With 

respect to. this relationship, it is probable that involvement level and 

length of time dating operate interactively to affect idealization. 

Because intimacy tends.to increase over time,the individual learns 

more of the peculiar attributes of a dating partner, resulting in more 

objective assessments of his or her characteristics.· 

No evidence of th.e hypothesized relationship between idealization 

and romanticiSlll was found. The lack of any systematic relationship 

between the two casts doubt on Waller's.contention that idealization 

is an inevitable outgrowth of romantic love and Folsom's assertion 

that idealization is a necessary component of the romantic complex. 

These conclusions, however, are limited to a definition of romanticism 

as that which is measured by Hobart's romanticism scale. It may be. 

that some relationship would be found if a different scale were used. 

The best explanation of the results of this study can be made in 



76 

terms of a framework offered by Merri114 and Winch5 on the role played 

by ideal mate images in romantic involvement. According to Merrill, 

during the early stages of a relationship each individual may assume 

that the other is actually the personification of his or her ideal 

image. When love first appears, the loved one is endowed with all the 

attributes of the ideal mate image. As the individuals involved come 

to know each other better and as the period of euphoria comes to sub-

side a little, many of the constructed ideal.attributes fall into more 

realis~ic perspective. 

Under this thesis, it would be expected that some idealization 

would occur with moderate involvement since love (or at least.infatua-

tion) is emerging. This would be followed by decreasing idealization 

at the serious level when forces set in to produce more realistic 

appraisals of the loved one. This explanation, however, does not 

account for the idealization shown at the casual level when emotional 

attachment is slight. It could be that high idealization at the casual 

involvement level is a result of anxieties and inadequacies which are 

experienced in trying to anticipate and meet expectations of dating 

partners. Lacking the perspective and support of expectations that 

emerge with prolonged interaction, casual daters may have a tendency 

to initially over-value many of their dating partners. 

4 Frances E. Merrill, Courtship ~ Marriage (New York, 1959), pp. 
147-150. 

5Robert F. Winch,~ Modern Family (New York, 1963), pp. 646-648. 
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Limitations 

In interpreting the findings of this investigation, it should be 

pointed out that there are several limitationso A brief discussion of 

such limitations will be presented below, followed by recommendations 

for further research. 

One limitation stems from the population on which the research was 

based and the nature of the sample. The population was made up of 

single students at only one university in the southwestern portion of 

the United States. This population is distingushed by characteristics 

of the university including the specific normative orientations asso­

ciated with its students, the peculiarities of its Greek system, and 

the general socioeconomic level of its students. The sample drawn from 

this population was relatively small and was selected to provide strata 

of approximately equal size representing different involvement levelso 

In addition, the sample is not subject to rules of probability. In 

light of the above, a conservative interpretation of findings would 

appear to be in order. 

A second possible limitation concerns the relative lack of control 

exerted over criteria used in selecting secondary respondents. Ide­

ally, the degree of the intimacy of their friendship to primary re~ 

spondents should have been controlled. Ai;i attempt should have been 

ma.de to equate the two friends in terms of how well they knew the 

primary respondents' dating partners. Since it cannot be said what 

kinds of factors were contributing to differences in friends' ratings, 

problems arise in interpreting the effects of such on idealization 

scores. Relative comparisons can be made in terms of the numerical 
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differences in idealization scoreso Inferences cannot be drawn, how­

ever, as to the general magnitude of idealization. In other words, 

this writer believes that it would be untenable to hazard guesses about 

the general extent of idealization--interpreting the scores in terms of 

their indicating extreme, moderate, or slight idealization. 

A third pr,:,blem pertains to the determination of involvement 

stage. Only three involvement levels were used and there undoubtedly 

is a great deal of variation within each level. It is possible that a 

more precise statement of the relationship between involvement and 

idealization could be made if more involvement levels were employed. 

One advantage which accrues from the method used in determining in­

volvement levels stems from the use of pre-established criteria. 

Placing of a primary respondent in one stage or another on the basis of 

such criteria increases the ease with which replication can be madeo 

Lastly, no effort was made to check the current validity of 

Hobart's romanticism scale. It is not known to what extent this scale 

effectively discriminates between individuals representing different 

degrees of romanticism. The scale was constructed over two decades 

ago, and conceptions relating to love and courtship have probably 

changed since the time when it was first used. To the extent that they 

have changed, if they have, the discriminatory power of the scale be­

comes subject to question. 

Recommendations 

Further investigations of hypotheses derived from Waller's analy­

ses of the dynamics of dating and courtship are needed in order to 

assess the validity of conclusions reached on the basis of this 
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researcho Several leads concerning the direction of future research 

and theorizing in the area of college dating relationships, the rating 

complex, and idealization in courtship, however, have emerged. 

Data analyzed in this study have pointed out possible relation­

ships between idealization and several independent variables. Future 

research is needed to determine what additional kinds of factors may 

affect idealization. Included in a list .of factors. that might be ex­

plored are age, socioeconomic level, and differences between high 

school and college students. In addition, it would be fruitful to 

examine, systematically, interaction effects of variables on idealiza­

tion. Further study into the relationship between romanticism and 

idealizatio.n would profit by either developing a new romanticism scale 

or determining the discriminatory value of Hobart's scale before using 

it again. 

Only one test was made to help assess the validity of the tech­

nique developed for measuring idealization. While it is believed that 

this technique has much potential as a measure of idealization, several 

other tests of its validity are needed. Empirical inquiry should be 

made into several assumptions underlying its construction and inter­

pretation, as indicated by the fact that the meaning of minus scores-­

representing the phenomenon of underestimation--must be interpreted 

with great caution at the theoretical level. 

Finally, in subsequent research on the process of idealization, 

another test of the hypotheses could be made by taking individuals at 

the beginning of a dating relationship, that is, at the casual involve­

ment level, and periodically administering the idealization instrumen~ 

to them at different points in their relationship. This kind of 



longitudinal research should yield more definit:f.ve results on· the 

operation of idealization in dating and roniap.tic relationsh:i.ps. 
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Appendix A 

SCHEDULE COMPLETED BY PRIMARY RESPONDENTS 

L Age: 17 18__ 19 20 

2. Sex: Male_ Female __ 

3. Class standing in college: 
() Freshman 
() Sophomore 
( ) Junior 
() Senior 

21 22 23 

() Other (Specify)-------------------

4. Approximately how large is the community your parents or guardian 
currently live in: 
() Under 2,500 
() 2,500-24,999 
() 25,000-49,999 
() 50,000-100,000 
() Over 100,000 

5. What is the title of the occupation of your father or the head of 
your family~ 

What does your father or the head of your.family do on the job: 

6. Are you a pledge or member of a sorority or fraternity: 
( ) Yes 
( ) · No 
( ) Was .a pled.ge or member but no longer am 

7. How long have you known the.person you.have been asked to judge: 
() 0 to 3 months 
() 3+ to 6 months 
() 6+ to 9 months 
() 9+.months to 1 year 
() 1+ year to~ years 
() Over 2 years 

8. How long have you been dating the person you have been asked to 
judge: . 
() 0 to 3 months 
() 3+ to 6 months 
() 6+.to 9 months 
( ) 9+ months to .. 1 yeaJ;' 
() 1+ year to 2 years 
() Over 2 y~ars 
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9. How emotionally involved are you with the person you have been 
asked to judge: 
( ) · -No emotional involvement or slight emotional involvement 
() Moderate emotional involvement · 
() Serious emotional involvement 

10. Check one .of the following in terms of t~e nature-of your relation~ 
ship with tl:ie pers.on you have been asked to judge: 
() Have not really considered marriage to this person 
() Have considered marriage to this person, but no definite 

plans or decision has bee_n made 
( ) Have definite plans to marry -- this person_ 

11. In. relation :to.this person, would you consider yourself_to be: 
( ) Casually dating _ 
() Dropped or what you would consider-the equivalent-of_being 

dropped · 
() Pinned or what you would consider the equivalent of being 

pinned 
( ) Engaged 

PART I. Evaluations of Dating Partner 

Directions; Listed below are some qualities or characteristics which 
are often used by people to describe other individuals whom they know 
or with whom they are involved. We would like you to rate the indivi­
dual you have been asked to judge on the extent to which you,think he 
or she exhibits each of these characteristics. 

You may indicate the.extent to which you _think the_individual you are 
judging possesses each characteristic by circling one of the responses 
under each item. Choose that response which most nearly represents 
your judgment concerning this individual, and please try to be as 
objective as possible in making your judgments._ 

1. Is considerate of other individuals? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

2. ~ dependable? 

Always Very Often· Often r Occasionally Rarely. 

3. ~ self".'"confident? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

4. Is ambitious? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 



5. Exhibits·,!! good sense of humor? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally . 

6. Is .·considered £Y other people !2. be good-looking? 

Always Very Often· Often Occasio.nally 

7 Q ..!! honest? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally 

8. ..!! respectful .2£. others? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally 

9. Dresses appropriately? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally 

10. Is sensitive to other people's feelings? 

Always Very.Often Often 

.lL Acts emotionally mature? 

Always Very Often Often 

12. Is intellectually stimulating? 
~f-,iti xr.ti: 

Always Very Often · Often 

Occasionally 

Occasionally 

Occasionally 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Rarely 

13. ~ considered EI. other people to be sexually attractive? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

14. Displays!_ good disposition? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

15. ~ understanding? 

Always· Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

16. ls nea,t in appearance? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

17. Is friendly? 

Always Very Often Often· Occasionally Rarely 
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PART II. Importance of Characteristics in Dates 

Directions: We would now like to know how·important you feel each of 
the following characteristics is in terms of someone with whom you 
might become emotionally involved. In other words, how important do 
you feel it is that a person, with whom you might become involved, 
possess each of these characteristics? Indicate how important you feel 
each·characteristic is by circling one of the responses under each 
item. Try to respond to the items without reference to any specific 
person. It is also crucial that you respond to the items in terms of 
your own.feelings about how important they are rather than how impor­
tant oth~rs may ;thi10k they are, etc. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Is ~ in appearance? 

Very 
Important Important 

Is self-confident? 

Very 
Important Important 

Dances well? 

Very 
Important Important 

Has.!!_ good reputation? 

Very 
Important Important 

Mildly· 
Important 

Mildly 
Important 

Mildly 
Important 

•;) 

Mildly 
Important 

5. Is intellectually.stimulating? 

Very 
Important Important 

Mildly 
Important 

6. Belongs to a Greek organization? 

Very 
Important Important 

Mildly 
Important 

7. Is sensitive.to other's feelings? 

Very 
Important Important 

8. Is understanding? 

Very 
Important Important· 

Mildly 
Important 

Mildly 
Important 

Unimportant 

Unimportant 

Unimportant 

Unimportant 

Unimportant 

Unimportant. 

Unimportant 

Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant. 

Very 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 
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9. Dresses Appropriately? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important ImportE;tnt Importa.nt Unimportant Unimportant 

10. ~plenty.Qi money? 

Very Mildly· Very 
Important. Important Important Un:f,mportant Unimportant 

11. Exhibits!. good sense of humor? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Import;ant· Important Unimportant· Unimportant 

l2o Displays!. good disposition? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Important Important Unimportant· Unimportant 

13. Is willing to drink socially? 

Very Mildly Very 
Impot"tant Important Important Unimportant Unimportant 

l4o ~ considerate of other individuals? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Important Important Unimportant Unimportant 

15. Is dependable? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Important Important· Unimportant Unimportaij.t 

16. Is popular? 

Very Mildly· Very 
Important · Important Important. UnimportE;tnt Unimportant· 

17. Is good-looking? 

Very Mildly· Very 
Important Important Important· Unimportant Unimportant. 

18. Is ambitious? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Important Important Unimportant: Unimportant 

19. ~ friendly? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important· Important Important Unimportant -Unimportant· 



92 

20. ~ emotionally mature?._ 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Important Important Unimportant Unimportant 

21. ,!!. honest? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important. Impc:,rtant Important Unimportant Un~mportant 

22. Has plenty of clothes? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Important Important· Unimportant Unimportant 

23. Is sexually attractive? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Important_ Important Unimportant_ Unimportant 

240 .!!, ·respectful .2f others? 

Very Mildly Very 
Important Important· Important Unimportant Unimportant 

PART III. Opinions About Love Relationships 

Directions: Listed below are twelve statements which relate to love,. 
love relationships, and marriage. We would like to know how you feel 
about each statement--whether you agree or disagree with the content 
of each statement. It is very important that you evaluate the state~ 
ments in terms of how you really feel about.them. Indicate your 
opinion about each item by circling "Agree" if-you agree with the 
statement and "Disagree" if you do not agree.with the statement~ 

1. Lovers ought to expect a certain amount of disillusionment with 
each other and their relationship after marriage. 

Agree Disagree 

2. To be truly in love is to be in love forever. 

Agree Disagl:'ee 

3. As long as they at least love each other, two people should have 
no trouble getting along together·in marriage. 

Agree Disagree 

4. A girl should expect her boyfriend to be chivalrous on all occa­
sions. 

Agree Disagree 
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So A person should marry whomever he loves regardless of the social 
position of the one he loves. 

Agree Disagree 

60 One should not marry against the serious advice of one's parents. 

Agree Disagree 

7. Lovers should freely confess everything of personal significance 
to each other, 

Agree Disagree 

80 Economic.security should be carefully considered before selecting 
a marriage partnero 

Agree Disagree 

9, Most of us could sincerely love any one of several people equally 
welL 

Agree Disagree 

10. A lover who is not jealous is hardly to be desiredo 

Agree Disagree 

11. The sweetly feminine "clinging vine" girl cannot compare with the 
capable aud sympathetic girl as a gii;-lfriend. 

Agree Disagree 

12. True love should be suppressed in cases where its existence con­
flicts with the prevailing standards of morality. 

Agree Disagree 
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SCHEDULE COMPLETED BY SECONDARY RESPONDENTS 

1. Age: 17 18 19_ 20_ 21 22 23 __ . 

2. Sex: Male_ Female_ 

3. Class standing in college: 
() Freshman 
() Sophomore 
( ) Junior 
() Senior 
() Other (Specify) __ ___, _______________ _ 

4. Approximately how large is the community your parents or guardian 
currently ·live in: 
( ) Under 2,500 
() 2,500-24,999 
() 25,000-49,999 
() 50,000-100,000 -~ 
() Over 100,000 

5. What is the title of the.occupation of your father or the head of 
your family: 

What does your father or the.head of your family do on.the job: 

6. Are you a pledge or member of a sorority or fraternity: 
( ) Yes 
( ) No 
() Was a pledge or member but no longer am 

7. How long have you known the person you have been asked to judge: 
() 0 to 3 months 
() 3+ to 6 months 
() 6+ to 9 months 
() 9+ tnonths.to 1 year 
() l+ year to 2 years 
( ) Over 2 years 

PART L Evaluati.ons of Friend's Dating Partner 

Directions: Listed below are some qualities or characteristics which 
are often used by people to describe other individuals whom they know 
or with whom they are involved. We _would like you to rate the indivi­
dual you have been asked to judge on the extent to which you think he 
or she exhibits .each of these characteristics. Remember that the 
-person you have been asked to judge is your friend's dating partn~r~ 
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You may indicate the extent to which you think your friend's dating 
partner possesses each characteristic by circling one of the responses 
under each item. Choose that response which most.nearly represents 
your.judgment,concerning this individual, and.please try to be as 
objective.as possible in making your judgments. 

L .!!.. considerate of other individuals? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

2. Is dependable? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

3. .!!.. self-confident? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

4. Is ambitious·? 

Always Very Often Often ·Occasionally Rarely 

s. Exhibits.!_ good sense .2f humor? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

6. .!!. considered a other people to be good-looking? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

7. Is honest? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

8. Is respectful of others? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

9. Dresses appropriately? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely·· 

10. Is sensitive !2. other people's feelings? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

11. Acts emotionally mature? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

12. Is intellectually stimulating? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 
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13. Is considered E,Y_ other people ,to ~.seX1,1ally attractive? 

Always Very Often Ofte.n Oc<;:asionally Rarely 

14. Displays ~ good. disposition?. 

Always· Very Often Often. Occasionally Rarely 

15. Is understanding? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

16. Is neat in appearance? 

Always Very Often Often Occasionally Rarely 

17. Is friendly? 

Always Very Often Often Occas.ionally Rarely 
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CASUAL INVOLVEMENT STAGE 
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Respondent Total Idealiza- Friends' Dif- Romanticism 
Number tion Score ference Score Score 

1.76 37 19 6 
:11s 19 19 6 
100 27 5 5 
173 45 13 8 
146 -6 16 8 
078 -1 13 6 
147 -14 16 6 
151 17 5 6 
075 -1 19 9 
098 -7 23 7 
102 9 17 8 
095 4 6 6 
152 9 19 8 
131 18 7 4 
166 -2 16 7 
093 18 12 6 
160 21 9 3 
070 20 10 6 
193 21 11 7 
032 22 12 3 
031 -1 11 3 
135 -8 8 2 
145 16 12 4 
144 18 16 2 
067 24 22 8 
030 14 12 4 
065 -4 26 1 
028 1 17 1 
029 29 17 8 ,, 
066 31 11 2 
033 -10 6 4 
214 31 11 9 
156 19 23 7 
074 22 16 7 
092 14 10 7 



TOTAL IDEALIZATION SCORES, FRIENDS' DIFFERENCE SCORES, AND 
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Respondent Total Idealiza- Friends' Dif- Romanticism 
Number tion Score. ference Score Score 

208 16 12 4 
155 13 13 6 
054 17 19 3 
187 -1 9 1 
025 -15 9 4 
068 22 10 6 
186 15 13 5 
192 4 6 3 
191 19 9 6 
073 -4 4 2 
064 33 13 1 
136 17 15 6 
035 7 15 7 
027 -5 11 2 
149 -23 19 8 
204 -18 16 2 
014 12 12 5 
050 -4 9 2 
072 6 10 3 
171 -7 15 5 
097 -7 11 8 
236 -20 _ 12 5 
172 12 8 7 
175 -13 13 5 
177 22 26 1 
076 20 16 3 
079 4 12 7 
234 -12 12 4 
157 12 14 4 
168 31 11 5 
164 ..;.17 15 5 
158 6 10 7 
169 20 10 6 
148 -8 14 4 
165 25 13 6 
170 -5 13 6 
134 -5 17 4 
132 14 20 5 

,,. 
; . .. 
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Respondent Total Idealiza- Friends' Dif- Romanticism 
Number tion Score ference Score Score 

071 9. 13 7 
154 15 15 9 
195 5 9 2 
232 9 13 4 
040 -1 17 2 
024 5 11 5 
130 2 12 4 
188 -9 7 3 
023 22 16 2 
069 10 18 7 
194 4 14 4 
150 -7 7 6 
202 -7 13 ;3 
026 15 11 6 
203 15 13 5 
051 -8 9 4 
190 25 15 8 
034 -3 11 6 
238 1 19 6 
133 -19 7 6 
174 -13 15 5 
233 3 9 7 
101 9 9 6 
104 -13 11 4 
103 6 20 3 
189 -12 12 3 
077 5 9 4 
159 -14 14 5 
096 14 12 6 
153 10 12 3 
179 -20 14 4 
099 -8 18 4 
094 -4 4 3 
153 1 11 7 
235 4 18 7 
167 15 15 5 
161 1 17 4 
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Respondent Total Idealiza- Friends' Dif- Romanticism · 
Number tion Score ference Score Score 

213 10 12 2 
142 22 10 4 
242 18 22 4 
143 15 17 4 
118 18 18 1 
057 12 8 3 
080 6 17 3 
092 9 13 5 
207 8 6 1 
018 2 8 7 
218 10 15 3 
197 9 31 7 
241 -4 8 2 
049 -4 10 2 
062 -24 10 3 
211 19 15 3 
088 17 15 7 
183 25 13 3 
109 -8 8 2 
105 32 22 3 
039 31 9 2 
212 32 10 3 
009 47 11 1 
128 41 9 8 
058 5 11 4 
022 29 17 3 
061 -15 13 7 
044 -1 13 5 
107 ,...,3 11 2 
038 20 16 2 
047 10 10 7 
081 7 25 5 
090 24 12 6 
205 27 15 7 
013 33 17 4 
221 8 18 4 
017 12 9 4 
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Respondent Total Idealiza-. Friends' Dif- Romanticism 
Number tion Score ference Score Score. 

045 -1 9 3 
053 -2 12 2 
036 5 11 7 
035 16 12 3 
003 5 29 2 
063 35 15 6 
222 17 17 6 
006 19 11 3 
129 18 24 4 
056 -23 13 3 
196 6 6 3 
046 -19 15 6 
037 -4 4 5 
087 47 7 3 
182 -12 10 2 
206 -9 7 7 
201 39 15 7 
121 -1 17 4 
113 -2 18 9 
215 14 12 7 
200 -3 13 3 
052 27 17 3 
053 26 16 2 
111 4 8 4 
185 17 9 4 
060 20 8 5 
227 20 16 4 
127 -12 16 2 
119 14 12 2 
184 -39 9 3 
228 32 0 6 
229 25 27 0 
106 29 9 2 
086 -1 3 5 
181 -5 19 4 
198 31 31 8 
084 1 17 3 
180 21 19 2 
105 15 35 5 
083 -5 13 6 
126 9 13 7 
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Respondent Total Idealiza- Friends' Dif- }\omanticism 
Number tion Score ference Score. Score 

122 '-3 15 7 
048 -4 22 2 
219 41 9 5 
116 -35 17 2 
041 -13 7 7· 
043 -12 8 0 
123 -9 9 5 
059 15 12 4 
230 11 15 4 
245 7 7 5 
082 64 14 9 
008 -3 15 4 
042 9 13 5 
114 20 18 5 
220 7 15 8 
111 25 19 6 
217 14 12 5 
231 1 13 1 
085 -9 13 3 
117 2 20 5 
020 10 12 0 
108 -26 16 4 
007 19 17 4 
210 15 9 1 
004 18 8 4 
115 5 11 3 
209 -1 9 3 
110 4 4 4 
213 24 14 5 
216 5 13 6 
089 15 15 3 
163 -20 10 4 
120 15 15 5 
122 23 9 4 
124 -31 19 2 
008 30 20 5 
001 0 12 7 
091 -8 8 4 
162 17 7 5 
112 -9 5 3 
125 9 7 5 
199 20 14 6 
019 -4 12 1 
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