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SR | o ABSTRACT L
Three models are derived from the ext;ting empirical literature

to predict concepttons of romantic 1ove Each model contains Simiiar

variabies but measured differentiy according to different timé frames

lJ

“.The 51tuationa1 mode]l qupses upon.current,courtship, lTove, and sexua]

‘. ry

experience and attitudes . The 1ifetime‘model focuses uponvan

) '
indiViduai s total experiences in’ the areas of courtship tatus, fove,
and sex up to the present moment ThevPAC modei contains variables

‘

separateiy measuring one's past and current experiendes in these sam% | )
areas. U51ng multiple regression ana]ySis techniques each of the -
: models are applied to data co]iected\in_an’earlier research project |
‘ (Hobart..1979) from 2 062‘university and techhicai school students
across five regions in Canada. Separate analyses are performed upon
English and French students and upon’ univerSity and technica] schooi
students within -each 1ingu15tic group
Some of the mode]s fai] to achieve statistical Sighiflcance for /[ : ' -%
Frendh students in both educational settings and these students are ) :
excluded from fUrther analysis. Among Eng]ish students the most j g | g
powerfu] predictor of g]oba] romantic1sm scores, as measured by an o
abbreviated form‘of.the‘Love Attitude Inventory,'for university
students is the situationa] mode1 while among technical school students
> the PAC model is the most powerful. 1 o
| The PAC modei is also the most powerful predictor of all three .
romanticism SUbsca]es’(traditionai, irrationaiity, and’suprenacy) .
contained within the global scaie’for'Eng]ish tecnnicai schooi students.

Cew

A RY]



- Among Engllsh un1vers1ty students, the PAC mode] 1s the most powerfu]
predwctor for both the trad1t1ona1 and 1rrat10na11ty subsca]es, wh11e ;
the situational mode] is the most powerfu] for the supremacy subicale
| - Results from the regress1on ana]yses 1nd1cate that severa]
mod1f1cat1ons are requrred ‘within each - model 1n terms of relat1ons

‘ ‘ between the dependent and 1ngfpeggent var1ab1es ‘ The f1nd1ngs a]so .
1nd1cate that the mode]s as a whole account for 1ess than ten percent
of the var1ance in g]oba] and subscale romanticism suggesting that;our

‘existing research approaches are ]imitedghn both scobe and depth
Based on these f1nd1ngs, suggest1ons are made for future research

endeavours
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CHAPTER 1 .

INTRODUCT ION
Widespread consehsus exists that within the United States, and °
presumably Canada, love is one of the major motivating factors leading
¥

to the decision to marry (e.g}, Bell, 1975; Benson, 1971; Clayton, 1975;

i .Crosby, 1976; Duberman, 1974; . Duvall, 1977 Fu]]erton, 1977,

L Goode 1959; Kephart 1977; Knox, 1975; LesJ1e 1979 Me1y111e 1977; °

:soc1ocd1tura1 1eve1 regard1ng the relat1onsh1p between romantic 1o

Reiss, 1976; Rubin, 1974; Saf1ljos—Rothsch11d, 1977, Saxton, 1977;
Na]ster and Walster, 1978). vLove'as a major: precondition fordmarri

is associated with the rise of a "free" choice system of mate selection

(Beige] 1951- Crosby, 1976; Safilios-Rothschild, 1977) and while Tove,

as a concept and as a method for mate select1on is becoming increasing-

ly w1deSpread around&the world (Kephart 1977 Me1v111e §ﬁ977 the

“United States is. genera]ly recogn1zed as the most romant1c" of a]]

nat1ons (Theodorson 1n Reiss, 1976 Crosby, 1976) Canada_1s probably

not far behind.

In histbrica] terms, we have witneésed a series offchange at the

sex, and marr1age (Beigel, 1951; Murste1n 1974 Crosby, 1976) S1nce

!

v‘.the court]y t1me period when romant1c Tove and marr1age were he]d to be

1ncompat1b1e and mutually exc}us1vé we have moved to a "modern" time

¢ Ber1o d where love, sex, and marr1age have been un1ted and granted
" normative 1eg1t1macy (Crosby, 1976) Re]at1ve1y ‘recent. ‘research of

_Reiss (1967), and others .to be mentioned 1ater, not1ng the:r1se of the
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"perhigsiveneSS‘with affectipnr;'i sex standard, 1eads:us tq suggest .that
. we may be entering a new post-industrial period Qhere love and Sex
‘appeafwtp be united prior to marriage at least beha?iora11y and may soon
be granted normative legitimacy.’
| Debate has gxisted’forA§omé time as to whether love is compafib]e
E (e.g.,:Kp]b, Greenfield.in Mursteiq; 1974; Beigel, 1951; Spanier, 1972)
or:incompatible (e.g., Albert, f973; d% Roﬁgement, Lerner, van den Haag.
| in Murstein, 1974; Fﬁllerfbn, 1977#~SSfi]ios-Rothschi]d, 1977)_with :
*_marriage and therefore whether it shou]d'ﬁ?lshou1d not be a motivating
factor. Underlying the debate‘are a numbeé‘of differént theoretical
positions and implicit value orientations each of which claim to under—
stand and explain the "true" nature of marriage and in parggcular of
love. Love appEafS to be an extremely difficult bhenbmenon to capture
both conceptually and empirically and, as a result, we have a gilkial
scientific literature filled with a bewi]dering"Srra&>of terms such as:
1ove,)marita] 10ve,-Conjugé] Jove, realistic love, companionate 1ové;
mature love, innature Tove, infantile love, puppy love, trde love,
sexual love, selfish'love, unselfish love, c:tdiac-respiratory Tove,
‘ passionate loye,'fomantiq'love, eﬁbmania, B-love, D-]éve, eros, ludus,
storgé, agape, high poSiéjve affec;, and infatuation. Despite this
proliferation of terms and their :eferents, the term conventionally
used to refer to the general premafiial condition is romaht{ﬁ love.
| At the individual level it has generally been regognized that love
is not a s;atic phenomenonf This notion has)been expressed in develop-
mental theories of love ré]ationships such as the "wheel" theory of

~ Reiss (1960), which has been expanded to a minor extent by Borland

- (1975) and to'a major:extent by Clayton (1975), and in the "staircase"
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theory of Larson (1976) both of whic% focus n& the dynamics and
mechan1c§ of interpersonal re]ationﬁﬁips, and in the mucp more
:psycholggical‘iife-span theories of 0r1insky (1972)'aﬁ% Shostrum (1974).
None of these theories specifically. addréss the issue of how romantic
Tove devé1ops and changes. VarioUs other authors1§Uggest that romantic"
Wbye mdst undergo changes/within marria;e to a state varyingly referred
to aé “more~réa1istic love" (Leéiie, 1979), "empathy" (Fullerton, 1977),
"mature love" (Fromme, 1965), "companionate 1qve" (Saxton, 1977), Q}
‘"conjuga1 1ove"_(Be11,.1975).. A1l of these terms refer in part to‘a
_T state'1ess passionafe.and ideaTistic,thap is characteristic of romantic
love. How romantic love does or should change in marriage is typically .
stated in very general and abstract terms.

Most éuthdrs‘simply assuﬁe that romantic love exists in ah intense
form at the time of first mérriage.‘ Thé traditional socio]dgi;a] model..
d;picts couples as marrying at the hefght of their romantic ]ov; (Udry,
1974:201). Yet, Leslie (1976:465) recent}y concluded that: "Research ~
~ has not_ yet provided any final answers on fhevnatu;e of love involvement
in the United States before marriage:" This conclusion is clearly
applicable to the Canadian scene given our lack of comparable research.

Obvious1ythere‘exi$ts a need for further résea}ch into the nature
of romantico1ove involvement among persons undergofhg dating and coﬁrt-‘
ship experiéncés. :The available research evidence is limited fn both
quality and quantity and'on certain issues is contradictory. We need
to know if interpretations of American findings can be g;neralized to

the Canadian experience and more importantly we need to extend the work

of Americanrresearchers.



The Problem S S A

The present research focuses upon romantic love in Canadian under- '
graduate students Kephart (1977:284) summarizes existing(definitions

of romant1c 1ove as follows:

"(1) a strong emotional attachment toward a person of the
opposite sex; (2) the tendency to think of this person in
an idealized manner; and (3) a marked physical attraction,
the fulfillment of which is ‘reckoned in terms of touch."

Thus romantic 1ove in general has come to refer to some combination of
" the elements of emot1ona1 1nvoivement, }dea11zation,'and physical
attraction. 'Implicit in Kephart's summary is the idea that romantic
love includes in part a set of idealized images on the nature and mean-
ing of Tove and, by extension, of marriage. These images provide

»

standards aga1nst which an ongo1ng re1at1onsh1p and one's re]at1onsh1p
partner can be measured and Jjudged. |

The present research focuses spectfica]]y\upon these images or
conceptions of'romantic love. Researchers commonly face the problem of
gaining access to these conceptions g1ven the apparent d1ff1cu1ty of
most pe&p]e in our society in art1cu]at1ng Tove (Turner, /1970 1232,
Berscheid and walster, 1974:373).‘ Following previous research, the
method utilized here'involves measurement of a respondent's level of
agreement or disagreement with a series of statements on love taken
from ‘the Love Att1tude Inventory (Knox and Sporakowski, 1968) Our
interest lies in account1ng for var1at1ons in these romantic 1ove
concept:ons or'as they will be referred 30 here, variations in
romant1c1sm |

Two models of romantitism, each containing a number of social

variables, are derived from existing theoretical frameworks and a third



mode]sis then derived.integrating elements of the f&rst two: "The
modeTs and the identified propositional statements éontained within
them are then tested on a portidn of éhe data collected by Dr. C. W.
Hobart during the'1976-77 acadeqic year. Due to constraints imposed
by the nature of ghese data,‘psychologiCET variables such as mdturity’
level (Kephart, 1970) or~1ocu5»ofuse1f—control (Dion and Dion, 1973),
and specific. 1nterpersona1 relat1onsh1p var1ab1es pertaining to‘}he
“qua11ty" of relationships such as self-disclosure or need comp]e-
mantarity’ (Re1ss, 1960; Larson, 1976) cannot be' considered here. |

The need for such mgde]s is c1ear1y evident. ﬁesearch to date has
been re]at1ve1y unsoph1st1cated and typ1ca11y reports on]y b1var1ate
relationships of the presumed ipdependent effects of isolated var1ab1es
on romant1c;sm. The comb1ned and indirect effects of these variables
still need to be ascertained. Additional variables previously not
Cdnsidered need to be inc]uded for.empirical‘eiamination. The.present‘;
research is designed with these needs in mind.

- The. f1rst mode] to be tested focuses on current relationship
variables only wh11e the second mode1 focuses on 11fet1me relationship
variables. The th1rd comb1ned model focuses on’ past and current
| relationsh1p exper1ence var1ab1es. Each model specifies not only the
’ re]at1onsh1ps between 1ndependent variables and the dependent var1ab1e/
,of romant1c1sm but also spec1f1es relevant relat1onsh1ps between the
independent variables. Data ana]yses ut1]1ze mu1t1var1ate techn1ques
as opposed to the traditionally used b1var1ate techn1ques, In testing
these models we can detehnine’if'significant gains are made in
predicting romanticism by'considering lifetime variables, or specifie

past relationship experience variables, or if parsimony is best served
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by focusing upon current relationship variables alone.
To summarize then, the purposes of the present research are
two-fd]d: (1) to measure and describe romanticism in Canadian under-

 graduate students; (2) to derive and test models.of romantic{sm'

thereby allowing us'to’compare'different theoretical frameworks. In
. the pfocﬁss of testing these models we can also examine relationshj

between specific independent variables and romantici
: :

3
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b o CHAPTER 11

- THEORETICAL- CONSIDERATIONS - \

Romanticism in Perspective

Exp]anat1ons of romantic love appear to focus primarily on two
. d1fferent yet 1nterre1ated Tevels of ana]ys1s At the "macro” level,
;we find an essent1a11y h1stor1ca1 perspective wh1ch 1nc1udes an empha-
d‘s1s ‘on the 1nf1uence of soc1a1 structura] fagtors upon cultturat and
subcultural concept1ons of 1ove “M1cro" 1eve1 explanat1ons focus upon
how 1nd1v1dua1s ex1st1ng w1th1n these cu]tura] and subcu]tura] frame-
works come to conceptua11ze and exper1ence 1ove |
At the macro 1eve] a number of authors (e.g., Beigel' 1951; Reiss,
1976 Safilios- Rothsch11d 1977) have noted that the roots of present
| day romant1c love can be traced back to the "courtly” love period of
= twelfth century,Europe, France 1n-part1cu]ar. Precisely why this type
;,of_love devefoped atﬁthis point in time and not earlier is difficu]t to
determtne a1thoughdReiss‘11976'52) suggests that it was possibly due to
a comb1nat1on ofwfactors such” as rebellion aga1nst the church, an
1mba1anced sex :at1o with more males than fema]es, and red1scovery\of
earlier- Greek and Roman writings on the subJect perhaps those of Plato
and Ovid. Douglas et al. (1977 23) note that increased eroticism in |
the art, and fashion of twelfth century France was assoc1ated with |
: 1ncreased aff]uence and 1e1sure among the upper c]asses The 1mportancedv”

'of economic factors in the deve]opment of the concept of court]y love is

ev1dent in one of the major documents of this per1od (Cape]]anus 1959)
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which provide$ deta11ed destr1pt1ons of the ro]e qnd “ru]es" of Tove
promulgated in the courts of love held by women of the nobility class.

‘Courtly Tove was character1st1ca11y an upper\class,\asexual, extra-

marital phenbmenon In other words, love and marr1age were. cons1dered

L

to be mutua]]y exc]us1ve

. .
¢ -

| Beigel (1951) cdntury'coUrt1y

{cates that by the n1neteen
love had undergone atra'sformat1on to ic love which was
.characteristically an uppex_ and middle class, se#ua], marital bhenom-
ehon. dDoring the‘seventeehth:ahd ejghteenth centuries loye and sex mere ,
ttntegrated but this.new erotic—emotional combination was sti11 consid-
ered to be attainable only outside of the context of marriagé ’ By the
nineteenth century, love was integrated with marriage and only myrital
sex was cons1dered to be-sanct1f1ed by love. Beige] further notes that
the "modern der1vat1ve“ of romantic 1ove (for whlch he prov1des no
other 1dent1fy1ng 1abe1) has recently been mod1f1ed s]1ght1y towards a
decreased 1dea11sm about the character of fema]es but this type of 1ove
: 1s still considered to be a necessary component of marriage within our

culture and is indeed an important precondition for the estab]ishment

~of a maritaT're1ationship. .

Exp]anations deve]oped to account for.the above noted changes,
changes wh1ch are generally agreed upon gh terms of the1r form but not
necessarily their t1m1ng,1 typ1ca11y focus upon an 1nterp]ay between
economic conditions 'exist1ng systems of soc1a1 strat1f1cat1on, the
functions of the family institution, and nature of marr1age and mate
fse1ect1on al] within a given soc1ocu]tura1 historic t1me per1od
Goode (1959) "and SafiliosaRothschild (1977) have pomnied out the

'potentia1 disruptive effect love can=haye upon the mate se]ectioh



process in those circumstances where selection of a marital partner is

to be ba§ed\up0n utilitarian factors. In turn, the strength or

1mp0rtance of uti]itarian factors is're1ated to the nature'of the

po11t1ca1 and economic systems within a soc1ety | .‘ R
In genera], whenever soc1ety -at- 1arge or'the parents of potent1a1

mates have a vested 1nterest in the creation of marital a111ances,

t

utilitarian factors such as property, power, or prestige become of -

‘ ) N ) Il. .

paramount importance in the mate selection process. In such situations
a number. of devices have been developed that attempt to ensure that love
will not interfere with the best possib]e’match-making (Goode, 1959)

The norms of endegamy and exogamy are enacted and enforced by groups

whose economic and pd\1t1ca1 1nterests must be protected or enhanced.

When the larger soc1ety or the parents of‘potent1a1 mates have Tittle

! & . . .
to gain or lose by a particu]ar marital union then the mate selection

process: becomes unrestr1cted or "free" in the sense of being 1eft

'pr1mar11y to the potent1a1 mates themse]ves The shift from a

: f restricted to a free mate se]ect1on process.ref1ects a change in

emphasis .of marriage from a public to a private contract with a

concurrent shift‘in the nature and.importance of¥;he norms of endogamy

and exogamy. Under a free mate selection system, romantic love is

perhapé the most imporfant criterion for establishing a marital

“relationship but a criterion which still operates within the framework

of informal norms of endogamy and e&ogamy (Moon, 1979).
AN (N Ve c

‘It can be seen why love was viewed as extramarital in nature

'during the twelfth century since marriage, particularly within- the

s

upper classes, was basically a unwon of property, power, ‘and prest1ge

with. the fam11y perform1ng an 1mportant status- p1acéﬁent funct1on dAs

P RN
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this ﬂartich]ar function of the family dec]iﬁed‘in importance énd was
Qradué11y shifted towards the educationaT and economic institutions,

uti]fz>r1an factors were no 1onger of paramount 1mportance for mate

" selection. Saf111os-Rothsch11d (1977:16) argues that the economic

interests of the rising middle class in Europe weré bestlserved by a

kY

.relationship between husband and wife -based upon friendship and

~coogperation and less on productive factors. Therefore more personal

factors favofing spousal COmpétibility came to prom}nence in the selec-
tion @f a mate. Love was believed to be one of thosg factors that
would prdmote sugh'compatabi1ity._ Reiés (i976;52) furthéﬁ notes that
as the fomantic love ﬁotfon spread the 9conmon~map;“ faced with the
attractiveness of’thié notion on the one hand and a concern with his ¢

wife's possible infidelity on the other hand, resolved the problem by

gradually shifting the importance of romantic love from an extramarital

condition to a-premarital'tondition thus incqrborating 1ove-within:'

2

marr1age S : o

-

Viewed“from an h1stor1ca1 perspect1ve we can see a trend existing

whereby.the 1mportance of romént1c Iove 15 assoc1ated w1th changes Jn
the economic structure and with changes in the functions of the family
institution. As uti]itérian'factors declined in importahce for the
establishment of marital un1ons, other nonutilitarian factors gained.

Love shifted from an extramar1ta1 to a marital and in effect, toa”

premar1ta1 cond1t1on. With the decline of outsiders' vested interests

in a marital relationship the selection of a, pbtentia] mate came more
W1th1n the contro] of the "at risk" bopu]atwon themse]ves, subJect to

the 1nforma1 11m1tat1ons exercised by parents and peers regard1ng

suitable persons with whom one could fall in love (i.e., no "free" mate

-

10
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"selection system ts’entirelyﬂtree from outside inf]uence);

As our post- 1ndustr1a1 society is character1zed by conS1derab1e
aff]uence, 1ncreased 1e1sure a fam11y 1nst1tut1on wh1ch 1dea11y |
| stresses a compan10nsh1p function, and a free system of mate se]ect1on
we possess the cond1t1ons in which romant1c1sm can flour1sh Our
culture also provides a somewhat vague set of be11efs regard1ng.the»
nature and charactertsties‘of Tove which is considered to be important
d to the:mate se]eotion orocess'and,to be an essentia1‘ingredient of‘a;'
Jasting marriagef Regard1ess of whether romantjc love "should" be an
'important preoondition for marriage,_a subject of debate outside of our
present conoerns, it sti]T appears- that it is considered so hy many
.people within oor society' :Io determtne what‘specific'factors' '
‘1nf1uence the concept1ons of Tove that students in our cu]ture do hold
we turn now to research and theory at the micro level, a level that o
»“ provides the basic goide]ines for‘the'turrentistudy.

One of the major theoretical frameworks to have a significant |
impact on explanations for indfvidua1'variations in love stems from the‘
work of Freud who argues that Tove is the sub11mated product of” .
'frustrated sexua] desire. Stnce the 1ncept1on of th1s c1a1m the“
genera1 term "Tove" has been rep]aced with "romant1c 1ove " This.love
“as.a1m-1nh1b1ted sex, or a1m—1nh1b1t1on, hypothesis posits an essential
‘ tncompatibi1ity5between.1ove and sex and, since sex at the time of

Freud's writing was'normatively Timited to}the marital context, also
i;;ﬂies that romantic love and marriage are inoompatib1e, Love thus
becomes'conceptua1ized~as a drive or tensionastate'in'itself‘agd |
”accordwng to the principles of sat1at1on (Winch, 1971 No]fe 1974)

since marr1age prov1des sexua1 grat1f1cat1on the romant1c 1ove state

A
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will eventually be extinguished. This hypothesis, which appearsxtog

'stem from the courtly tradition of romantic love; therefore suggests

a direct relationship between sexual experience and romanticism.
wa]{er (in Lesfie;‘1976) further refines the aim-inhibition
hypothesis by suggesting that sexual frostration affects romantic love
via 1ts influence on'one of~1ove;s‘major properties name]y idealiza-

{
tion. Other authors (e.g., Putney and Putney, 1970, Kan1n and Dav1dson,

_ 1972;.E1lis and Harper in Bersche1d:and walster, 1974, Feng]er, 1974,

Crosby, 1976; Fullerton, 1977, Kephart, 1977)'a11 note the‘signifiCancea
of 1dea11zat1on for romant1c Tove w1thout c1a1m1ng any direct sexual
der1vat1on for this tendency Instead genera] re]at1onsh1p factors

are suggested as being responsible for the generat1on and dec11ne of

\

:1dea11zed images of re]at1onsh1ps and re]atlonsh1p partners In order

to survive, idealization requ1res both d1stance and a sense of mystery

(Duberman, 1974; Feng]er, 1974; Crosby, 1976; Fu11ertou, 1977;

: Saf111os Rothschtld 1977), cond1t10ns that cannot easily cont1nue to

exist umder the “rea11ty test1ng" context of marriage. Since relation-

ships and their rea11ty-test1ng" conditions can range in intensity

"a1ong a coptinuum from casua] dating to marriage, our attention is

drawn to degree of courtsh1p 1nvo]vement and its poss1b1e 1mpact upon%

-romant1c1sm

In addition to the current relationship var1ab1es of sexua]
experience and courtship status, a number of other factors have been
L%
suggested as influencing romanticism such as the duration of one's

!

current re]at1onsh1p, sexual permissiveness standards, and gender. fA]I
of these variables e1ther d1rect1y or 1nd1rect1y emerge in terms of

" their influence from the bas1c conceptual framework-suggested by Freud.

- : . . &

]
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We can attempt"to integrate the theory and research from this framework
. . .

-into a genera1 mode1 of romanticism which wi]] be termed here as a

s1tuatwona1" model given its emphasis upon var1ab1es perta1n1ng to a

,“person S current situational relationship. b

"Thisvemphasis upon the current situation appears'to be a -
limitation of the aim-inhibition framework in that it ignores the -
possible importande of a.oerson's oast eXperiences in sexual and court-
shtp involvement. Udry'(1974) notes that by pid- ado]escence a person

has undergone a considerab]e number of learning exper1ences in

,preparat1on for falling in love. It stands to reason that with subse-

1

quent relationship experiences concept1ons of ]ove learned dur1ng the -

preparatory years will undergo some modification,‘-Adoptjng a genéra]

socia] 1earnin§ framework alerts us to the posSib]e impact of past or |
lifetime sexua]‘and-coortship experiences;upon current romanticism. |
Unfortuhately; Very little research has been'reoorted whtch stems. froml
this fr work and we are therefore left to speculate about the nature
of the 3:$atlonsh1p between 11fetgme exper1ence var1ab1es and romant1-

cism. Howev;r, the social learning framework wou]d lead us to expect

. that if certa1n\aspects of Jove concept1ons 1earned in the past are not

A

rewarded or re1ntorced in some form they will then be mod1f1ed
Spec1f1ca]]y, if the a1m-1nh1b1t1on framework 1s correct then rea11ty—
testing conditions should lead to a mod1f1cat1on of romant1c1sm in thf
direction of reduced 1dea11zat1on (1 e., the idealization will not be

sustalned w1th 1ncreased exper1ence in Tove and re]at1onsh1ps due to a

- lack of rewards) From the. 1m1ted ava]]able ]1terature we .can derive

a mode]'conta1njngllifet%me ré{ationship variab]es which will be termed

: .here as the "lifetime" model and\ will ref]eot.both'a;Freudianrand a



social learning framework.

Theoretically Important Independent Variab]es ' - o

We turn now to the. research on romanticism re]evant to the present
; study. Th1s research will be br1ef1y summar1zed prop051t1ona1 state-
 ments will be derived, and;the.statements 1ntegrated into mode]?”wh]ch
can be empirically tested. ‘ | :

,The Situational Model

Courtship Status. A‘number'of researchers suggest\hhat current court-

\

sh1p status “is s1gn1f1cant]y redated to romant1c15m - As courtship,'or
the dat1ng continuum (Adams, 1975) genera11y 1nv01ves a series of
stages w1th 1ncreas1ng degrees and ‘amounts of intimacy it is argued

tthat stages approacthg marr1age 1ncreas1ng]y prov1de “rea11tyrtest1ng“
- Eond1t1ons such that ‘the high 1eve1 of 1dea11sm characteristic of
romant1c1sm 1s reduced and the romant1c concept1on of 1ove is altered“
Turn1ng to the research, it becomes apparent that the nature of the
relat1onsh1p between courship. status and romant1c1sm has yet to be
clearly demonstrated - |

Hobart (1958) finds a nons1gn1f1cant curvilinear (1nverted

U- shape) re]at10nsh1p among ma]e undergraduates between stage of court-
ship and romant1c1sm measured by his own abbreviated vers1on of the
Gross Romant1c1sm scaTe Casually dat1ng ma]es have s1gn1f1cant1y
“10her;;mnwnt1c1sm scores than going steady males, and the going steady
males are more roﬂgnt1c (but not 51gn1f1cant1y) than married males. No
s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1ps are found for females a]though the trend
~between the two var1ab1es-1s pos1t1ve - Z,
Knox and Sporakowsk1 (1968), using their own Love Attitude s \\

Inventory w1th a sample of undergraduate students, find that persons in



'\\\f?he\gggagfg;sfatus ggnq;tOZbe less romantic than those who are not
E engaged Feng]er (1974) repohts that both dndergraduate males andaa'
- females are h1gh1y romantu: (measure$ w1th his own sca]e) in an
”un1nvo]ved" courtsh1p stage but . ma]es are more romant1c and fema]es ”
1ess romantic at an "1nvo1ved“ or go1ng steady stage. Research by
. Knox (1970), Munrg}and Adams - (1978) and Neiswender, Birren and Schaie

A

(in Munrp and Adams) also 1ndicates that unparried persons. are mohe
romantic than mahried persons. ' | S | .
i-The differenees in findings between these studies are due perhabs-
in:part to consideration of different courfship statuses and the use of
diffehent measurement instruments fer romanti€ism. 'Stil1 these studies
. do suggest a nunher of areas,that WeishOUJd examine.v Obviously researehc~
is needed thth'covehS’a more complete hange‘bf courtship stages:frem ”
uninvolved tojgoing‘steadily, goiné-steady; informally engaged, engagedﬁlu
4 cohabiting, and married. In addition, as gender may influence the" S ; .
reiationship_hetheen courtShip statusfand romanticism this variable | :
needs to be furtheh exahined.v The lack 6f agreement in,reseafch
findings also snggests-that we need to consider more carefu]lx'what'it_ .“
A about conrtship status\ghg\ t influences romanticism. “As each cohrt-f
\é§Z1p stage promotes or permits 1ncreas1ng amounts of phys1ca1 and/or
e emot1ona1 1nt1nacy it is poss1b1e that courtsh1p status 1tse1f has only
an 1nd1rect 1nf1uence upon romant1c1sm through twokmaJor variables pf
ﬂphysica] intimacy.(sex) and emotional intimacy (1ave). AWe}turn,now to o
‘. cons1derat1on of these areas. o " ~ " = < : T ';
Qgggglg ‘Within the genera] literature on lovey references are- repeat- N ;
edly made’to genger d1fferences in romant1c Tove concept1ons. H1th the

‘exception of Munro (1976) who reports no differences, the research’ =

: ""E ] | ) o,



indicates that ma]es in general score h1gher on romanticism scales than

_do females (Hobart, 1958; knox and Sporakowsk1, 1968; Fengler, 1974

Rubin, 1974). Exp]anat1ons affered for these findings are essent1a11y

the same. . Hobart (1958), Knox and Sporakowski (1968), Kephart (1967),

'Q}:’ Feng]er (1974), Duberman (1974), and Safiljos-Rothschild (1977) all

suggest that, due to socialization‘stenming from limited opportunity

structures outside marriage and the nature of. the mate se]ect1on process

1n our. cu1ture whereby the male is expected to 1n1t1ate a marr1age

proposal, females have a greater investment in choosing a mate wisely

. and thereforénneed‘to'be more realistic and less idealistic reoarding

love than do males. Thus being less romantic is for females a

~functional necessity for a more objective “screening" of potential dates

and mates. As noted ear]ier, researehers reporting gender differences

all measure respondents' romanticism at d1fferent courtsh1p stages

This still leaves Open the issue of the re]at1ve 1ndependent influence

_of gender and, courtship stage upon romant1c1sm The introduction of'an

,an1t1ona1 variable may a1d in clarifying the issue.

Duration.of Courtship Status. Kanin ét gl.,tﬂfg?%) suggest that the

emphasis on "sex" differences is exaggerated and application of the

label "more romantic" to one sex isjinappropriatem Based on their own

- research, these authors claim that both sexes can be labelled o

"romantic" dependlng upon the time during-a relationship éﬁat measure-

ments are taken. The researchers f1nd that while females are more

_cautious in~recogn1z1ng and expressing love within their relationships

than are males, once the female accepts the current relationship as a

Tove relationship, she then becomes more romantic than does the male.

Males recognize love first and therefore are more romantic early in a

16



relationship while females are more romantic later in the re1ationship.
It should be noted that the researchers do not use a scale to measﬁre
romanticism but refer instead to the presence of, for example,
"euphoria" and tendency fo idealize one's partner on certain dimensions.
At first g]ance we would' appear to have a contrad1ct1on between the
- research findings of Kanin et al. and researchers such as Fengler «
(1974). Howerer, Kanin et al. focus upon elapsed time in a re]ationship
regard]ess of COurtship stage and Fepg]er focuses ueon stage‘of couré—
ship involvement regardless of elapsed time in thet stage. Therefore,
some of the reported gender differences in romanticism at different
courtship stages may be due-to the contingency of differences of elapsed
~time in, or the!duration of, the present ceurtéhip_stage: To test for
this possibility we need to include in our mode1 measurements of the

independent variables of current courtship status and duration of

~ current courtship status.

Current Love StaFus. Surprisingly, no resear;h has specifically
examined fhe‘relatfonship betwéen romanticism and.whether,or not a
respondent is‘current1y in love. It §eems ]ogieal to assume thet
wﬁether‘or noe one is cdrrent]y in Tove fs a major indicator of the
J.v level of‘embtiona1 intimacy of one's current reiationship'ane should
have some influence on one's concept1on of love. |
As ndted above Kanin et al. (1970) claim that males and females

recogn]ze" 1ove fee11ngs at different points in time during a
relationship and as a resu]t ma]es are "romantic" early and females
‘ “later in the relat1onsh1p In the1r study the researchers ask

respondents to focus on'either the1r current 1ove re]at1onsh1p or, ff

nof currently in love,.on their lastlloye relationship. Approximate]y‘

17
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one half of the sample were currently in ]oye.at that time. Unfortu-
. nately, the researchers dd“not analyze the data separately for those
currently 1nv1ove and those not (i.e., respond1ng on the’ bas1s of a
past re]atlonsh1p), instead, the data are al] grouped. Thus even this
study does not address.the issue of_whether persuns currently in: love
hold more or less romantic love cohteptions than those not currently
in love. |

Given the lack of previous research on this issue we will not
attempt to specify beforehahd the relationship between romantigism and -
'current Tove status We can however suggest that whether or not one is
,1n Tove should be influenced by one's current courtsh1p status The
,h1gher the level of courtsh1p 1nv01vement the greater: the probab111ty
that one 1s in love, A]so as noted in the previous section .and as’ is
implicit in theor1es of Tove deve]opment the durat1on of the current
courtship stage is an important contingency v:r1ab1e. These statements
can be summarized in the following propositions.
Proposition 1: Courtship status influences cuhfent-1ove status.

\

Proposition 2: The durat1on of the current courtsh1p stage p051t1ve]y
influences the amount of influence in propos1t1on 1. ’

Proposition 3: Current love status influences romanticism.

As mentioned earlier, couhtship involvement also includes physica]
intimacy. We turn now to a consideration of the bhysica] aspect.

Premarital Sexual Permissiveness. In a2 recent revival of the aim-

inhibition hypothes1s Wilkinson (1978) claims that "sexual b]ockage"
(def1ned as the extent to wh1ch individuals are denied opportunities to
sat1sfy their sexual desires in terms of both frequency and intensity)

is positively related to and a major cause of romantic love. Therefore,

a



he argues, cultures which prohibit premarital and extramarital sexual
relations will be highly romantic. The author then presents ethno-
graphic data from 24 small, non-Western cultures on the‘degreé of

romantic love present in each culture and the degree to which premari-
'7\ .

tal sexual relations are normative1y restricted. Sexual blockage and

romanfjc Tove are found to be significantly and positjvely related. 4

Acknow]edgiﬁg the difficulty of measuring the amount of romantic love

existing in large complex societies, wi1kinson still suggests that

‘romantic love is declining in the United States. His suggestion-is

based on factors such as changing pbpd]astong lyrics, declining
marriage rates, increasing numbers of "pragmafjc” ]iving-tdgether '
arrangements among college students, and general increasing permissive-

ness regarding premarital and extramarital sexual behavior.

o

While Ni]kinson'é general proposition asserts a positive‘rélation4 ’

ship between romanticism and sexual blockage, initially defined and

measured in terms of normative expectations and attitudes, his

suggestions regarding romanticism in the United States are based on a .

combination of both attitudinal and behavioral factors. Regarding the
former, research evidence ha§ been accumulating to indicate that pre-
marital sexual attitudes at the soﬁieta] Jevel are changing towards
increasing\permi$$ivene§s and while the overall theme is one of a

convergence of attitudes between the sexes, males are still more

permissive than females in both the United States (Reiss, 1967;

. ™ :
Christensen and Gregg, 1970; Walsh et al., 1976; King et al., 1977)
and English-speaking Canada (Hobart, 1972, 1974, 1979); Pearlman, .
1978). | |

v

Attitudes regarding premarital sexual permissiveness are captured

19



by the sexua] standards identified and measured by Reiss (1967) who
reports from his own research that perm1ss1veness is inversely re]ated
” to romantic love among his white samp]e Hobart (1974) also reports
' finding an inverse’ ‘relationship- between romant1c1sm and perm]ss1veness
among his Ang]ophone sample. Thus, the relevant general proposition

“ . v

here 1is:

Proposition 4: Premarita) sexua] perm1ss1veness 1nverse1y influences
, - romant1c1sm .

Reiss also suggests (1967:147),that,courtship-participation‘
positive]y.inf]uences‘current;permiSSiveness-standards. While Burr _
‘(1973:176) suggests that courtshiplinvolvement is based on'tfme and
energy ‘devoted to dat1ng, other- researchers referred to earlier

operat1ona]1y measure 1nvo1vement by location or position on the dat1ng

.continuum, or one's courtsh1p status. Therefore.the relevant proposi- -

tion here is:

Proposition 5: Courtsh1p status pos1t1ve1y influences premar1ta1
sexual perm1ss1veness

.

Current Sexua] Exp;r1ence At the behav1ora1 1eve1 w11k1nson (1978)

suggests that romantic Tove w11T decrease the ‘more couples are sexua]]y

ava11ab1e to one another. Th1s suggestion flows more directly from the

Freudian aim-inhibition h_'ypothesi's.2 Most of‘the 1imtted research
Ifocusing on the relationship. between sexual behavior and romantic Tove
involves cross-cu]tura] comparisons which simp1y note if premarita1
sexual behavior and romantic love coestt at the societal level (see
(Kan1n and Davidson, 1972; W11k1nson 1978 for brief reviews). At the
individual level Kanin'and Davidson (1972) find, from a sample of -

- students between the ages of 18 .and 21, that a s1ngle, initial, co1ta1

exper1ence does not s1gn1f1cant]y diminish "love." Love is measured

20
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- first by a simple sUbjective’eva]uation of the—respondents and later by |

,the=reSpondents,se1ecting one of four statements designed to reflect
varytng intensfties of their Tove experience. Findings‘indicate thatf/
further intensifioation of love is likely to occur efter'the first
coital experience among the vast majority of‘reSpondents who claim to
be extreme]y in love before that exper1ence while love fee11ngs are -

Tikely to d1m1n1sh among those who Jare only mi 1y in 1ove pr1or to :

© coitus.

Next,-the researchers compare sexually experiencedmto séxua]iy :
inexperienced respondents‘(regardless otHamount)of experience) in terms
of their attribution of a ]imited'number of idealization items to both
their relationship partner and to their re1atﬁonshtp itself. No‘
stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant d1fferences are found between the two groups
on the 1dea11zat1on 1tems The authors conclude that the1r findings
fail to support the aim- 1nh1b1t1on hypothes1s of Tove a]though they
acknowledge that the1r measures may be def1c1ent for a comp]ete]y
adequate test of the hypothes1s. |

The first part of their study, focusing upon the dependent
variable of love-as-experienced and the indebendent variable of a
single and initia] coital experience,fdoes,not have:any direct bearing
on the study of romanticism itself even‘though.wilkinson (1978)
erroneously assnmes that 1t does. The range of 1dea11zat1on items used
-’1n the latter part of the study appears to be too narrow and a broader
range of romanticism statements need to be cons1dered S1nce the Kanin

and Dav1dson study does not provide sufficient ev1dence to refute the"

¥
aim-inhibition hypothesis we can still state our guiding proposition as:
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Proposition 6: The amount of one's current sexual experience (inter-
‘ ‘ course) inversely influences one's romanticism. :

Current sexual expertencevshquid be positively infTuenced by
.cUrrent courtship status. - whilelrelatively'recent researth (e.g., Bell
and Chaskes, 1970; Saxtbn,~1979) 1nd1cates that 1ntercodr;e 1s 11ke1y
to occur at ear11er stages of coursh1p than during the 1950s,: there
still appears to be. a re]atwonsh1p between courtship involvement and

sexual’ exper1ence .

: Prqpos1t1on 7 Coursh1p status pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uences current sexual
experience. : t

Agstandard}1ssue common to.mdst areas of socio]ogy’cbneerns the
relationship between‘attitudes and behavibr This issue is directly
relevant here in terms. of the re]at1onsh1p between sexual perm1551ve-
ness (attitudes) and sexual exper1ence (behav1or) and the re1atronsh1p
between current 1ove‘§tatus (assum1ng for the moment that this cond1t1on
can be,considered as an attitude or cognitive state)‘and sexual.'
experience} With regard*to being in love and sexual experience’ the
research is nbt very‘c]ear ~ In fact 1t appears that any re]at1onsh1p
" has been more assumed than exp]1c1t1y ver1f1ed Be]] (1975), in
comment1ng on his earlier research with Chaskes (1970), notes that
~ during the 19505 fema{e\gthdenf“typ1ca11y experienced premar1ta1
’co1tus only after becoming engaged However, by the mid-1960s a
female's first coital exper1ence was more 1ike1y to occur'while "dating"
or gbing steady He suggests that c]osely related to the cond1t1on of
engagement as a prerequ1s1te for having coitus was the precond1t1on of
love. He further suggests that ]ove is either no 1onger a prerequ1s1te

or ]ove has c0me to be redefined in some unspec1f1ed way. These

suggest1ons.are,on1y speculative as no-measures of love -are obtained in
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his research. Love is s1mp]y assumed to be present or absent at
d1fferent courtshxp stages. |

The Kanin and Davidson (1972) research indireétly'suggests that
. all of their respondents nere'in love prior to tne first coitai
~"experfence (i e. ,-attitudes 1ead to behavior). However the research
!sample was restr1cted to 1nc1ude only. those who had some 1ove exper1- '
ence and the implied re]atjonsh1p of Tove to sex becomes an artifact of
‘ the‘research design used in the s%ud}. Despite the lack of recent'
-empirical evidence:‘ft still seems 1ogica1 to assume that fdr some
a_(perhaps females more so than ma]es) be1ng in Iove is one of the rele-

vant precond1t1ons for engaging in coitus.

Proposwtwon 8: Current love statusvinfluences'cnrrent\sexuaT'experience..'
With regard.to the re]apionship*between sexda] permjssiveness and:

seXua] experience, Reiss'(1967:121)'suggests that the.answer.depends in

part upon how far back in a persdn‘s history one wishes to probe. SUch

a probe wou]d typ1ca11y revea] that present: penn1ss1veness has been

1nf1uenced by past sexua] behav1or which in turn was influenced by a

permlss1Veness standard d1fferent from that current]y affirmed wh1ch in

turn was influenced by even ear11er behav1or and so on. However, he

“does suggest that adhering to a part1cu1ar standard permits and pro—

~ motes engag1ng in behav1or at Teast up to, and somet1mes beyond, the

- 11m1ts of that standard Therefore one's perm1ss1veness level ‘is

another var1ab]e re]evant to coital experience. Since propos1t1on 5
states that courtshvp status pos1t1ve1y influences perm1551veness and
prop051t1on 7 states that courtship status p051t1ve1y 1nfgyences
current sexual behav1or, we can state our propos1t1on in the fo11owingA

b

form:



Proposition 9: Perm1ss1veness level bos1t1ve1y 1nf1uences current
sexua] exper1ence

We have now 1dent1f1ed a number of re]evant s1tuat1ona] var1ab1es
from the ava11ab]e Titerature that are be]1eved to pred1ct romanticism.
These variables together With the derived propositional statements

suggest the model depicted in Figure 2.1 to be found beTow.

The Lifetime Model

~The s1tuat1ona] model in Figure 2.1 1ntegrates and ref]ects
research wh1ch d1rect1y and indirectly stems from the aim-inhibition
ihypothes1s of ]ove With these variables we are able to identify a
'se]ected number of pertinent aspects of a person 's current re]at1onsh1p |
wh1ch, accord1ng to interpreters of the aim- 1nh1b1t1on hypothes1s, are
sufficient to prov1de pred1ct1ons of a respondent s romanticism

(although none of the published research indicates the proport1on of

var1ance in romant1c1sm scores pred1cted by the var1ab]es under

Figure 2.1: Tne Situational Model of Romanticism

Duration of .} ’ Curgﬁ:tuéove el ] g
Current Status [N { “M

: 1 (8) A

. . ! o N
Current Courtship (T Current Sexual | 6)- | T
Status . Experience 11

| S)u (9 I

Sender Permissiveness (44_ M

(Numbers in brackets indicate proposition .numbers.)



consideration). This exclusive focus upon the immediate relationship

- implies that. previous courtship and sexuai relationships are of no

2 -

‘ conslderat1on of 11fet1me experience variables will further aid us in

conséquence:for current romanticiSm Yet, general socia1 1earning

present S1tuat1on Therefore var1at1ons in respondents past courtsh1p

and sexual exper1ences shou]d result in var1at1ons in present romanti-
}‘s.

cism scores. In that our purpose hére is to prov1de a model that will

best pred1ct romant1c1sm ‘scores it is: necessary to determ1ne if

achieving that purpose. The specific .issues then are first; to

identify relevant lifetime experience variables and second, to indicate

'the-nature»of the re]ationship between these variables and romanticism.

L1fet1me Courtsh1p Exper1ence Hobart (1958) indicates that

~

exper1enced" males are more romant1c than ”1nexper1enced" males when.
compared at the "no particular date,f “favor1te‘date," and going steady

courtsh1p stages Due to the small sample size in the study these

, differences cou]d not be subJected to tests of stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance

Nor could the fema]e portion of the sample be tested however, no trends |

of romant1c1sm d1fferences were apparent for these respondents |
Knox and Sporakowsk1 (1968) report that romant1c1sm scores decline

for both sexes with each add1t1ona1 year of undergraduate educatlon

The researchers attr1bute this decline, at 1east in part to an increase

in the overa]l number and seriousness of dat1ng experiences a]though

they do not indicate the range.of respondents' dating eiperiences. Here

again.as with'current courtship status we have contradictions in

f1nd1ngs between two stud1es both in terms of the possible d1rect10n of

the re1at1onsh1p between courtshlp exper1ence and romant1cxsm and the



possible existence of gender differences in that.relationshﬁp:v The

contradiction may bé*due to the use of'different measurement jnstru-

~ments for both romanticism and courtsh1p exper1ence , .

Given the lack of specuf1c gu1dance from past research 1t seems

11ke1y that, as w1th current. courtship status, Tifetime- courtsh1p _

' experience is 1nd1rect1y're]ated to romant1c1sm through its direct

_re]ationships to other intervening variables. The situational model

- of romanticism presented earlier offers some gu1de11nes regarding

N\

-1mportant 1nterven1ng var1ab]es to consider.

-L1fet1me Love Exper1ence._ In the absence of evidence to the contrary, -

. we can suggest'that a person who has been in love more than once during

their lifetime will evidence a lower romanticism score than a less

experienced person. This suggest1on assumes that certa1n elements of

"romant1c1sm will no longer appear tenab]e to a person w1th 1ncreased

experience in love. | o (;Ykﬂ// - . e
~ An important issue to be acknowledged he e-1s whether a person will

define past experienceslas-love re]ationships or whether they will now
be déftned as "mere infatuations." As Kephakt‘(1967, i977) and Ellis
andiHarper (in Berscheid and Walster, 1974) note, the distihction
between love and 1nfatuat1on is typ1ca11y made on a retrospect1ve basis.
Infatuat1on becones a label of conven1ence to explain one's past

fee11ngs and behav1or and funct]ons to differentiate them from the

- present "love" s1tuat1on.

L

Kephart (1967) reports that from a samp]e'of over 1,000 white
co]]ege”studénts between the_ages’of 18 and 24 the median number of
romantic experiences (love and infatuation) for females and males is

7.0 and 5.7 respectively. Of these, the median number of love

26



exper1ences is 1.3 and 1.2 respect1ve1y for fema]es and ma]es No
r figures are prov1ded for the respondents range of exper1ences The
gender d1fference in romantic and love exper1ences is. attr1buted by
Kephart to an ear11er age of f1rst dat1ng by females who as a result
have more courtsh1p exper1ences on average than do ma]es Based on
this research we would expect to find gender d1fferences in the tota]
f number of times a respondent has been in love as a functwon of lifetime
courtsh1p exper1ence d1fferences, and we wou]d a]so expect that number
on average to be greater than one for both séxes 0perat1ona11z1ng
Tifetime love experience as the number of times a person has been in
love we can state our guiding propos1t10n as follows:

T

Proposition 10: Lifetime love exper1ence 1nverse1y 1nf1uences
X aame. romanticism,

}¥ars Togical to suggest from the preced1ng d1scuss1on

7 f:the number and intensity of 11fet1me courtsh1p |
.experi;i ‘ée greater the opportun1t1es for. fa111ng in love
Assumingi jﬁsome of these opportun1t1es will result in 1ove experi-
fsuggest ‘ |

Lifetime courtsh1p experience pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uences
11fet1me Tove experience..

exual Exper1ence. If current sexua] experience exerts an

uenze upon romant1c1sm .we can further suggest that persons '

}inverse 1s,v
with greater ]1fet1me sexua] exper1ence will have lower romant1c1sm -
- scores than persons ‘with 1ess sexual exper1ence Folﬂow1ng the B

1mp]1c1t consensus appear1ng in the literature regarding the measure— |
ment of sexua] exper1ence (access1b1]1ty), we can operat1ona]1ze Tife-
time sexua] experlence as the number of intercourse partners and State

our gu1d1ngvv
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Proposition 12: Lifetime sexual experience 1nverse]y 1nf1uences
romanticism, k - | -

We tan also suggest that the'greater one's Tlifetime courtship
experience, the greater the opportunities for'sexuai experiences.
TR

Research evidence has been accumulating to indicate‘that greater numbers

of males and females are engaging in premaritai‘coitus.with the largest
}increase occurring/amono femaies since the mid-1960s (Bel1 and Chaskes,
- 1970; Robinson et aii,‘1972;'Udry et al. 1975 Hobart 1979). Hunt
(1974: 152), reporting on a nationai representative sampie in the United
States, indicates that both single ma]es and females under the age of ’
25 claim a median number of two coital partners for the previous year
Neither»the range or number of: c01ta1 partners nor whether the 11fetime
number of. partners varies according to gender is stated. On the ba51s ‘

of ex1sting evidence we can state our guiding prop051tion as:

PropOSition 13: Lifetime courtship experience p051tive1y influences
- ~lifetime sexua] experience

Permissiveness In deriVing the Situationai mode] we 1nc1uded the

variabie of premaritai sexual permisSiveness Th1S variable shou]d

_a]so be 1nc]uded in the lifetime modei with the same reiationship as

‘ stated in propOSition 4 ( .e., 1nverse1y inf]uencing romantic1sm) The

variable remains the same as it is not possible in the present research
’“to measure ‘nor does it make substantive sense to create, a variable of
a;gfetime sexual perm1551veness combining past and present sexua]

| 'standards to correspond to the other lifetime variables identified

~ above. ‘From-Reiss (1967;121).we can suggest the follow1ng proposition:

- Proposition 15: Lifetime sexual: experience p051tive1y 1nf1uences
‘ penn1551veness

Reiss (1967.47-49,,87-88) aiso reports~that inoreased love

.



experience increases permissiveness. While gender differences appeaﬁb"
to be present'-Reiss' presentation and discuSsion at findings onvthfs}
issue is contrad1ctory regard1ng the nature of gender. 1nf1uence There-
fore our. gu1d1ng propos1t1on will follow Reiss' general finding tov

state

Propos1tion'16: L1fet1me love exper1ence pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uences
: : perm1ss1veness

- Finally, fo]]owing proposition 7, which states that'current court-
'sh1p status pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uences perm1ss1veness, we can state ‘the . ‘

propos1t1on that

4"Propos1t1on 17: Lifetime courtsh1p exper1ence pos1t1ve]y 1nf1uences
o ' perm1ss1veness .

A lifetime model of romanticism can now be proposed based upon these
identified variab]es and propositional statements (see Figure 2.2

7 below).

J-

| FigureJZ.Z: The Lifetime Model of Romanticism

Lifetime Love (10)- 4'R
L ‘Experience B 0
- (11) d , M
| (4) | A
— - Lifetime _ - \ (17)+ N , : N
Gender Courtship ‘ - Vi Permissiveness——ﬂ T
| Experience , - 1(14) - o 1
- + ’ |+ C
: - (13 R P ' NiB!
I . Lifetime Sexualy . (12)- _ 5 S
' ‘ T Experience : ' M

(Numbers in brackets indicate propositioh numbers. )

29



30

The PAC Model

Vwe now have two prbposed models of romanticism, the first based on
current relatioriship variables‘on]y and the second based on lifetime
ne]ationship variables. The second model assumes that the effects of
past experiences are additive and both models assume that the combined

effects of‘the major variaB]es are also additite In addition, both
mode]s assume that the re]at1onsh1ps 1dent1f1ed by each propos1t1ona1
statement are linear, |

With empirical testing of these'twdwmedels a quick comparison can
be made to determine if inclusion of information on selected aspecte of
a reepondent's past relationships will increase‘our ability to predfct
romantieism scores. Ifﬁwe find no significant difference‘between the
.models in their predictive power we can then suggest that it is unneces-
sary to inclqu lifetime're]ationshib vantables in future reeearcn :

Vdesigns (et Jeast in terns of thexoperationaliiations eeed here). We
can also Suggest that it a person's current relationship does have an
effect upon romant1c1sm, that effect may not .last once the re]at1onsh1p
is term1nated. In other words, Tifetime re]atlonsh1p effects are not
cumu]at1ve ‘ . '

However, we must also cons1der the possibility that the influence |

- of past exper1ences nay not take the same form as influences of current
exper1ences and, in effect, one set of experiences may suppress the
&%nfluence of the otnsr set in relation to the dependent variable.
Should this poss1b111ty be true, then syggestions for omission of 1ife-
time relationship variables from future research considerJ!ions, based

on decreased predictive‘power of the lifetime models would exemplify a

type 1 statistical error (Blalo€k, 1972). To guard against commission
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of such an error a third, more complete, model is required that will
ascertain connectibnsfbetween past relationship vafiab1es, current
relationship variables, and romanticism. With modification of the
lifetime model an integration of the two already derived models is
possible. We turn now to a consideration of the form thé past and
current (PAC) relationship model would‘take. '

The current re]ationship variabTes and propositions one to nine -
from the situational model do not require modification for inclusion in
the PAC model. Lifetime relationship variables do however réquire
modificafion'sﬂch that they will refer to only past re]ationship
experfences. With these changes the relevant propositions from the
1ifétimevmode1'must also be restated in terms of the new variables.
-The natufe of éhe'proposiéions themselves will remain unchanged. The

new propositions are:

Proposition 18: Past love experience inversely inf]hences romanticism.
. & -
Proposition 19: Past courtih1p experience positively 1nf1uences past
' Tove exper1ence : .

Proposition 20: Past sexual exper1ence inversely influences
romanticism. ; ‘

Proposition 21: Past courtship experience pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uences past
: sexual exper1ence

Proposition 22: Past love experience pos1t1ve1y influences past
sexual experience.

Proposition 23: Past sexual exper1ence pos1t1ve1y influences
permissiveness.

Proposition 24: Past love experience pos1t1ve]y influences
perm1ss1veness

With these new variables and propoéitional statements we can now
propose an integrated model of romanticism which is depicted in Figure

2.3 on the fo]]owing page. A few features of this mode1 m&st be noted.

1%
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As wifh the situational and 1ifetime models, the PAC model assumes that
the relationships between Variab]es‘are 11near‘and that the effects of
the predictor variables are additive. With regard to specific relation-
~ ships between variables the reader will note that while lifetime court-
§hip experience, which‘encompésses previous and current courtship
experiences, .is direct]y related to pemmissfveﬁess the modified past
‘courtshiplexperience variable is related to permissiveness indirectly
via direct relationships to the past love and paﬁt sexual experience
variab]es‘which‘are themselves directly related to permissiyeness.
.In faet, past re]afionship variables are associated with current

relationship variables only through the sexua]ypermi$siveness variab1e.
| A]though it onld'be prsib]e, using theory construction techniques; £o
‘derive prepositional statements regarding relationships between past
courtship, 1ove, and sexual experiences and current courtship7statu§,
snch statements would be substantively meaningless. Past experience
variab1es measure involvements with any number of persons at ear]ierr
points in time. Current courtship status measures ihe\degree of
1nvo]vement with a specific current person. The nature of dating and
courtship in Canada and the United States is such that a person may
moveithrough the involvement cpnfinuum from casua]ly re]ating to the
level of engagement and/or cohabitation, term1nate that re]at1onsh1p,

and begin anew at the least involved stage with another person. Know-
ledge of a person’s past courtsh1p experience w111 not enable us to

predict that person urrent courtship status (nor Tove stetus or

sexual involvement). The vakiables are sufficiently different that
attempts to relate them would not be meaningful for our model.

Finalty, gender is treated in the PAC model as an_exogenous



variab1e. ‘Throughout theﬂliterature review gender differences have been
noted on a number of variables, part1cu1ar1y perm1551veness and romanti-
cism. Exp]anat1ons offered for these d1fferences focus .on the differ-
ential socjalization exper1ences of males and females part1cu1ar]y with
regard to ]ove, sex, and marrwage As the full range and nature of
these soc1a11zat1on exper1ences w111 not be exp]alned in the PAC mode1
gender becomes exogenous S]m11ar1y, within this same model, the
var1ab1es of current courtship status, and durat1on of courtship status,
are a]so consrdered to be.exogenous‘var1ab1es,

In summary, we have been able to create three mode1s each contain-
ing a similar set of variables but measured in different ways. Selec-
tion of variables for’inc]us1on in each mode] has been informed both by
the ava11ab]e Titerature of direct re]evance to romant1c1sm and by the
| data available from the recent Hobart study (1979). In the latter
1nstance var1ab1es which in prev1ous research have been found to
1nf1uence romant1c1sm such as locus of self control (Dion and Dion,
1973) cou]d not be included 1n our modéls due to lack of indicators in
the Hobart data. 1In the former 1nstance variables which in _previous
research have been found to 1nf1uence certa1n 1ndependent variables in
our models, such as Hobart S f1nd1ng (1972) of differences in premar1ta1
sexual permissiveness between students from d1fferent educat1ona] ﬂ
settings, have not been 1nc1uded in the mode]s,as nowhere in the
literature are such variables suggested to be of direct and major
significance for romanticism. As shall be shown in Chapter IV, educa-
tional setting does in fact become a var1ab1e of major 1mportance for
this study, a finding which influences the nature of our data analysis

procedure. Fina]]y,'the models in themselves are not considered to be



compiete in the sense of provjding full exp]anations for existing
‘lcbnceptions of romanticism held by thé respondents. Rather, they
provide a means of conﬁeptua]izing and demonstrating the influences of
a selected group of vafiabies_Upon the dependent-variable under _.

investigation.

" The Dependent Variable

Global Romanticism and its Components. A1} qf the published research

_reviewed in the previous section report only upon variations. in global

romanticism. A central yet unexplored issue concerns a determination

of which aspects'of romanticism vary in relation to specific independent{

variables 1ndividua1]y and collectively. Hink]e and Sporakowski (1975)
recent]y factor ana]yzed the Love Attitude Inventory, used in the
present research, and found that while the Inventqny is unidimensional

it is combosed of three subscales which they term Traditional Love -

One Person, Irrationality, and Love Overcomes All. Research has not yéf.

“been forthcoming regarding these subscale components‘and we therefore
lack guidelines for thegformatibn of specific propositional étatements
fegarding them. To provide somé-structure,for our analysis each
existent proposition can-be modified where re]eJant'tb reflect the
changing focus from global romanticism.to the subscale components of
romanticism. Sb, for example, proposition 3a will state “current ToVe

4

status influences the components of romanticism". R
Therefore, in addition to testing the derived models. upon global
romanticism, the present fesearch also applies the models to each of

the subscales with the intent of further refining our knowledge of

romanticism. We turn now to a consideration of the data and methods of -

2

. analysis utilized in testing these models. v
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FOOTNOTES

1. Safilios-Rothschild (1977:16) claims that love, sex, and marriage
were integrated into the European middle classes much earlier during
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries and not the seventeenth and
eighteenth-centuries as Beigel contends. In contrast, Saxton (1980:
200-201) claims that romantic love pervaded the middle classes by
the sixteenth d?nturyJand it was not until the latter half of the
twentieth century that romantic love was believed to incorporate -
sexual fulfilliment. : ' ' -

2. An important methodological issue should bé¢ acknowledged here,
~namely how to. quantify sexual availability or accessibility.
Limiting our focus to only heterosexual relationships, it is
generally recognized that sexual activity ranges dlong a continuum
from “l1ight petting" through "heavy petting," including oral-genital
~contact, to intercourse or coitus. If release of sexual frustration
is to be measured in terms of sexual orgasm (following Kinsey,
1948), a problem exists in that orgasm can be attained at any one of
-a number of points along the sexual activity continuum. An implicit
consensus appears to have developed in the romanticism literature to
“consider coitus or intercourse as the indicator of attaining sexual
access to an other. The issue still remains open as to whether it
is possible to quantify the amount of sexual accessibility, or the
number of coital experiences, necessary before the hypothesized
relationship to romanticism will be obtained. .Kanin and Davidson
(1972:212) note that, "even the Freud-Waller writings do not stipu-
late that sexual satiation must be reached, merely that sexual .
accessibility be achieved". Wilkinson (1978) simply states that
romanticism will decline if a couple have intercourse whenever and
as often as they desire, which introduces an additional variable of
sexual desire that has not yet been-tested in any published .
research and cannot be tested in the present research. Ideally it
would be necessary to obtain data on both desire of, and actual
frequency of, intercourse in order to determine if an identifiable
pattern exists between the ratio of desire to octurrence and
romanticism. In addition, the influence upon romanticism of
-sexual access via any other means of sexual activity needs to- be
ascertained. : ‘ ‘



CHAPTER III - 5

METHODOLOGY

.The Sgnp]e .

During the 1976 77 academic year, Dr. C. W. Hobart coordinated and
directed;a research proaect in which data were collected by question_‘
naire from 2;062 Canadian undergraduete students enrolled in fiVevunif
versities and five technicei schoois 1oceted in British Co]umbia;"‘
Alberta, Ontario, Quebec, and Nova Scotia. within each institution
stratified random samples consisting of equal numbers of ma]es'endr
females between the.ages of 18" and 25 were selected from student |
enroliment Tists. Members of religious orders and students of obvious
Orientaiiend African'extraction were excluded from‘se]ection in the
sample on the assumption that their heckgrounds prior to the under-

graduate years méy be atypica] of the Canadian experience and could

', unsystematically bias the findings For the purposes of the present

4study, only those respondents who comp]eted the entire romantic1sm
sca1e~(n—l 933) were initially 1ncorporated into the research samp]e
Respondents were contacted by research assistants in each centre
either by te]ephone or by mai] and 1f they consented to partic1pate in
the study were asked to come to a centralized Tocation on campus at an
appointed time. Upon arrival they were given a questionnaire and a
plain envelope 1nto which they later sea]ed the completed question—
naire. The enve]ope was then dropped into a box containing other

envelopes and the respondent s name was stroked off from a list of all
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_persons in that institution who had agreed to participate in the study.

In eight of the ten schools surveyed over 75 percent of the students

contacted filled out quest1onna1res In the two except1ona] cases, the

response rate was 56 percent at the techn1ca] schoo] in British Co]umb1a
i

and 61 percent at the Un1vers1ty of British Co]umb]a

The Quest1onna1re

The data being used to test our models comprise only part of the
1arger data set collected in the Hobart Study. The original 22 page

quest1onna1refused in that study included among its 277 quest1ons the

usua1 demograph1c questions pertaining to such areasias respondent 3

"age, sex, current p]ace of res1dence place of family res1dence type

of schoo] present]y attended parents' occupat1ons family 1ncome,

family s1ze and so on. In addition, data were collected on respondent's.

family h1story of geograph1c mob111ty, parental, S1b]1ng, and close

friends' labour force part1c1pat1on h1stor1es, educational and religious
background of respondent and family of or1entat1on parental power and
decision-making structure, attitudes towards and exper1ence in

cohab1tat1on relationships, plus an a]1enat1on scale and two marital

role expectation scales.

Simt]ar to the earlier study (Hobart, 1972,°1974), the question-
naire was 1n1t1a]1y worded . 1n the English language and then translated

into the French language for adm1n1strat1on to students in the Quebec

'un1vers1ty and techn1ca1 schoo] In that ear11er study, the French

1anguage questionnaire turned out not to be a Verbat1m translation of
the English original due to unauthor1zed changes made by a research
assistant. 'As a resu]t of these changes Hobart was unable to pool . the

data co]]ected from all respondents for purposes of ana]ys1s and the

o r
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-comparability of the Angtophone-Francophone findings-were seriously
compromised. Since the data utilized in the present study‘are‘a1so
obtained through»the‘use of two queStionnaires, a- preliminary issue of
concern centered upon possib]e differences in questionnaire design.
Examination of the‘French 1anguage guestionnaire indtcated that again .
.unauthor1zed changes had been ‘made by a research assistant which

a]tered the scor1ng system for the dependent var1ab1e These changes
described later in this chapter, were the bas1s for one dec1s1on '

‘regarding how to proceed w1th further deta11ed analyses of the data.

Measurement of Theoretically Important Variables
Measurements of the theoretically importantvdependent and

"independent variables for the present study were obtained as follows:

Courtship Status. This variable was measured by the question:.

"Are you at present

Living with opposite sex but not married?
Divorced or separated (legally or otherwise)?
Other (please specify) : N

1. Unattached?

2. Going fairly regu]ar]y with one person?

3. Going. steady (exclusively with one person)?
4. Informally engaged or "p1nned“7

5. ‘Engaged?

6.» Married?

7.

8.

9.

}As previous rresearch and corrent theory hayernot considered the possioTe
effects upon romanticism of being current]y divorced, separated, or

widowed and since on]y a very small proport1on of the total samp]e fit T
1nto these categories, respondents who checked e1ther category "8" or

"9" were omitted “from the data ana]ys1s In order to make the court--

ship status varlable sca]eab]e categories "6" and "7" were reversed

_based on the assumpt1on that 11v1ng with someone, or cohab1t1ng,

_represented a more 1nt1nate courtshwp status than be1ng engaged but
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sfi]1 did not include all of the facets of a relationship involved in :
being married. Thus the courtship status variable used in the present
study is composed of seven 1eve]s ranging~from "unattached” to - |
"married. "

" Duration of Current Courtship Status. This variable was measured by

L

the question:
"For how long have you been so invo]ved‘(or unattached)?
months.'

ReSponses were coded into the fo]]ow1ng categor1es

1 month or less

2 - 3 months R , '
4 - 6 months - - o,
7 - 9 months " .

10 - 12 months

11/127%.1 1/2 years

1 7/12 - 2 years . ' .

2 1/12 - 3 years ' 4 -
Over 3 years. X : : -

OO0~ O U BN

N

Current Love Status. This var1ab1e was: neasured by the quest1on

_"Are you currently in 1ove with someone7
1. Yes |

2. No :

3. Undecided, .not sure”

Premarital Sexual Pennissiveness. Measurement of permissiveness was

: obta1ned us1ng the Reiss Premar1ta] Sexua] Perm1551veness Scale
" (Reiss, 1967), a 24 1teq§§uttman scale which e11c1ts rbspondents

' att1tudes on what levels of sexual 1nt1macy are acceptab]e for males

- and for.females at what lTevels of courtship and/or emotrona] 1nvo]ve—

ment. On the basis of a scoring system suggested by Reiss, respondents
were categor1zed as aff1rm1ng one of four standards arrayed in terms of
1ncrea51ng_permiss1veness. abst1nence double standard perm1551veness f

with affection; permis;iVéness w1thout affection. | - X
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Current Sexual 1; Unfortunately, due to a limitation of the

queétionn,ﬁ
a responé‘ ff} fnvo]yed ina sexan‘relationship. Tbem
éesearchv{l gfﬁt1uded questions‘on number of sexual 1ntercour$e
| ; %;cy of’intércourse experiences with thevfirst and 
with the las] s;n_(where applicable). Other questions were included
_pertaining tl; f{many, if ahy,‘persons respondeﬁts hadvintercourse

‘withvthat fhei ?d been gd%hg Steady with or were engaged’toiat the
fimé. No quesl_ég was asked regarding whether_théy‘wére currént]y‘ﬁ»
seXuaT]y invé]v{ %ﬂand tonhAt extént; with;theif fe1ationship partnef.
lHoWever, based_oéﬁihe other questions it was possible to determine.é'

- fairly comprehensiye picture of a respondent's'behavioral sexual

&

history. '
In 6rder tdéﬁ:’a1n a measure of current sexual expefience, the'l
following procedures were USed. Respondents.whovindicated.nO'inter-
tourse experiefnce to date were Coded‘as having no cufrentﬁéexual
experiénce. ‘It was assumed that all curéent]y mafried;persbps‘were
sean]]y_invo1ved and.also assdméd that those cohabitofs whp‘had ever
| experienéédvintercodrse were now sexually involved. To gain sohe
measQré for fhe remaining-respondents,it was Sssumed that if a person
héd_experienced intefcourse at least once with a partner at'a\ |
relationship 1eve] compatible with the reSpondent?s‘curEént courtship
status, then in all probability the respondent.was currently experi-
encin@‘interédurse.v‘For example, ;hose pérsons Who’experienééd
ihtercourée'with~someone they wefevengagéd to, ahd who wefé currently
: engagéd, were assUmed to be cﬁrrently involved séxua]]y. SimiTar]y,

respondents currently going steady who had experienced intercourse-

fpossible to obtain a direct measure of whether |

e

LX)

e B Sl

o~



S

- with a number of goingvsteady‘partnerssoompatib1e with their current'-

status were agsumed,to be currently invo]ved;sexually. In this instance

respondents who were .going steady for the fourth'time, who had only four

"sexual partners in their, 1ifetime and who had experiehced intercourse
. W1th four go1ng steady partners were assumed to present]y be having. a

}sexua] re]at1onsh1p

Casua] daters who had exper1enced 1ntercourse but not w1th someone
they had ever, gone steady with, or been engaged to were assumed to be
having jntercounse with their current casua] dating partner. ;Informa11y
engaged respondents were coded as‘haytng.a‘seXua] relationship if they
had experienced intercourse and thetr partner had not been'someone‘with
whom they were -either ooing Steady or;uere formally engaged to (i.e.,
they were treated.similarly toytheioasuaT datérs due to a lack of’other
information).; _ | -

Therefore; where a matchrup in terms of the numher of partnerse
existed between a perSOn's'dating and sekuaf htStoriés, a relatively e
accurate decision could be made regard1ng turrent sexua] exper1ence
But where d1spar1t1es ex1sted between these h1stor1es then certain
arb1trary dec1s1ons were made ofknecess1ty Part1cu1ar1y problemat1c,
for examp]e were respondents who had gone steady with f1ve persons,

had experienced 1ntercourse with three going steady partners and this.

-was the sum tota] of their sexuat exper1ence It is 1mpossib]e to
| 1determme from the available data whether the current go1ng steady
| partner is a]so a current sexual partner In such‘cases the respOndent

- was coded as not being currently involved in a sexual relationship.

This method of determining current seanl'experience results in an_ -

increasingly larger proportton of respondents_being-credited with a
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current sexua] re]at1onsh1p as one moves up the courtsh1p cont1nuum.
wh11e the assumpt1ons and. dec1s1ons made using this method are

in genera] accord with trad1t1ona]1y accepted theory regard1ng the

re]at1onsh1p between courtsh1p status and sexua] experience, the method
does not a]low for an adequate test of trad1t1ona1 theory "In effect
the method coanrms, somewhat art1f1c1a11y, propos1t10n 7 on the posi-
t1ve re]at1onsh1p between courtsh1p status and sexua] 1nvo]vement Due
to the prob]ems 1nvo]ved 1n creat1ng this var1ab1e caut1on must and

w111 be exercised in 1nterpret1ng f1nd1ngs re]ated to it particularly

- those wh1ch pertaln to the baS1C a1m-1nh1b1t1on hypothes1s As a ..

. result of these dec1s1ons 1 654 respondents out of the tota] samp]e of

1 ,933 were categor1zed as be1ng either 1nvo]ved ( = 618) or un1nyo]ved

(n =1 036) in a current sexual re]at10nsh1p

Lifetime Courtsh1p Experience.’ Th1s varlab]e ‘was created‘on the basis -

of responses to a number of quest1ons concern1ng current courtship
status p]us quest1ons such as: "Have you ever had a- 901ng steady

re]at1onsh1p, now iy in the past?"

1. No never .5, Yes four times
2. Yes,gonce o 6.+ Yes, 5 to 10. tiffes
3. Yes, twice | 7. Yes, 11 to 15 times
4. Yes, three times 8. More than 15 t1nes s Pe

R

S1m11ar quest1ons were asked perta1n1ng to dat1ng "fa1r1y reog&ar]y

vy

' w1thout go1ng steady' “_ being engaged and cohab1t1ng From these o
quest1ons a measurement of 11fet1me courtsh1p exper1ence was created to .
~indicate the most 1nt1mate 1eve1 of courtsh1p associat1on ever ach1eved

in a respondent S dat1ng 11fet1me The variable was coded in the

fo]]owlng manner
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Never dated 6. Gone steady only - four

1.
2.. Casual dated only ¢ times or more
. -3. f(one steady only - once 7. Engaged one or more times
4. CGone steady only - twice - 8. Cohabited .one or more
5. Gone steady only - three times "times
~ ‘ C 9. Married

?

Lifetime Love Experience. This variable was measured by the question:

“Have you ever been in love (ingcluding current‘relationships)?"

1. No, never - .B. Yes, 4 - 5 times
2. Yes, once 6. Yes, 6 - 8 times
3. Yes, twice - 7.° Yes, 9 - 12 times
4. Yes, three times .~ 8. More than 12 times

Due to a limited number of responses, categories five to eight were

‘collapsed into one category labelled "four or more times."

Lifetime Sexual Expefiéﬁce. One question prévided the measurehent for

this variable.

"With how many people have you ever had sexual intekcourse?"
' /

Responses were cdded into nihe categories ranging from "none" to

o

"eight or more." -
. [

Past Courtship Experience. ‘Based on responses:to a series of questions
,pertainihg to lTifetime expefienéeS‘in,ééSUa1 dating, going steady,

" engagement, and cqhébiting,fplus current cdurtshfp'staths, a procedure
‘wascdevised whereby'a measuremént‘cou]d be obtained»of a réspondent's
most intimﬁtgacdurtship experience prior to their current or present
sjtuation. This variaple'was coded in the same manner as 1ifetime
courtship exﬁerienceuextépt ;hat the‘last category of "mirried" was
.om{tted giyen'that divorced énd sébaratéd pérsons were excluded from
this portion of the data anaiysis. Thus, the variable was composed of
efght{categdries ranging from "never dated" to "éohabited one or more

time§." :

Past Love Experience. This variable was created by subtracting present

44
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love status from 1ifetime experience, yielding five categories of Jove
- experience prior to the current moment ranging from "none" to "“four or
more times."

Past Sexual Experience. This variable was created in a similar manner

by subtracting current sexual experience from lifetime sexual experience
- yielding eight categories of sexua] experience prior to the current
moment ranging from "none" to "seven or more partners."

Romanticism. Measurement of the dependent var1ab1e of romant1c1sm was -
based on an abbreviated version of the Love Att1tude Inventory (Knox

and Sporakowski, 1968) which in its or1g1na] form is composed of 29 .
statements about love Each 1tem is scored on a f1ve po1nt continuum
.w1th a value of one 1nd1cat1ng the more romantic response (strongly
agree) and a value of'fjve indicating the most “conjugal"” or "realis-
tic“ response (strongly disagree). The ftems Scores are summed yield-
ing a global romanticism score. Knox and Sporakowski assume that
-conJugal love is the antithesis of romantic Tove, however, since the
statements in the Inventory are all phrased in the language of romantic
Tove, it 1s questionnable as to whether conjugal love is actua]]y being |
‘measured. It would appear to be more accurate to state that the Love
Attitude»Inventory measures degrees of rananticism The present study
‘therefore refers to the obtained measurements as varying from "high" to

- "low" romant1c1sm and refrains from making any statements regarding
conjugal or any other type of love.

Not all items from the Inventory couid be included in the Hobart
study due to the length of the questionnaire; Based on the factor
analysis findings of Hinkle and Sporakowski (1975), 14 of the original
29 items (4 statements could not be subsumed under any subscaﬂe) having

Y -
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the highest factor loadings were included with the fo]Towing propor-
tionate distribution for each of the subscales: Traditional Love - One

Person (5 of 11 items); Irrationa]ity (4 ofv8 jtems); Love Overcomes All

| (5 of 6;_1'tems).‘1 In the Hobart study, these items were scored in the

English language questionnaire on only axéqur point éontinuum (1; 2, 4,

L s

5) as a typographical error resulted in the omission of a neutral mid-
point. This error resulted in an artificially iﬂ%1étéd-rangé‘of varia-
tion in respondents' global and subscale romanticism scores. In

addition, the scoring system was susceptible to misinterpretation in

that the higher the score on the global scale, the lower the actual

romanticism and the lower the score, the higher the actual romanticism.‘
In order to forestall confusion, the séoring system was recoded for the
present study so that a response of strongly agree was coded.as a
"five" and strongly disagree coded és a "one". As a result of this

recoding the higher the score, the higher the romaﬁticism and the lower

. the séore,rthe lower the romanticism. To eliminate the artificially

inflated range of variation, responses of four and five on the new
codfng scheme were}additioha]]y recoded to'responses of three and four
respectively. The items were now scored on a four point continuum
rangingvfrom one to four.

This reching‘yie1ded a possibie range of romanticism scores from
‘14 - 56 and $ubsca1e ranges of 5 - 20 for Traditional Love - One Person,

4 - 16 for Irrationality, and 5 - 20 for Love Overcomes All.

On the French language questionnaire the statement responses, due

‘to the unauthorized changes, were scored on a six point continuum

(1 - 6) but again with the omission of a neutral mid-point. In this.

instance, Francophone students were asked to indicate their responses

AT Pt T e e .-
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to the statements. in terms which Wbuid translate to:

1. strongly agree 2. generally agree 3. minimally agree

r 4. minimally disagree 5. generally disagree 6. strongly disagree"

In the original coding of these responses for data manipulation, trans-

formations were performed in order to make the responses comparab]e to .

those obtained from students using the Englxsh language quest1onna1re
Categories 2 and 3 were co]]apsed to form one category of "agree” and
categories 4 and 5 were‘collapsed to form one category of "disagree.”
The responses were thus recoded onto a four point'SCa]e with no neutral
mid?point As with the English language quest1onna1re this scor1ng
system was susceptible to misinterpretation glven the disparity between
score values and their meaning. Therefore th]s scoring system was
further‘recodedhso that the higher.the score, the higher the romanti;
'eism and the lower the score the lower the romanticism with the same
range of possible romanticism scores as with English students.
Examination of the statements from the Love Attitude Inventory
included in the Francophone questionnaire yietded some additional
findings and questions pertaining to“the proposed data ana]ysts.

Whereas in English the single term "love" is used throughout all of

the statements, in French the terms "amoureux(se)," "1'amour," "aimer,"

and "en amo'urvII are all used depending upon the specific context of each
statement. It is of interest(to note that the verb "aimer" can be
translated into "to love" or "to like," again depending upon the
context of usage. These differenceS'in terminology raise questions
regarding the degree of simi}arity between the statements used in the
two measurement instruments. In addition, through changes made in
sentence structure and, in particuiar, chenges necessitated_by attenpts

\
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at idiomatic translation, it is entirely possihle that the meanings of
‘some statements,nere altered either slightly or»significantly. An
“additional problem is'created in the‘attempts to trahs]ate back from
idiomatic French to fdiomatic English. For example, one. of the state-
ments refers in Eng]1sh to persons in 1ove belng "in a daze, while
the French express1on trans]ates into "losing one's head" (' perdre 1a
 tete"). The English phrase "1ove at f1rst s1ght" becomes "lightning
strikes" ("le coup de foudre").

The researcher faces the problem of being unable to determine)if
such differences in idiom will ptoduce differences in findings that
are“'real" or attributable prtmari]y to measurement error. The ﬁ

specific problem relates to the methods used to analyze the collected

data. In the present study we haVe assumed that the responses pertain-

ing to the dependent variable are based upon statements from quest1on-

na1res that are not closely comparab]e and that aggregating the data
collected from both Anglophone and Francophone respondents would
compromise theyva]idity of the findings. Therefore, these data are
analyzed separate]y for each 11ngu1st1c group

Data Analysis

s The data were analyzed using multiple regression ana1ysis, a

statistical technique used to best predict or estimate a single s

‘dependent criterion variable from any number of independent predictor
vartab]es. Regression analysis is the most useful technique for our
purposes in that it provides estimates of the overaT] dependence ot
the criterion variable on all of the predictors taken together as we]l
"as estimates for the contr1b0t1ons of each 1ndependent variable to

variation of the dependent variable, contro]]ing for all other
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-confounding predictor‘eariab1es. This technique identifies an equation;
in the form of a straight line, which maximizes the fit between pre-

~ dicted and observed values of the dependent variable with a minimum

| amoent of;error. Thus we can test each romanticism model as well as
each of the variebles contained within the models. ‘ \

The basic. assumptions of mu]tfp]e fegression are (1).random samp-

1ing for data selection, (2) 1inearity of relationships between |

independent and dependent variables, and (3)'additivity'of'independent

variable effects. In addition, this technique can on]y_be‘utilized.with ‘

continuous, as opposed to categerical, variables (Blalock,-1972; Kim and
Kohout, 1975a). As mentioned-ear]ier,.the Hobart study used random
sampling procedures to select respondents from.eiigible particfpants.

Since a number of independent variables used in the'present stﬁdy are

clearly categorical in nature, specifically gender, current love status,‘

and current sexual experience, transformations into dummy variables were
necessary before these variables could be inserted into the regression :
equations. Following recqmmended,precedures_(B]a1ock, 1972; Kim and - |
Kohout, 1975b) one dummy variable category (male) was estab1ished for
gender, one categofy for current sexual experience (currently havin§
sex), and two categories for current love status (currently in love,
currently not in love) were created. As a result 6f this procedure,
the exc]gded or reference Category becomes a combined category of
females, not having sex, and undecided about curfent love status;

To ensure the linearity of're]atiohshibs between independent and
'dependent.vafiaﬁ1es, each continuous variable was first subjected to a

one way analysis of variance test in re]ation'to the -dependent variable.

Examination of the results indicated that;none of the variables included -
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in this study‘significant]y devtated from linearity Further since
the assumptions of ]1near1ty and add1t1v1ty may be violated if inter-
action effects are present between -independent var1ab]es, it was also

| ﬁnecessary to create and incorporate 1nteraction or mu]tip]icative terms
into theeregression equations. Al] poss1b1e two -way or first-order
_interaction terms were included in the 1n1t1a1 runs of the data ana]y-
| s1s where stat1st1ca1 test1ng 1nd1cated that certa1n 1nteract10n
terms were significant, appropr1ate three-way or second order terms were
created, 1nserted and the equat1ons rerun {again fo]]ow1ng.the theory
and recommendat1ons of B]a]ock 1972) Stat1st1ca11y nonsignificant.
interaction terms of either order were omitted from further equations
and poo]ed into the residual or error term. ‘

The same bas1c procedure was fo]]owed in analyzing a]l models
across all subsamples. It is 1mportant to note that}two opt1ons were
initially available for testing the PAC model. On one hand it was |
poss1b]e to take the f1nd1ngs from the situational mode] (both main
var1ab]es and s1gn1f1cant 1nteract10n terms) and 51mp1y add to them the
appropriate new PAC main variables and created 1nteract1on terms. On
the other hand, the main variables from the situational mode] -and the
new main variables from the PAC model plus all possible interaction
.termé could be considere*ux Bbth"options were used to determine if any
changes in‘findings were apparent The resu]ts obta1ned were slightly
different, indicating that dufferent 1nteract1on terms become signifi-
. cant when a]] possibilities were 1ntroduced into the equation. There-
fore, the findings reported here for the PAC model pertain to the
“expanded," more complete, version which substant1ve1y prov1des a

greater contr1but1on to our understand1ng of how variables in the model
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relate to romanticism. o

With the creation of interactive terms, a prob]em of multi-
collinearity frequent]y develops whereby a multiplicative term is
~ highly correlated with. one of the independent main effect variables
- of which it ie composed As the results of multiple. regression cannot
:.be 1nterpreted or understood where mu]ticoilinearity is present, it
is necessary to omit the main effect term from any further analysis and
retain only the interactive term in the equations Therefore, in the
fo]]oW1ng presentation of findings chapters, on1y those statistically
VSignificant interaction terms are'presented along with findings for
those remaining independent variables that could still be inciuded

In the case where an interaction term attains statistical Signifi--'
cance, the 1ndependent effects of each variable contained within that
term cannot be interpreted and given meaning Unfortunate]y this'
'prob]em results in a loss of information particularly 1n cases of
1nteraction terms containing dumny variables where no statements can be
made regarding the’ refehence category with respect to the 1nf]uence of
a given independent variable. We sha]l see examp]es of this 1oss in a
later chapter in the examples of females and sexual perm1551veness
vis-a- v1s romanticism,. Finally, as the existence of 51gn1f1cant inter-
action terms and. the attendant prob]ems of muiticbllinearity vary . from.
mode] to model, from globa] romantiCism to the romanticism subsca]es
and across subscales, and from subsamp]e to subsample, direct compari-
sons of specific variables across all mode]s subsca]es and sub-
samples is unfortunately not always possible. We turn now to an

:examination of the findings produced by our data analysis.
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FOOTNOTES
1.
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;
Reproduced below are the statements from the Love Attitude
Inventory which were incorporated into the Hobart questionnaire.
The Tetters in brackets following the statements have been added
here to identify the subscale to which each statement belongs
(i.e., Traditional Love - One Person (T); Irrationality (1);

Love Overcomes A]1 (L)). -

"It is necessary to be in love with the one you marry to be
happy. (T)

‘Love is regarded as a primary motive for marriage, which is

good.(T) o |

Somewhere there is an ideal mate for most people. The problem is.
Just finding that one. (T) o ‘
There are probably only a few people that any one person can fall
in Tove with. (T) - : '

You can't make yourself love someon ; it just comes or it *
doesn't. (T) N

- When you are in love, you are usually in a daze. (I)

Love at first sight is often the deepest and most enduring type
of ‘Tove. (I) ' . .
When you are in love, your judgement is usually not too clear. (1)

- Day dreaming usually comes along with being in love. (I)

Common interests are really unimportant; as long as each of you is

truly in-love, you will adjust. (L) } . ,
It doesn't matter if you marry after you have known your partner
for only a short time as Tong as you know you are in love. (L)

As Tong as two people love each other, the religious differences
they have really do not matter. (L) : _ ‘
You can love someone even though you do not 1ike any of that
person's friends. (L) | o
Differences in social class and religion are of small importance in
selecting a marriage partner as compared with love. (L)"

’ 4

!
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS: GLOBAL ROMANTICISM

Due to the possible ex1stence of 51gn1f1cant d1fferences in the
questionnaires stemming from prob]ems assoc1ated w1th 1anguage trans-
1at1on, it was decided that data co]lected from Ang]ophone and Franco-
phone respondents could not be aggregated but instead would be ana]yzed
separate]yj ‘While "Francophone"tand "Anglophone" are techn1ca11y the
| most accurate terms to denote groups d1fferent1ated on the bas1s of .

- 1anguage alone, the terms themselves are awkward and cumbersome For
the sake of s1mp11c1ty, the terms "French" and "Eng]1sh" will be used
hereafter to refer to the two student 1anguage groups. The mean. .
~ romanticism score for Eng]1sh students is 33 82 (n 1,533} and ?9.61
for French students (n = 400). | ‘ '

As these 11ngu1stio grOups,are identified on the basis‘of‘schoo]
attended and given Hobart's previous finding'(1972)_of dtfferences in
premarital sexual permissiveness between students from.different
educationaT settings, further analyses nere performedfwhich indicate
that within the Eng]ishgsamp]e, the difference in mean romanticism'
scores_between teohnical school (32.94) and uniuersity (34.61)
students;iaccording,to_t-test'ana]ysis, is statistically significant
beyond the .001 level (p = 7000). Similar]y,_within the French sample,
the difference in meanlromanticism scores between technical school

(28. 89) and un1vers1ty (30 3]f{students is s1gn1f1cant beyond the .01

in both ]1ngu1st1c samp]es we find that
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university students are'significant1y more romantic in}their concep-
tions of love than are technica] schoo] Students.

As the pr1mary purpose of the present study is to examine the )
mode]s of romant1c1sm themse]ves and as these models do not include
"p0551b1e effects of edUcat1ona] setting (and other poss1b1e re]ated
var1ab1es such as social class membersh1p), it was deemed necessary to
ana]yze techn1ca1 school students and un1vers1ty students separate]y
‘ w1th1n each of the two language samples s a resu]t of these pre- }
.]1m1nary f1nd1ngs and the analytic decisions based - upon them, f1nd1ngs
-are presented in this chapter separately for the English and French |
subsamples. Within each subsample, the findings:for.university and
technical schodl students are ‘compared -across each romanticism model.
In a Tater chapter we will explicitly focus: upon compar1sons of the
mode]s themse]ves across subsamples to determ1ne the comparat1ve -

explanatory power of each model.
ENGLISH UNIVERSITY AND TECHNICAL SCHOOL STUDENTS

The SitUational Mode1

In order to fac111tate a pars1mon1ous presentat1on of findings,
each of the tables in th1s chapter conta1ns a comparat1ve summary of
resu]ts,from the multiple regress1on ana]yses. More detailed tables
for each subsamp]e by romanticism model are contained in. Appendix A.
Tab]e 4, 1 on the fol]ow1ng page summar1zes the major f1nd1ngs on the
situational model for both Englwsh student groups This model’ con-
tains three propos1t1ona] -Statements of d1rect re]at1onsh1ps between
d1fferent 1ndependent var1ab1es and romant1c1sm Each propos1t1on

will be restated and the re]evant f1nd1ngs for each subsamp]e w111
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, Global Romant1c1sm Situational

Universitx- ' ~ Technical

| RP=0674 F=7.406%* RP=.0347 Fe2.gpyms
Vefiab]e C ‘vg;e Qgtg _g | Beta
Currently in Love 2695 0296 - 2485 - 0269
 Currently Net‘in Love »_' .2696 - W0292 - -
Permissiveness X Mefe © - 6028 - 2198k -

Perm1ss1veness X Duration

of Courtship Status X : o o
Not in Love , - - - .0724 - 1441«

- Having Sex oo -L3sss -4 o -
‘Having Sex X Current . | : R
Courtship Status = - - .2639 .1306**
Durat1on of Courtsh1p : e - o
Status -~ L1271 0740%+ - -
Current Courtship Status 5005 2012% L :
Male T L NP PP

- **Significant beyond the .01 Tevel

then be:presented ~In d1scuss1ng these findings it is necessany to

state the qua]1fy1ng phrase "a]l other var1ab]es be1ng held constant"

when cons1der1ng the 1ndependent effects of each variable. For ease of

. readlng, th1s phrase is constant]y assumed but not. re1terated

Pro-os1t1on.“;ee;%

rent love status influences romanticism.
)ft for both university and technical school
ing currently in love is not significantly .

Hor, among university students, is the status
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of current]y’dbf being in 1ove. Among tecﬁnica] school students nof
bedng in ]oVe acts as afcontingency;veriable dpon the inverse reTation;
ship betweeh romanticismvand\an interactive ferm combining:sex0a1 |
”perm1ss1veness w1th durat1on of current courtshlp status.. For those

who are currently not in love, the - 1onger the time spent in their

o current courtsh1p status, in conb1nat1on w1th the h1gher the 1eve1 of

sexua1 perm1ss1veness the s1gn1f1cant1y ]ess romant1c are the1r
beliefs about love.

~ Proposition 4: Premar1ta1 sexua] penn1ss1veness inversely 1nf1uences
romant1c1sm

' For the Eng11sh un1vers1ty subsamp]e we find that per$1ss1veness
1nteracts w1th gender such that for males, as perm1ss1veness increases,
romanticism deereases s1gn1f1¢ant1y. This f]nd1ng suggests that gender
does not have a direct re]atiodship to romant1cysm but acts 1nd1rect]y/
as a cdntingency.variab1e'upon the effects.of permissivehess on
romanticism.. Due to she‘nature of regression ana]ysis using dummy
variables, no’specffic statement can be made regarding’the nature of
the re]ationshjpdbetween femaTeqermissivehess'1evels.and'romaﬁtieism.' v
For males, the effects of permissiveneSS arevinVerse'and significant.
‘As:noted above, among technical school students, sexgalbpermissive; :
ness does not relate d{rectly'tovromanticfsm bdt ihteractsdwifh\duration
of courtship status'fothhose who areueurrently not in.love. | |

- Proposition 6: " The amount of one's current sexua1 exper1ence (inter-
' ' - course) 1nverse1y 1nfluences one's romanticism.

This propos1t1on was formed upon the assumed existence of a
~continuous independent variable. As we saw in the last chapter, how- °
ever, it Wil not possible to meaningfully measure the amount of.a

respondent’s current sexual experience and the independent variable is
. : - \", . . .




"~ now expressed as a dummy varwab]e 1nd1cat1ng s1mp]y whether a respondent

is currently 1nvo]ved sexua]]y or ‘not, regardless of the amount of that. |
;‘1nv01venent. Accord1ng]y, the proposat]on shou]d be reworded as “
follows. B

-

- Proposition 6: Current sexua] 1nvo]vement 1nverse]y 1nf1uences
' romant1cvsm ‘ . ,

From Table 4.1 we f1nd that . current]y hav1ng sex w1th one 'S
-partner is 1nverse1y and s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to romant1c1sm among

un1ver51ty students only. For techn1ca1 schoo] students, currently

having sex acts as a contingency variable upon the pos1t1ve and s1gn1f1-["

‘ cant re]at1onsh1p between courtsh1p status and the dependent variable.

- In other words among those who are current]y sexually 1nvo1ved the
,h1gher the courtsh1p status, the greater the romanticism. Sexual |
_hehaviorﬁisvdirectly related to the dependent‘variable and confirmstthe
propos1t1on for un1vers1ty students but such 1s not the case for S
techn1ca1 school students . | ‘

Three unant1c1pated f1nd1ngs are also notable in Table 4.1. Eﬁ>§¥a
‘univers1ty students»the var1ab1es of durat1on of courtsh1p status‘andlf:
current courtsh1p status are each d1rect1y, pos1t1Ve1y, and signifi-.
!:cantly related to the dependent var1ab1e ‘The h1gher one 's courtsh1p
. status and the 1onger one has occup1ed that status the .more romantlc -
one's concepttons about love. For. techn1ca1 sch001 students gender
is directly re]ated to the dependent var1ab1e with ma]es being

s1gn1f1cant1y,1ess romant1c about Tove than are fema]es.

- The Lifetime Model . .

Table 4.2 sunmarizes the major findings on the 1ifetime MOdel’fOr -

| both Enoiish student;groups; vThis‘model.contains:three'propositiona]



“statements of direct relationships to the dependent variable.

Bl

| Table 4.2: Multiple Regression Summar Global Romanticism, Lifetime
ModeT, TEngqhsﬁ Umver-sﬂ;y and Technical School §tu3ents

University . Technical

RP=.0475 F=7.379% RP=.0802  F=5.1a4%

Variable © - B Beta B _ Beta

Permissiveness X Male - -.5288  -.1893** -.528]  -,1882%+
Permissiveness X Lifetine : : :

Sexual Experience .0366  .0741* .0502 .1093**
Lifetine Love Experience .0335  .0078  -.0039  -.0009

Lifetime Courtship Experience -.2205 .1108** 0821 .0408

*Significant beyond the .05 Jevel.
**Significant beyond the .01 level.

Proposition 4: Premarital sexual permissiveness inversely influences

romanticism.

E;om the table we find that for both stydent groups, gender acts

- as a contingenCy variable on the’ reJationship between permissiveness and

the dependent variable such ‘that for males, as permissiveness increases,

romanticism decreases significantly. Sexual permissiveness also inter-

; acts with lifetime sexual experience and the combination of these

, variables is p051tive1y and significantly related to romanticism for

both groups. So, while the proposition is confirmed for maies, penmis-

siveness is also involved in an additional significant relationship to

the dependent variable for both university and technica] school males
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and females.

Proposition 10: Lifetime love experience 1nverse1y influences
romanticism.

This independent‘variable, measuring the lifetime number of love
involvements, is not significantly associated with romanticism in
either student sample. ! S

Proposition 12: Lifetime sexual experience 1nverse1y 1nf]uences ,
‘romanticism.

-The proposition indicates an expected simple and direct relation-
ship betwéen,indgpendent and debendentvvariables but as nofed earlier
‘lifetime sexua] experience interacts with permissiveness and this
combination of behavior and att1tudes\1s positively and significantly
related to romant1c1sm for both un1vers1ty and techn1ca1 school
students. _

Data analysis for the university students yields one unanticipated
finding. Lifetime courtship experience, measuring both tﬁe nhmber and
intensity of one's courtship experiences to date, is positively,
directly, and significantly related fo the debendent variable. The
‘greater_the number -and intensity of courtship experiences the more
romantic are unjversity studehts' conceptions about love.‘.This inde-
pendent variable is also pdsitive]y related to ﬁomantiéism for
technical school students but the re]ationship is not.Statistically

significant.

The PAC Mode]
Table 4.3, on the following page, summarizes. findings from the

regressibn analyses on the PAC model. This model contains five ?rqpo-

 sitional statements, three of which are contained in the situatiéna]

model and the remaining two of which have been modified from the



AR
P
o

Table 4.3: Mu]tip]e Regression Summary, Global Romanticism, PAC Model,
English University'and‘TéChn1Ca1'SCHOo]'thdents

University Iggﬁgjggl |
RP=.0600° F=4.752%  RP-.0532 Fe2.736%*
Variable B Beta 8 Beta
Currently in Love‘«u - - .2453  -.0264
Currently in Love X Current

Courtship Status .3155 .1561** - - -

Currently Not in Love 5164 053 .42 L0435
\'/Permissiveness X Male -8288  -.2086%% - .7869 -.2840%>
Permissiveness X Past .

Sexual Experience .0368 .0659** - -
Having Sex L -.9364 | -.0988** 1.0611 .1127**
Past Love Experience .0875 L0213 - -

Past Love Experience X Male - - ‘ 4670 .1358;‘
Past Sexual Experience: - - 0127 .0065
.‘ Current Courtship Stafus - - - .0421 l-.0175
Duration of Courgﬁhip Status .1223 .0699** .1606 .0923**
Past Courtship Experience | ’
XMale . #2161 1157+ . -

Past Courtship Experience - ‘ - .1413 .0674*

*Significant beyondjthe .05 level
**Significant beyond the .01 level

Tifetime model.

Proposition 3: Cun%ent lTove status influences romanticism.

When controlling for additional variables we find that the status
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of being curtent]y,in love acts as a contingency variable for university ‘
students upon the relationship between‘current courtship status and the
dependent variable. For those students who are in love, as courtship |
status increases, ronanticism increases significantly. Among technical
-schoo]‘students, being currently in love is inverse]y re]ated to”

| rbmanticismvbut the difference4in romanticism scores betweeﬁ this Tove
status and the others is not statistically significant. The status of
not being in love currently is unrelated to romanticism among'both
~university and technical school students.

Proposition 4: Premarital sexua] permissiveness inversely 1nf]uences
' romanticism.

In both the university and technical school student subsamples we
find that for males, as’permissiveness fncreases, romantitism‘deereases-
significantly. In addftion, for university students the permissiveness
variable combines with past sexual experience producing an intefective“
term nhich is positively and\significant]y related to the dependent
variable. |

4

Proposition 6: Current sexual 1nv01vement inversely influences -
romanticism.

\

Here we find an interesting difference between the two student
sanpies For university students, having sex 1s inversely and signifi-
cant]y related to romanticism wh1]e for techn1ca1 school students
being sexually 1nvo]vedv1s positively and significantly related to the
- dependent vé:jab]e. For both student groups the relationship between'
dependent and independent variables is direct and statistically signift-
cant; but, the re]ationships are in the opposite direction'toeone

another.
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Proposition 18: Past 1ove experience 1nverse1y influences

romanticism.

Among university students we findithat past love experience;

measur1ng the number of Tove involvements one has had prior to the -

present s1tuat1on, 1s pos1t1ve1y but not s1gn1f1cant1y related to

. romant1c1sm Among technical schoo] students we find that for males,

past Tove exper1ence is positively and s1gn1f1cant1y related to the

B dependent variable. Gender acts as a contlngency var1ab]e upon the

re]at1onsh1p between 1ndependent and dependent. var1ab1es, a re]at1on-
sh1p in the opp051te ‘direction to that anticipated in the propos1t1ona1

statement.

Proposition 20: Past sexual experlence inversely influences

romant1c1sm
As noted ear11er, past sexual experience interacts with sexual
permi ssiveness among university students to form a positive, signifi-
eant, relationship to romanticism. Among technical school students,
past sexual experience is unrelated to the dependent variable. Again

we find a re]ationship-td be in the opposite direction to that antici-

pated in a proposition derived from the current literature.

In addition to the above findings, regress1on analyses also y1e1ds
some unant1c1pated relationships concerning variables contained within
the PAC model. In both student subsamp]es duration of current court-
ship status is positigg]y and significantly related to romanticjsm. The
longer one has .occupied a given courtship Status, the more~romantic |
one's conceptions of love. It was pred1cted ‘that this durat1on variable
wou]d only be. 1nd1rect1y related to the dependent variable.

Also, for male university students, past courtsh1p experience is °
positively, directly, and significantly reiated to romantfcfsmf The -

L]
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\
. greater the number and intensity of courtship eXperiences in the past,
the more romantic are males' conceptions of love. Among technical |
school students, past courtship experience is also directly,'positiveiy
and significantiy re]ated to the dependent variable but no gender
- differences are apparent for this student subsg&ple.. it was also pre-
dicted that this independent variable would re]ate to romanticism in
vonly an indirect manner. F1na11y, it can be noted that while current
| courtship status-is signifieantiy re]ated-to romanticism for those.
‘universityistudents who‘are eurrentiyvin love, this independent variable
| is npt:significantly re]:ted to the dependent variable for technical

: SChool‘students.
FRENCH: UNIVERSITY AND TECHNICAL SCHOOL STUDENTS

The. Situational Model

In Table 4.4 on the following page we find a summary of the major
findings on the situational model for both.French student groups. Per-
naps the mostygmportant finding from_the table is 'the tact thatithe.
situational model as a whole does not achieve statistical significance
for French university‘students; In fact, only one independent variable
.in the model is significent1y related to romanticism for this student
group. The model as a whole does achieve statistical significance for
thegtechnica] school student group. | | |

Proposition 3""Current love status influences romanticism.

An interesting difference is noticeable between the two French
student groups with regard to the status of being current]y in 1ove
Among university students, f21s 1ndependent variable is unrelated to

~romanticism while among technical school students the independent
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‘Table 4.4: Multiple Regression Summary, Global Romanticism, Situational
Model, French University and Technical School Students

University Technical
R2=.0502 F=1.375  R®=.1214 F=4.400%*

Variable - B~ Beta B Beta

Currently in Ldve'- ' ;8588 l; | .0871'_ - -2.0844 = -2406**
Currently Not in Love ~  -.5895 -.0874 - 6611  -.0695
Permissiveness .9696 . 1606** - -
Permissiveness X Having Séx - oo .Bed2 L2762+
-Pérﬁissi?éneﬁs‘x Duration o
of Courtship Status - _— - .0949 .2024%**
Having Sex 8600  -.0883 ' - - )
 Duration of Courtshib Status -;1828. -.0927 - -
Durdfion of Courtship Status | o
X Male - - 213208 -.2066%*
Male -.2168  -.0226 - -
| Current CourtshipvStatus' 0966 .0386 | - -

**Significant beyond the .01 level.

variab]e is significantly.ahd invérse]y re]ated>tb the dependent vari-
agle. Thus, technical school students who ;re in love are significantiy
.1éss romanpic in their conceptions about love than aré sFudents from the
(Saﬁe éducationa] setting who are either not fn love or arebundécidEd
about theii'currenf”1ove status. The statﬁs of currently ndt;being in

'Iovq' is not significantly related to romanticism in both student groups.

Proposition 4: Premarital sexual permissiveness inversely influences
T romanticism. '



Among univer31ty students permissiveness is p051t1ve1y and

B 51gnificant1y related to the dependent variab]e. Among technicai school

students sexua] attitudes are involved 1n two different re]ationships to .

- the dependent variable. For those currently having a sexua] re]ation-

ship permisSiveness is p051t1ve1y and 51gnificant1y re]ated to romanti-
c1sm._ The sexual attitude variabﬂe also interacts with duration of

| current courtship status forming a positive, significant, relationship

‘to .the dependent variable. v Regard]ess of whether permissiveness is .

involved in a contingency or an 1nteractive re]ationship the' result is

a 51gn1f1cant increase in romant1c1sm

' Prop051tion 6: Current sexual 1nvo]vement inverse]y influences
' romant1c1sm o )

As noted earlier, the variad]e/of-current sexual invobyement acts
as a contingency variéb]e_upon tne reiationship between seXua] atti-
tudes and romanticism for technical school students. Sexua],involuement
is unreiated to the dependent variable fdr'university’students
| One other Significant but unantieipated reiationship emerges

) ¢
from the data ana]y51s for technical schoo] students For males, as

duration of current courtship status increases, romantirgé decreases

significant]y. Among university‘students, the variable of duretion of
- courtship statUs is inversely but not significantly related tov |
* romenticism. University ma]es are also 1ess romantic than university
females but this difference between the genders is not statistically
51gnificant | \

The Lifetime Model

Table 4.5 on the fo]low1ng page ‘summarizes the major findings on

the lifetime mode] for both French student ‘groups. It is of meJor

4
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Table 4.5: Multiple Regression Sumnahy, Global ﬁomanticiSml>Lifetime
Model, French University and Technical School Students

- University i Technical

| R®=.0508 F=1.929  R%=.0368  F=1.336
Variable B Beta B Beta
Permissiveness o - - - 0176 -.0030
“Permissivénéss X Lifetime o .
Sexua]&ﬁgperience ‘ .2573 .4795%* - -
Lifetime [dve Experience - - - -.0218 - -.0060

Lifetime Love Experience X | ,
Lifetime Sexual Experience  -,2159  -.4503** - - -

Lifetine Sexual Experience - - 2380 1152

Lifetime Courtship Experience .1027 ~ .0505 & - .0826  -.0382

! .
—

Male 6602 -.0668  -1.3453 . - 1517

© **Significant beyond7the .01 level

’.interest to'noté_that this model as a whole fails to achieve statistical

significance in both instances.

Proposition 4: Premarital sexual permwss1veness 1nverse1y 1nf]uences
romanticism. ‘ _

. Among.téchhical sch901 students permissiveness is 1nverse1y}but
"not Significant]y relatea to the dependent variable. Among university
'§tUdents the sexual attitude variable interacts with Tifetime sexual
experiénce to form a positive, significant, re]ationsh{p_fo_fomanticism.
: The more'permissive university students‘are-fowardS'premarital sexu-
al conduct, in comb1nat1on w1th the h1gher 1evels of lifetime sexual

experience, the more idea11st1c are the1r conéept1ons about romant1c
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love.

Proposition 10:. L1fet1me 1ove experience inversely 1nf1uences
‘ romant1c1sm ' :

For techn1ca] school students lifetime love exper1ence is 1nverse]y
but not significantly related to the dependent var1ab1e For university
students Tifetime love expen1ence‘1nteracts with Tifetime sexual
experienee forming a positive and significant rgqatiOnship to the de-

pendent variable As 11fet1me love exper1ences 1ncrease in comb1nat10n

‘w1th 1ncreases in the number of sexual exper1ences dur1ng that same

time, the less idealistic theuconcept1ons of romant1c Tove.

‘Proposition 12: Lifetime sexual experience inversely influences

- romant1c1sm
' “As noted above, 11fet1me sexual exper1ence, 1nteract1ng w1th 11fe-

t1me love exper1ence for un1vers1ty students, is 1nverse1y re]ated to

romanticism. . Among techn1ca1 school students, the variable ofﬁ]ifetime

sexual experiehce is unrelated to the dependent variable.

Regression ana]yses yield one unanticipated finding regarding the

| variables in the ]]fet1me mode] for these student groups Gender is

the only var1ab]e to be s1gn1f1cant]y re]ated to romant1c1sm for

3

’techn1ca1 school students whereby ma]es are significantly 1ess romantic

}than females. No gender differences are apparent among un1vers1ty

students.

The PAC Model

~Table 4, 6 on the fo]]owmg@ge summarizes the f1nd1ngs of the
@

regress1on ana1yses for the French Student groups. Tup important

g

| p01nts are 1mmed1ate1y apparent First, the PAC modei a;aa whole

_achieves statist1c§ﬂ s1gn1f1cance for both university and technical
school students Second, only one variable‘has a similar type of



m, PAC Model

Table 4.6: Multiple Regression Summary, G]dba] Romanticism
- French University and Technical Schoo] StUdentsv

~ *Significant beyond the .05 level
**Significant beyond the .01 level

: TethnicaI,

Beta

-.1769*

-.0505

.2821%*

-.1631%%

-.0037

.0781
. 2258%*

University
R8=.1515 F=1.922% RP=,1354 F=2.557%
Variable B Beta B
Currently inLove - 131 -.0132 -1.5156
Currently Not in Love X Duration . .
of Courtship Status - 4114 -.2423*%* .
Currently Not in Love X Past - |
* Sexual Experience » 1.1781  .3695%%  _ v
Currenf]y Not in Love - - - -..4592
/ - , S S ‘
Permissiveness ’ . 1.0065 .1630** -
Permissiveness X Current Courtship : ‘ R
~ Status X Having Sex - - ~.1755
Permissiveness X Past Courtship | ;
Experience _ : - - --.1121
Having Sex X Past Couftship | - s |
Experience ~ = 9441 .4971%x
Having Sex X Duration of Courtship' | ﬁ :
. Status X Past Love Experience - .1524  -.3367* -
Past Love Experiehce X Past Sexué] . '
Experience . . : - .4552 -.6954%x
Past Love Experience X Current. o
Courtship Status L .3909  .5932%* .
Past'Love;Experiehce : B - - - .0118
© Past Sexual Experience X Past - |
 Courtship Experience L 1753 .4442% .
" Past Sexual Experience . - - 1702
Male X Duration of Courtship Status - - - 3075
Male- IR .1287  .0131 . - -
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- re]at1onsh1p to the dependent var1ab]e in both subsamp]es Al of the

rema1n1ng var1ab1es are 1nvo1ved in d1fferent types of 1nteract1ve
re]at1onsh1ps 1nd1cat1ng clear]y that we are dea11ng w1th two d1st1nct
student groups |

Propos1t1on 3: Current 1ove status 1nf]uences romanticism.

Among un1vers1ty students be1ng current]y in 1ove is 1nverse1y but

o /
- not s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to romant1c1sm wh11e among techn1ca] schoo1

students th1s var1ab]e is inversely and s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to the

dependent variable. Technical school students who are in Teve are

‘s1gnaf1cant1y less romantic in their conceptions about Tove than are

students who are either not in love or are uricertain about their

-current Tove status. For techn1ca] schoo] students the status of not
‘be1ng in Tove 1s unrelated to the dependent variable. Among un1vers1ty
Students the status of not be1ng 1n 1ove acts as a cont1ngency varvab]e

_upon re]at1onsh1ps between two d1fferent 1ndependent variables and

romant1c1sm ' For un1vers1ty students currently not 1n loxs as duration
¥ ’ I3

add1t1on for ‘those currently not in, ]ove past sexual exper1ence 1s

{ pos1t1ve1y and s1gn1f1cant]y re]ated to romantIC1sm

Propos1t1o£§? Premarital sexua] perm1ss1veness 1nverse]y 1nf1uences o

romant1c1sm ,

”n

Perm1ss1veness is. d1rect1y, pos1t1ve1y, and s1gn1f1cant1y assoc1-
£

' ated w1th romant1c1sm among un1verswty students This re]at1onsh1p is

the 1nverse of that predicted in the proposition For technical schoo]

of courtship status 1ncreases, romanticism decreases's1gn1f1cant]y In -

,J

vstudents the sexual att1tude var1ab1e 1nteracts with other 1ndependent

var1ab]es Hav1ng sex acts as a cont1ngency var1ab]e upon the/?elat1on-'

ship between the )nteract1ve term comb1n1ngzsexua1 att1tudes and current

- 69



: courtship status and the. dependent variable. For those sexua]]y
1nvo1ved as perm1ss1veness in comb1nat10n with current courtship
status 1ncreases romant1c1sm 1ncreases s1gn1f1cant]y Perm1ss1veness
also 1nteracts w1th past courtsh1p exper1ence form1ng an inverse,
s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p to the dependent var1ab]e \

Propos1t10n 6: Current sexual 1nvo]vement 1nverse]y 1nf1uences
SR romant1c1sm ‘

Currenthy hav1ng a sexual’ re]at1onsh1p does not d1rect1y relate to-
..the dependent var1ab1e in either French student subsamp]e but acts as a-
cont1ngency var1ab]e on a number of other re]at1onsh1ps As noted
ear11er for techn1ca1 schoo] students, hav1ng sex is a cont1ngency
var1ab]ehupon the re]at1onsh1p between the 1nteract1ve term comb1n1ng
perm1ss1veness with current courtsh1p status and romant1c35m For
‘un1vers1ty students who are sexua]ly involved, as past courtshlp
';experlence 1ncreases romant1c1sm a]so 1ncreases s1gn1f1cant1y In
add1t1on hav1ng sex acts-as a cont1ngency variable upon the 1nverse,
s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1p between the dependent var1ab1e and an
“1nteract1ve term comb1n1ng durat1on of current courtsh1p status w1th

past 1ove exper1ence for these same students

Propos1t1on ?18. Past love exper1ence 1nverse1y 1nf1uences
: ‘ romant4c1sm ,

b ey
¥ .

v ,9 The variable measurlng past love exper1ence is 1nvo1ved in three

53§gfﬁnteract1ve terms among university students We have a]ready noted one,,
‘of these re]at1onships ear]1er where this 1ndependent variable comb1nes

‘ with durat1on of courtsh1p status for those current]y hav1ng sex Past'
love experience also 1nteracts with past sexua] exper1ence forming an
1nverse s1gn1f1cant assoc1at1on w1th romanticism. In add1t1on th1s

'_same 1ndependent var1ab1e 1nteracts with curnent courtsh1p status

v



fonning a p051t1ve 51gn1ficant re]ationship to the dependent variabie

- For technical schoo] students past love’ experience is unre]ated to :

\

romant1c1sm e o

PropOSition 20: Past sexual experience 1nverse1y 1nf1uences '
' ’ romant1c1sm .

In combination W1th past love. experience past sexua] experience

for univer51ty students forms an inverse 51gnif1cant re]ationship to

ranant1c1sm But, in combination w1th past courtship experience this B

,same independent var1ab1e is p051t1ve1y and signifi%antly related to

the dependent variable In addition for those . currently not. in 1ove,

past sexua] experience is p051tive1y and 51gn1f1cant1y related to
_romant1c15m Among technica] school stgdents past sexua] experience
_1s unre]ated to the dependent variable

One additional and unant1c1pated finding emerges from the regres-

o

sion. analyses for technica] school students where, as duration of

h
courtship status 1ncreases for ma]es %omant1c1sm decreases 51gn1f1-
A‘cantly No gender differences of either aadirect or 1ndirect natdre

are apparent among French univerSity students . ',1§;j |
. . ‘ AT ’ : o : A
R S

Y_GENERAL SUMMARY: . o o

. P
| he can now brief]y summarize and compare the findings‘for the-
student-Subsamples noting'their Simiiarities and difference; with
:reference»to the ‘effects upon romant1c1sm of the variables contained
~ within each model | | .

»,English students. Tab]e 4. 7 on. the fo]lowing page summarizes t e

findings pertaining to the re]evant propositions for English universi_

and technical school students. As we have seen,~the two student
¢ _ SO e : o
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Table 4.7: Proposition Surmary Table: Global Romanticism, Eng]1sh

University and Technical School Students

Propositions ,
SITUATIONAL Model

3. (in Tove) .
~(not in love)

°

4, (perm1ssiveness-
inverse)

6. (having sex-inéersé)

. Unanticipated*

LIFETIME Model

4. (permissiveness-
inverse) .

10. (love-inverse)

12. (sex-inverse)

Unanticipated*

PAC Mode

=

3. (in love)

_(not in love)

4. (permdssiveness-v
inverse) .

o

!16, (having sex-iﬁverSé)

. Unanticipated*

18. (past, love-inverse)
20. (past sex-inverse)

1

.di rect_, pos

University

-no relationship
-no relationship

-for males, inverse .

-direct, inverse

-duration, direct,

positive
~-courtship, direct,

- positive

-for ma]es, inverse
-interaction, 1life-
time sex, positive

-no relationship

-interaction, peqmis-.

siveness, positive

-lifetime coyrtship,
tive:

-contingent current
courtship, positive
-no relationship

-for males, inverse
-interaction, past
‘sex, positive

~direct, inverse

-no relationship

-interact\i on, ?enm s-"
t

siveness, positive

~duration, direct
positive

““past courtship, for

males, positive

~ -interaction,

.-for males,

Technical School

-no relationship
-contingent, interac-
tion permlss1veness-
duration, 1nverse

-interaction, duration
for not in love,
inverse

-cont1ngent courtsh1p,
positive

-males, direct,

-for males, inverse
lifetime
sex positive

-no relationship

-1nteract1on, permis-
siveness, positive

-no relationship

-ng relationship
inverse

ni-direct, but'positivef,

-for males, positive

~-no relatiqnship

- -duration d1rect

positive

. -past courtship,

direct, posxt1ve

—reférs to additienal }elat1onship(s) with dependent var1ab]e not.

specified in moﬂeI

inverse

72



subsamn}gs are notably dissimilar with respect to the effects of the
variables contained within the situationa] model upon romanticism. The
only 1ndependent variable wh1ch ‘bears the same type of relationship to
the dependent variable is the status of being in love. Al of the
remaining variab]es are involved in different types of relationships,

and in some instances. in re]ationships of different directions vis-a-vis

romanticism. Even re1at1onsh1ps found which were not pred1cted by this

mode] are different across the student. groups.

In contrast to the situational model, we find that the English
subsamples are'quite}similar with respect to the effects of variables
contained withfn the Tifetime mode]. The only difference is that
romanticism for university students is s1gn1f1cant1y 1nf]uenced by
11fet1me courtship experiences, while among technical school students
the effects of these experiences are not significantly associated with
their conceptiOns of romanticblove.

Nhen we compare the relative contributions of past and current
love, sex, and courtship var1ab1es to romanticism we- “find few similari-
ties between the Eng11sh student subsamples either in terms of the
interaction of specific variables or in terms of the direction or

statistical significance of the effects of the variables ~ Three

var1ab]es belng current]y not in Tove, permissiveness for ma]es and -

durat1on of current courtship status have the same direction and Tevel
of stat1st1ca1 31gn1f1cance in re]at1on to romanticism for both student
groups Interestingly, these are all current relationship variables.
‘TThe renaxnlng variables, 1nc]ud1ng all of those perta1n1ng to past ’
eourtshtp exper1ences ev1dence different types of relationships |

‘ :between the two subsamp]es These general findings,suggest that the

. &S.L LY

i e S
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influence of past experiences mark the major di fference between English

university and -technical school students.

" French students. Table 4.8 on the following page summarizes the find-

ings pertaining to the relevant propositions for French university and
technical séhoo] students. In general, French students from the two
.educationa] settings(afe_even more dissimilar from one another than
are English students. In both the lifetime and the PAC models none of
the independent variab]es have the same type of rq}gtionship to//
romanticism or 1eve1 of statistical sfgnificance for'bdth Frehqg
student groups.. In the situationa] model only one variable, that.bf
cu;rent1y not’being in 10Ve, has the same relationship, of moré accu-
rately, léck of relationship td the depgndent'variablé in bothicases.
- The situational model does not achieve statistical significance for
| university students but is significant for technical school students.
The lifetime model is not statistically significant for either’grouﬁ
while the PAC model does acﬂieve significance for both groups.

| In general, past experiénces no matter how théy are measured
appear to exert a greater and more diverse influence upon the romdhti-
cism of uhiversity students than upon that of students -in technical
school. French university students, unlike theirAcounterparts fn oy
technical school, appear to blend inf]uences from their‘pést with
aspects of their present situation fn forming.their cufkénf conceptions
of romantic love. ‘qu_te¢hn1cal school students, all of the signifi-
cant re]ationship§ to romanticish with one exception involve current
‘experience variables suggesting a separation of the past from the
present such that it is primarily the immediate situation whiéhlexerts
an influence bn‘curfently held béiiefg-ébbbfmroménticA1b§e. |

Ld s

- ™»
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‘Table 4.8: Proposition Summary Table: Global Romanticism, French ‘
University and Technica) School Students '

Propositions University - " 'Technical School

B

SITUATIONAL Model

3. (in. Tove) -no relationship -direct, inverse
(not in Jove) -no relationship . -no relationship.
\ ' o
4. (permissiveness- -direct, but positive: -for having sex,
inverse) . ' positive '

-interaction, dura-
tion, positive

6. (having sex- -no relationship . -contingent, permissive-

inverse) ‘ ~ ness, positive
Unanticipated* o -for males, duration, S
: - inverse ' ‘

LIFETIME Model

4, (pecmissiveness-. -interaction; lifetime -no relationship
inverse) . sex, positive
- 10. (love-inverse) -interaction, lifetime - -no relationship

sex, inverse

12. (sex-inverse) -interaction, permis- -no relationship
' siveness, positive -
-interaction, lifetime
love, inverse

Unanticipated* . ) - -male, direct, inverse
PAC Model

3. (in love) ~-no relationship -direct, inverse

{not in love) -contingent, duration - -no relationship
= inverse , '
-contingent, past sex,

| _ positive

4. (permfsiiveness- -direct, but positive -interaction, current

- dnverse) - : | courtship, for having

o T . sex, positive
‘ : ~ ~interaction,spast
courtship, inverse
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Table 4.8 (continuedy | >

_ Propositions | University " Technical School
PAC Mode] '
6. (hav1ng sex- -contingent, past -contingent, interaction
" inverse) courtship, positive permissiveness-current.

-contingent, interaction courtship, positive
duration-past love,

inverse
18. (past love- * -interaction, past sex, -no relationship
- inverse) inverse :

-interaction, current

. courtship, positive
-interaction, duration”
for having sex, inverse

20. (past sex- | -interaction, past court- -no relationship

inverse) -~ ship, positive .
. -interaction, past love,
inverse

-for not in love, positive

Unanticipated* | - -duration, for males,
, p . . :
: inverse

Ve

.-refers to add1t1ona1 relationship with dependent var1ab1e not
specified in model 4 :

-

&

“. ‘ . : . v

University students. Further comparisons between Eng]ish'and French

students from similar educational settings can;be made with respect'to
,rthe influence of va#%ables measured’ in the present stud; upon their
romantfciSm. Due to the possibility that some ot the reported dif-
* ferences between the two 11ngu1st1c groups may be an artifact of
translat1on of the research 1nstrument these compar1sons are. offered
”-jg only as. points of 1nterest that may prov1de gu1delines for future :
| research. They are not offered as def1n1t1ve statements of "real"

7id1fferences between Quebec students vis-a-vis studentsifrom the rest of S




Canada: Table 4.9 onfthe fo]]owing pege summartzes the re]evantl"'
- findings for English and French‘universtty students. -";;'
In general the findingS'are very dtssimi1ar:f0r the two groups.
‘The situational mode] as a whole achieves statistical significance for
the Engiish but not for the French students The'variables measuring
current love status are not s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to the dependent
variable for e1ther group. A1l of the remaining var1ab1es in this,
mode] are 1nvo]ved in different types of relat1onsh1ps or-in some‘
1nstances in- re]ationsh1ps of d1ffere§t directions, to romant1c1sm.4
~The 11fet1me mode1 alsd 3ch1eves statistical s1gn1f1cance for.‘
Eng11sh but not for French students A cursory comparison 1nd1cates
that sexual perm1ss1veness 1nteracts with ]ifetime'sexualiexperience
so as to be posithely related to romanticism in‘bdth student groups.
- None of the remafning‘variables have ‘the same type-of re]ationship to
the dependent var1ab1e w1th1n both groups. The PAC’ﬁodel as a who]e

is significantly re]ated to romantic1sm for both French and Eng]1sh

" university students, however no spec1f1c relat1onsh1ps between

independent and dependent var1ab1es are -the same.- French students
appear-to blend both-past and present exper1ences.1n terms of signi- =
ficant-influences'upon their current conceptions’of love. English

' student conceptions of love are influenced more by present exper1ence ,

¥

_ but certa1n exper1ences in the1r past are 1mportant

Technica] schoo] students. Tab]e 4.10 summarizes the find1ngs fo

" French and Eng]1sh techn1ca1 schoo] students pertaining to the re]evant
| propositions within the three mode1s. As can be seen from the ?ab]e,’

| the two Student\groups are»vgry'dif?erentAw{th respect to the‘relationj
 ships between *independent and dependent variables within the |



- Table 4 9: Proposition Summanx Table: Global

English University Students |

7 ‘Propositions |

SITUATIONAL Model

3. (in love)

gnot‘in Tove)
(

permissiveness-
inverse)

6. (having sex-
inverse)

Unanticipated*

:LIFETIME Mode?
4, (permissiveness-
inverse)

10. (1oVe-inVerse)

12. (sex, inverse)

~ Unanticipated*
PAC Model
3. (in Tove)
(not -in love)
4.((permissivené$§e

~ inverse) ¢

-

~-interaction,

French

-no relationship

=no relationship

~-direct, but positive

-no re]ationship

S
o
S

lifetime
sex, positive
. 4

-interaction, lifetime

sex, inverse .

-interaction, permis- -
Siveness, positive

-interaction, lifetime
love, inverse °

-no Eelationship
-contingent, duration,
inverse

-contingent, past sex,
p051t1ve

~-direct, but positive ’

Romanticism, French and

English

-no relationship
-no relationship

-for males, inverse

-direct, inverse.

‘-duration, direct,

positive
-courtship, direct,
positive

.
v

-for ma]es, inverse
-interaction, 1ifetime
sex, positive i

-nd reiatipnship

" ~interaction, permis-"

siveness, positive

~-tifetime courtship,

~direct, positive

-contingent, current
courtship, positive

-no relationship

-for males, inverse
-interaction, past sex,
positive

§

e

/8




o |

Tab]e 4.9 (cont1nued)

Propos1t1ons o French =~ - English

PAC Model
(hav1ng sex- - -contingent; past ‘ '-direct, inverse -
1nverse) courtship, positive Lo

-contingent, interaction
- duration-past 1ove,‘

inverse
18. (past love- -interaction, past sex,»« -no relationship
- inverse) inverse ‘

-interaction, current

- courtship, positive

-interaction, durat1on,
for having sex, inverse

20. (past sex- ' —intehact1on past -1nteract1on perm1s-
inverse) o courtship, pos1t1ve ' positive :
: -1nteract1on, past love,

inv
. -forq'gt in 1ove, pos1t1ve
Unanticipated* ' o N , -duration, direct,
" » - positive
-past courtship, for
males, pos1t1ve

_* -refers to additional relat1onsh1p with. dépendent variable not
: Spec1fied in mode] :

Asituational model. These relationships are all of- different types, in
different directions, or of different ]eve]s of stat1st1ca1 signif1-
cance. Yet the model as a whole achieves stat1st1ca1 significance for
both groups | |

Ne1ther the 11fet1me model as a whole, nor any of . the var1ab1es

.conta1ned w1th1n it, with the except1on of dender, achieve statist1ca1

'*s1gnif1cance for French students. Among English students the model

explains a s1gnif1cant amount. of the variation 1n conceptions of

- Fromantic love As 1n the»case of the French students the variable of .

Q
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iG]Oba] Romantfcism, French and

~ Table 4.10: Proposition Summary Table:

English Technical Students

Propositions
SITUATIONAL Mode]

- 3. (in.love)
: (not in love)

4. (permissiveness-
inverse) -

6. (having sex-
inverse)

Unanticipated*

LIFETIME Model

4. (permissiveness-
inverse)

10. (Tove-inverse)
(12, (sex-inverse)

Unanticipated*

PAC Model

= 3. (in Tove) _
(not in love)

4. (permissive-
ness-inverse)

6. (having sex-
v/, inverse)

18. (past love-

_inverse)

2(spast sex-
inverse)

Unanticipated*

20.

* -refers to additional n@lationshfp}hjth;_
dependent‘variable_not'specified‘in mode]

. -no relationship

French

-direct, inverse

~ -no- relationship

-for having sex, positive
-interaction,'duration,
positive

-contingent, permigsive-
ness, positive

. -duration, for males,

inverse
-no relationship

-no relationship

-no’ relationship

-males, girect, inverse

-direct, inverse

-no relationship
-interaction, current . .
courtship, for having
sex, positive
-interaction, past
courtship, inverse

-contingent, interaction
permissiveness-current
courtship, positive

-

.- -no relationship

,oa : :
~duration, for males,

inverse -

~-males, ¢

-no relationship
-contingent, interac-
tion, permissivenessf
duration, inverse

-interaction, dura- -
tion, for not in
love, inverse

.-=contingent, court-

ship, positive

irect,
inverse

AT

-for males, inverse

~ -interaction, Tifetime

- Sex, positive
-no relationship

- -interaction, permis-

siveness, positive

'-no reiationship

-no re1ationshipv
-for males, inverse

-direct, but positive

-for males, positive

- -no r&étionsh‘ip' |

-duration, direct,
positive o

--past courtship, B ",

-direct, positive:



\

lifetime Tove experience is unrelated to the dependent variable for
“the English students. The remaining variables interact with different
’variabTes forming combinationS'that are'significant]y<related to.

Eng11sh students romant1c1sm

The PAC mode achleves statlst1ca] s1gn1f1cance for both techn1ca]

- schoo] student groups In general it appears that past courtsh1p

var1ab1es exert more influence upon the romant1cism of English students o

than is the case for French students from the same educat1ona1 setting.
. »sf
Only past courtsh1p experwence is s1gn1f1cant1y related to the depen-

dent var1ab1e for the: French students and then only in interaction w1th
Q

current sexua] att1tudes Among the Eng]1sh students past 1ove

exper1ence for males. and past courtship exper1ence for both genders

1nf]uence concept1ons of - romant1c Tove. Past sexual exper1ence 1s

'unre1ated to the dependent var1ab1e for both student groups SJm11ar1y, f

~ the status of current]y not being 1n 1ove is not s1gntf1cant1y re]ated
to romant1c1sm for e1ther student-subsample A1l of the rema1n1ng ‘
Nar1ab1es differ in terms of type, d1rect1on or 1eve1 of s1gn1f1cance

N;Of re]at1onsh1ps to the dependent vartgble
-

From this br1ef sy

~ of wh1ch 11nguist1c group?1s exam1ned un1vers1ty and techn1ca1 schoo]

student s concept1ons of romant1c 1ove are 1nf1uenced e1ther s1ng]y or. .

- 4n some comb1nat1on by different var1ab1es In add1t1on. French and

Eng]1sh students are notab]y dlss1m1lar a1ong the d1mens1ons of our
na1y51s Before focusing upon the ‘three models of romanticism them-

_ }.se]ves we turn our attent1on to the romant1c1sm subsca]es - the. subJect

of the next chapter.. }‘ o S L

'mryﬂét,becomeigread11y apparent that regardless
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CHAPTER V. S
~ PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS: THE ROMANTICISM SUBSCALES :

As noted-in Chapter If, Hinkle and'Sporakowski'(1975).suggest
that the Love'Attitude Inventory 1nc1udes three‘subscales thus -
enab11ng us to categorize concept1ons of romant1c love as reflecting ;'-;
- to vary1ng deérees three general components which these authors
1dent1fy as: Trad1t1ona1 Love - One Person; Irrat1ona11ty. and Love.
v Overcomes A11. The. first subscale is composed of—statements stressing

trad1t1ona1 hejlefs in- the pr1macy of 1ove for-marriage as well as the

" notjon that there is probab]y on]y one person ‘with whom one can
spontaneously fall in love. The second subsca]e includes statements

stress1ng the nonrat1ona] aspects of 1ove as well as one's decreased

ab111ty for c]ear th1nk1ng when under the spe]] of love. The third ’ 5
R subsca]e 1nc1udes statements stress1ng the power of love in oercom:n;\f\\\\“
.pract1ca1 or pragmatic d1ff1cu1t1es for successful re]at1onsh1ps such
as d1ss1mi]ar1t1es‘of 1nterests, fr1ends social c]ass and re11g1on
For ease of d1scuss10n these subsca]es w111 ge referred to hereafter . o
-as the Trad1t1ona1 Irrat1ona11ty, and Supremacy subsca]es L § ‘f | |
In the present study each of the three models was app11ed to each

~of the subscales for Eng]1sh stqgents on]y Swnce the pr1mary purpose

of th1s study is to ascerta1n wh1ch models are most sens1t1ve to globa]
;romant1c1sm and to specific aspects of romanticism, it was. deemed -

'.necessary to,restr1ct»ana1yses to only those-subsamp1es for which al]i

models achieved;statistica]-signifieance on,globa1uromanticism-to‘permit),-

82



mak1ng full compar1sons 1nc]ud1ng the subsca]es As certa1n mode]s do
. :ot ach1eve statistical s1gn1f1cance across both French subsamp]es,
N e these SubsampIes have been omitted from further analysis. The same
method and procedures for regress1on ana]ys1s are used here as 1n the
case of test1ng g]oba] romant1c1sm (see Chapter III)
Before exam1n1ng ‘the f1nd1ngs from these analyses a few .obser-

v'vat1ons shou]d first be made regarding generaI un1vers1ty techn1ca1

.‘ *{ schoo] student d1fferences in subscale scores. Table 5 1 sunmamzes

LX I

R

P
the d1fferences in mean scores between the two student groups for aII ‘

.three of the subsca]es

»

Table 5.1: T—test Ana] sis Summar' Global Romant1c1sm, En 11sh
| Universitx‘ : Technical - h \
SubscaIe _1,. Mean Score L Mean Score '\
Traditional .- . 82 T 93k
Lo e (845) o (756) -
~ Irationality - . 185 . 1147
S o0 (839) - - (740).
" Supremacy 12,5 . 19 sl
c . ,‘~ ‘(841)_ SR . (745)

-figures, in brackets, 1nd1cat1ng sample s1ze vary across subsca]es
due to. miss1ng cases. .

- S1gn1f1cant beyond the .01 Ievel
N G
**S1gnjficant beyond the:‘001 1§XEIK

B -

y}n/all cases un1vers1ty students score s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher than do

students from the technicaI schools. These un1vers1ty students are more -

. accepting of trad1t1ona1 beliefs about Iove and be11eve more stroneg 1n ;[-' L

a
o . . . . R .
. MR L FEERE R . o 4 . . o .



love's irrationelity end‘SUpremacy- The differences found,here'are Bt
ref]éctive ofddifferences noted in the‘prerious chapter_pertaining‘to
g]oba] romanticism. v ’ '

| Each of the rema1n1ng tables conta1ned 1n th1s chapter present a’
.comparat1ve summary of" resu]ts from ‘the mu1t1p1e regress1on ana]yses

‘More detailed tables are found in Append1x B. Fo]]ow1ngjthe procedure

adopted in the prev1ous chapter, propos1t1ona1 statements from each

*a

© model. w111 be. restated and the re]evant f1nd1ngs from the tables w111

then be presented by | S
. N\\\ . ’ i .. @ R :

THE SITUATIONAL MODEL = S

English University Students 'L S o
Tab]e 5.2 on the fo]]ow1ng pa;e summar1zes the f1nd1ngs from

regress1on ana]yses 1n wh1ch the 51tuat1ona} model is app11ed to each

- of the romant1c1sm subsca]es for Eng]1sh un1vers1ty students Exam1na-

tion of the’ tab]e reveals two salient pownts F1rst although the

‘s1tuat10na1 mode] for th1s student subsamp]e ach1eves stat1st1ca1

'51gn1ficance for a]] of the subscales the proport1on of variance in

| subscale scores exp1a1ned (R ) var1es cons1derab1y-from'a 1ow of almost

g”three percent for the Traditional subscaie to. a h1gh of JUSt over n1ne

"and one half percent for the émpremacy subsca]e Second no’ var1ab1e,

"?elther a]one or 1n comb1nat1on with others, has the same. type, d1rec-
f‘t1on, or strength of re]ationsh1p to the: dependent var1ab1es across al]

three suhsca]es

'\'f.PrOpQSitionr3a Current Tove: status 1nf1uences the<components of
o Ve romant1c1sm o _

- As'.can’be Seen'fron%thejtabTe!thefstatds'of beingfcurrent]ylinA1 ;ix g
3 -canbe see Ofy the table the status o ng currentiy.an.

e

84



Table 5.2¢ Multiple Re ression_Summary Romant1c1sm Subsca]es,_.. 
' -Situational Model, Eng]1sh University.Students o L
e IiEQiEHEE[L _ Irrationa]ity - Suprema acy ,‘ v{

R2 2, 0558 F- 6.048% Rz .0963 F=10, 914**

R™=.0296 F=3. 121** R

P

Variable l B Beta g  "Beta B osBeta
Currently in Love .2454 .0535 - - 32 -.0684‘* x

“Currently not - | e
Inlove . - o 4469 .1069%*  -.3363 0650

: Curreht]y in LoVe',. ‘ - _
- X Duration of = . . N N R "
~ Courtship Status . - . - .1272 976> - s

Currently Not in.
Love X Duration : -
of Courtship = o S T PR

Status ~..0848 ..1070** - ~ e SR, e

Permissiveness - y L R
X Male 145 -.0901%" - L | - 38857-.2665%* .-

Perm1ss1veness ‘ ;
<o X Duration of = S e O S
 Courtship Status™ - - | 0217 -.0074%* 0245 .0f01¢¢ -
’,Permiss1veness x, N . : : *-»! _ SR
. Current Court- =~ .. S PR A
Sth Status ;Q' ' 0601( .1630%* - - .- A T :7L ‘

'Permiss1veness X - : "{- :'  wt.'. S ;,‘/ f, o , A
.- Having Sex -~ .- 1999 - 1341**i»'\f e -!,/e -
. _*.Haqug .Sex : ,‘ N : _‘.‘ = - s ‘155—54" -.0372 . .‘
ship Status.. . - .- - 1805 - ,1601%* /15 25 1146** i

'Fh]e .. X i.,"'f”  | - -.2387 =,0584%* /. 5,,;f

ol Py o | .

**Significant beyond the .0I Tevel ./ _/-,»

love 1s not'sigmficantly re'lated to either thze trad1t1ona1 or, the o ' :

B supremacy subscales. currently not being in Tove is. 3139 “’*“‘e‘ate" t° * ‘w..
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-

beliefs about love's supremacy but is positively, direct]y,‘and signi—A»
fiéant]y related to beliefs in love's jrrétiéqa1jty; Fufthermore,
while being in Jove acts as.a contingency var%ab]e upon the positjve,'
signifi;ant fe]ationship bé@wéen duration\Pf current éourtship status
and be]fefs in love's irrationaTity, not being in- love acts.as a con-
tingency var1ab1e upon the pos1t1ve significant, re]at1onsh{; between
>th1s same 1ndependent variable and acceptance of trad1t1ona1 beliefs
about romantic Tove. In summary, current love status is not re1ated

. &,
to beliefs about love's supremacy. Be]wefs in Tove' s 1rrat1ona11ty

;reqpositiveiy Shd §i§nificant]y iqf]uenced<by'not being in 1ove'and
é]so by duratjon of cogftship statu; for Ihose'curreﬁtly in love.
Traditional beliefs about 10§e; unihf]genced by.béing in love, are’
positive1y~and significantly influenced by dyration of courtship statué '

for those not currently in Tove.

Proposition 4a: Premarital sexual permissiveness inversely influences
the components of romanticism.

Thé sexual ﬁermissiveness variable is not directly related tb an}
of the romanticism subscales but instead combines with different
variagles forming numerous'significant relationships. Eor males, as
permiésiveness in%reaSes, acéeptance of traditioqa] beliefs, as wel]
as be]iefs in love's subremacy, increases significantly. Permissive-
ness é]so interacts with duration of courtship status forming a signi-
ficant inverse relationship withqzhe 1Frationa11ty subScaie, The
same.combihation of independent variables is positively and signifi—
cantly related to beliefs in love's supremacy. Sexual attitudes also

combine with current courtship status forming a sigﬁificant positive ~

'VassociatiOn with tradittgna] beliefs about romantic love. Finally,
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for those currently having a sexual re]ationshib, as‘ﬁérmissiveness
increases, aécepténce of traditional‘beTiefs about love decrease
significantly. 3

In summary, trad%tiona] beliefs are inversely inf]uenced by
permissiveness both for males and for all those currently involved
sekuaT]y. Traditional beliefs are positively influenced by the inter-
action of permissivgness and currént couftghip status. Beliefs in |
love's irrationality 5§é*inverse1y inf]uenced‘ﬁy an interactive term
composed of permigsiyéness and duration of courtship statu§. Beliefs
in Tove's supremacy are 1nverse]y 1nf1uenced'by permissiveness for
ma]és and positively influenced by permissiveness interactiqg with
duration of courtship status for both genders. :

Proposition 6a: Current sexua] “involvement inversely 1nf1uences
the components of romanticism.

A; »poted Aal&, having sex opef'ates a\s\ a contingency_variab]e
upon the relationship between permissfveness ahd traditiona]jbeliefs
alout Tove. Having sex is unrelated to irrationality beliefs but is
inversely and Significant]y related to beliefs in love's supremacy. ,
~Those Eng]igh Qniversfty students who are currently in&n]véd_sexual]y
are significantTy less 1ike1y to believe that'1ove.can overcome ayl
“obstacles to a successful relatiohshib than are studénts not sexually
~involved. Ih.éummany then,~be11efs in Jové's subremacy‘are inversely
influenced by having seX"traditiona1 beliefs about 1ove are inversely
influenced by perm1ss1veness for those having sex; and irr t1ona11ty
: be11efs are uninfluenced by hav1ng sex. "

Two other findings. emerge from re\ke§§1on ana]yses that are

important to note. Ma]es are s1gn1f1cant1y Tess 11ke1J,to believe
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. that love is 1rrat1ona] than are females and courtship status pos1t1ve1y

~

.relates to both the 1rrat1ona11ty and supremacy subsca]es

En911sh Technical Schoo) Students

ach1ev1ng s1gn1f1cance for the rema1n1ng two

Table 5.3 summarizes the findings for the‘situatidna1 mode]l en the
romanticism subscaies-fof this student subsample.. As with sthdents from
un1vers1ty we also find that for technical school students none of’the
var1ab1es within the situational model have the same relationship to a]]
of the subsca]es. It is of interest to note that the que1 fails to.
achieve statistical significance for the traditional subsca]e " While
3

\subscales the proport1on

of variance in these subsca]e scores explained by the model d1ffers
+

only slightly. ' , '

Proposition 3a: Current love status influences the components of

romanticism

The status of current]y be1ng in Tove in inversely but not s1gn1-

| ficantly re]ated to both the trad1t1ona1 and supremacy subscales,.

Being in love acts as a cont1ngency variable upon the'pos1t1ve and
significant relationship between duration of courtship status and |
beliefs in love's irrationa1ity. Far those who are in love, the longer

one has occupied a given courtship status, the more irrational love

. .
appears to be. The status of currently not being in love is unrelated

ta\the dependent vahiab]e in a1j three 'romanticism subscales.

The traditional and supremacy subscales are both uninf]uenced by
current 1ove status. ~Beliefs in love' s 1rrat1ona]1ty are un1nf1uenced
by not be1ng in love but positively and s1gn1f1canf1y 1nf1uenced by

duration of courtsh1p status for those inlove. Only the status of

.being in Tove influences one of the subscales and then only in an

”
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Multiple Regression Summany;.Romanticism'Subsca}es,

Having Sex

" Duration of-

Permissiveness

Permissiveness
X Duration of
Courtship Status

. Permissiveness

X Male-

Having Sex X
Current Court-

. ship-Status

Courtship Status

1"'*Sigm’ficar'\t beyond

.1010 0232 -

0479 .0614%* - - 0747

Table 5.3: 3
' Situational Model, English Techn1ca1 School Students
'Traditiona] Irrat1ona11ty ' Sugremacz .
R2-.0103 F=.964 R%=.0501 F=5.733%* RP=.0645 F=6.407%*
Variable B+ Beta E_ © Beta B . Beta
Currently in Love -.3605 -.0861 - -t o813 -.0842
Currently Not in . ‘ )
Love -.2108 -.0480 L1226 .0269 .2562  .0470
Currently in Love h
X Duration of o
~ Courtship Status ~ - - .1039  .1591** - -

11326 .0654%% - - -

\‘ ﬁ
A

-.0205 -.0957** - .o -

-.2782 -.1913**

.2224 0413

- - L1126 .1186** - -

the .01 level

.0073%*

indirect manner.,

Proposition 4a:

the

.

Premarital sexua] perm1ss1veﬁéss inversely 1nf1uences

components of romanticism.

~

While permissiveness is significantly re]ated to all of the sub-

scales, the nature of thejre]htionships vary'with each set of bé]ﬁefs[

H

As permissiveriess increases, acceptance of traditional beliefs about
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love increase significantly. Sexualfattitudes interact With‘duration
‘ of courtship status forming an inverse s1gn1f1cant re1at1onsh1p to

be11efs in love's 1rrat1ona11ty F1na1 /'y 8S perm1ss1veness increases -

for ‘males, be]wefs in ]ove S supremacy detrease s1gn1f1cant]y There-

fore, trad1t1ona] bel1efs are directly and poswt1ve1y 1nf]uenced by',

perm1ss1veness 1nteract1ng with duration of courtsh1p status, and

be11efs about 1ove 3 Supremacy are 1nverse1y 1nf1uenced by perm1ss1ve- -

v

ness for males.

/PropOsition ba: Current sexua1 involvement 1nverse1y ‘influences” the
components, of romanticism. ‘ .

| Sexual invo]vement is’unre]ated to both'bereEs'in lovels &

. supremacy and trad1t1ona1 beliefs about romant1c love. However havjngw
sex acts as a cont1ngency var1ab1e upon the pos1t1ve s1gn1f1cant
re]at1onsh1p between current courtsh1p status and beliefs about love' s
frrat1ona11ty. For those who are sexually involved, the higher the-
courtship.status, the nnre.irrationa1'1ove is believed to be;

(¢
One final finding emerges from the regress1on analyses for this

student subsample. Duration-of courtsh1p status 1s'found to be p051 /f

tively and significant]y assoc1ated with trad1t1ona1 beliefs about love -

and with beliefs in Tove's supremacy This same'independent variable
also interacts w1th perm1ss1veness forming an 1nverse, s1gn1f1cant

relationship to the irrat1ona11ty subscale.
THE LIFETIME MODEL

Eng11sh Un1vers1ty Students

Table 5.4 summarizes the f1nd1ngs from ‘the regress1on analyses when

the lifetime mode] is applied to each of the subscales for this student

e
e

.
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Table 5.4: Mu]twp]e Regression Summary, Romanticism Subsca]es, L1fet1me
‘ . Model, English Un1vers1ty Students :

Trad1t1ona1 Irratlona11ty ‘ . 'SuEremacx
B R%= .0266 F=3.979** R2 .0393 F=4. 968%* R%= .0871 F=13.902**
_Variable B Beta B : Beta ! B Beta -

Permissiveness = .1547  .0603* .. e

Permissiveness X d * ‘ A | .

Lifetime Sexual , . o
Experience s . .0484 . 2178** - -
Permissiveness ST -

X Male - - 1 - . =.3752  -.2590%*

Lifetime Love \
Experience X
Lifetime Court-

ship Experience .0257  .0983* - . _

Lifetime Love

Experience X

Lifetime Sexual : . -
Experience - - 0434 ,1889** - -
Lifetimé Love . I
Experience = - - - 1548 .0696**
Lifetime Sexual -

Experience - .0350  .0377 £ L0162 .07

v
time Court-

Experience - = - 1234 .1377*%  .0323  .0311-

<1125 -.0239  -.2721 -.0655%* . - -

&

*Significant\ beyond the .05 level o ///
=**Significan;\beyond the .01 Tevel '

]

. group.  As -in the case with- the situational model, no Var%ab]e‘withjn»»
the lifetime model has the same tybe,.direction; and strength of

relationship to the dependent variable across all subscales. The
. ' o \ :
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: vproporﬁion of variance in subsca]é scores explained by the model varies

| " oy , . _ | _
with a substantia11y higher R2 associated with the supremacy subscale

Propos1t1on da:. Premar1ta1 sexual perm1ss1veness 1nverse1y influences
- . the components of romanticism. - "

!

From exam1nat1on of the tab]e we. see that the sexual att1tudes

’ '-var1ab1es re]&te,to each subscale in d1fferent yays. .Perm1§s1veness
uisfdirectiy, pdSitive]y,‘eqﬁ significant]y re]ated to acCeptance.Of
tradftiona1 beliefs about 1ove.\ Se*ua] attitﬁQes, inferacting with
1%fetimé sexual experience,~formla“ﬁositive, sighificant, relationship
. to‘beliefs fh love's irrationality. Finally, permissiveness is in-
versely and Efgnificantly ré]ated to-bé]ief§‘in Tove's supremacy for
males. The permiésivenese vaﬁiable, directly or through interaction,
is associated with increased beliefs for two subscales and, for males,

with decreased beliefs on the other.

Pf0positioh 10a: Lifetime love experience.inverée]y influenc
' K components of romanticism, ~
»~ E ) . . . . ‘ /
_ The interaction of ‘1ifetime love with Tifetime courtship experi-
) ." /‘ * ) .
ences is positively and significad%]y related to acceptance of tradi-

tional beliefs about love. The interaction of lifetime 10ve with «

lifetime sexual experiences is positively and significantly associated

\yith\beliefg in Jove's irrationa]ity, ‘Finally, lifetime love experi-

]

ence s dibéct]x, positively, and significantly related to beliefs in -

love's supremacy. Either direct]y or in combination with other
Variab]es lifetime love experience is associated with'increased'be1iefs

1

on all of the romanticism subsca]es for this student subsample, a set

._ of f1nd1ngs inverse to those hypothesized.
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PProposition 12a: Lifetime sexual exper1ence 1nverse1y 1nf1uences

the components of romant1c1sm
The sexual experience variable is unrelated to both the tradi-

tional and the supremacy subscales. However, lifetime sexual experi-

_ence does interact with lifetime love experience forming a positive,

@

\\significant, relationship to the -irrationality SubSCﬁ]e. The greater

-

the number of 1lifetime love involvements in combination with the

¥
greater the number of 11fet1me sexual involvements, the more irrational
love is conce1ved to be.

Two additional f1nd1ngs emerge from the regress1on ana]yses both

'pertaJn1ng to the 1rrat1ona]1ty subscale. L1fet1me courtsh1p exper1- |

ence is directly, positive]y, and significantly related to beliefs in

1ove's~irrationa1ity and males hold significantly weaker beliefs about

."love's irrationality than do university females.

English Technical School Students

Table 5.5 surmarizes the findings pertaining to the lifetime model

for this student grouo. The model achieves statistical significance in

re]ation to all three Subscales although the proportion of variance
explained "in subscale scores is higher for the irrationality and

supremacy scales than for the traditional subs&a]e

Propos1t1on 4a: Premarital sexual permissiveness inversely influences
the components of romanticism. )

Att1tudes tgﬁards premarital sex are d1rect1y, pos1t1ve]y, and

significantly related to beliefs of a trad1t1ona1 nature regarding

love. The greater the permissfveness‘leve1, the greater the acceptance

h : A : . C e
jof those traditiona] be11efsf_‘For males, the greater the permissive-

H

ness, the sighificant]y Tower the beliefs regarding both Tove's

irratioga]ity and supremacyt‘-A11 three subscales are influenced by

s
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**Significant beyond the .01 level

sexual attitudes but only directly in the.case of the traditibnal”sub-~

scale.

subject to the gender cont1ngency variable.

"Propos1t1on 10a:

)

For the other subscales, the effects of perm1ss1veness are

L1fet1me love experlénce inversely 1nf1uences the
components of romanticism. ”

This independent variable, measuring the total number of lifetime

Jove involvements, is'not,significant1y related to any of the romanti;

‘cism subscales.

f

& -

Table 5.5:: Multiple Regression Summéry, Romaﬁt1gg54 Subscales,
‘ : Lwfetime Model, English Technical Schbol Students
| Traditional  ~ Irrationality Supremacy
R%=.0265 F=3.297%*.R°=70419 F=5.207%* R%=.0478 F=6.085**
3 1 . _ St ,
Variable B Beta- B Beta ¥ B~ Beta
" Permissive- }:. i
ness 1976 .0860** - - - -
Permissive- : . o ' .
‘ness X Male . - - - 1534 - 1146*%  -.3249 - .2142%*
‘ , , . > =
Male -.0882 . -.0205 - - - -
Lifetime Love , ‘ C - 3 '
Experience .0204 .0105 .0648  .0314 -.072§ -.0309
Lifetime Sexual . : | o
Experience - .0676 .0847* .0262 .0311 - .0302  .0316
Lifetime Cour't- ~ - . '
’shiphExperience .0359 .0393 .0730 .0754* -.0164. —.9150
*Signif%cantxbeyond'the,.OS level w
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Proposition 12a: Lifetime sexua] exper1ence 1nverse1y 1nf1uences the
. components of romant1c1sm

The number of sexua1 partnérs re]ated to over one's 11fet1me 1s\>
not significantly assoc1ated with be]lefs he]d regard1mg either 1ove S
“trrationa1ity or supremacy. The 1ndependent var1ab1e is d1rect1y,
‘p051t1ve1y, and s1gn1f1§ant]y re]ated to acceptance of trad1t1ona1
“beliefs. The Jore sexua1 partners exper1enced over the 1ifetime, the
Stronger‘the traditionaT-béliefs about romantic love. |

~ One additiona]'finding emerges from the regression anaTyses.
L1fet1ne courtsh1p exper1ence is d1rect]y, pos1t1ve1y, and s1gn1f1—
cantly related to be11efs in 1ove S 1rrat1ona11ty but unre]ated to the

L

other sets of be11efs.
'THE PAC MODEL

Eng]1sh Un1vers1ty Students

Table 5,6 summarizes the. f1nd1ngs from regression ana]yses for
this mode1 w1th un1vers1ty students The model ach1eves stat1sé1ca1
s1gn1f1cance for each of the subscales w1th the h1ghest proport1on of
fvar1ance explained occurr1ng for the 1rrat1ona11ty subscale We.
observe from the tab]e that only one va}ﬁab1e, current courtsh1p
Qstatus, has the same type, direction, and strength (i.e., is stat1s
“cally significant) of-re]at1onsh1p to the dependent variabies.

Proposition 3a: Current love status influences the components of
- ~ romanticiem. .

The status of be1ng current]y in love ‘is not s1gn1f1cant1y

‘associated w1th be11efs in love's. supremacy - This. status. does, hows

ever, act as a cont1ngency var1ab1e upon the re1ationships between

two different independent variables and the remaining subscales.  For’

E. 4

-

9%



Experience o -.2031 -.765%% -

' Havvng Sex X Past

.\’ . . . .‘_".

fab]e 5.6: Multiple Regression Summary: Romanticism Subscales
' Model, Eng11sh Uhmvers1ty Students @

iy

Traditional’ Irrat1ona11ty - Supremacy
RZ=.0400 F=2.178%* R2 10940 F=5.877%% R2=.0823 F=5. 552** (

e

Variable = Y. B 'Beta B - Beta 8

N \ . L
Current]y in love - - - - . .- .2258

Current1y in 1ove
X Past Sexual: v .
Experience -.2145 Y (1776%*

Currently in 1bve o 4
X Permissiveness - - | .3130  .2283** - .

°Curkeht]y not in

love - - 7380 .1690** -
Currently not in

Tove X Past Love ,’ ' v :
Experience .2186 .1073** - ~ -

Current]y not in

. love X Hav1ng Sex - - e - 1.1328

;Penn1ss1veness - .1176 .0477 .- - | -

Permissiveness X . . _
Past Sexual: . -
Experience - ’ L0303 .1167** -

L

Permissiveness X

Past Love

Experience - v S T ?
X Male - - ‘ - - - L1171

Permissiveness

- X Past Court-

ship Experience =~ = - . . fAié - .0463
. o ' 7. '
Having'Sex' - -

Having Sex X Past
Sexual -

Courtship R : 7
Experience -~ - - - - . -.1501

-.3750 -.0861%* . -

PAC <;\ '

Beta

-.0463

.0681**

- .2052%*

L1465+

&

- . 1545%*
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Table 5.6 (continued)

~ Variable - Beta B Beta B  Beta

jco

Past Love Experi;
ence X Past Court- v L : »
ship Experighce - - -.0489 -.1606%* .

. Past Sexpai, - . ' Co T : . .
l Experience 1 C. - - - - .0021 -.0019

Current Courtship A h R .
Experience , .1496 .1214%** 2107 /. 1851** = ".1107  .0856* .

Past Courtsh1p ~ o FEER
Exper1ence X Male .1118 J177 - - ' - CT

- Past Courtship

_ Experience X A _
Duration of v ¢ ‘ ' : -
Courtship - - -.0274 -.1874** - -

.

Duration of S . SRR o _
Courtship Status .0330 .0371 . - .0683 , .0732**

Male - - -.3201-.0782% - G
| ARG

*Significant beyond the .05 level

~ **Significant beyond the .01 level

those who:are current]y in love, past sexual. experlggce is pos1t1ve1y '

| and s1gn1f1cant1y related to acceptance of trad1t1ona1 be]1efs about

romantic Tove. A]so, sexua],peﬁmi;eiveness is positively and\51gn1f1-

cant1y reTated to beliefs in love's, irrationality for those who are ip'

love. ~ | B A | | |
Cuprently not being in 1ove is poéitive]y and;signifiCantiy

related to beliefs in 1ove S 1rrat1ona11ty In additiOn' for those who o

are not in love, past 1ove exper1ence is significantly and pos1t1ve1y |

| related to.acceptance of trad1t1ona1 be11efs in love and, for" those'who



love, permissiveness 1s s1gn1f1cant1y and pos1t1ve1y re]ated to be11efs

o perm1ss1veness var1ab1e However, for ma]es sexua] attitudes 1nteract

P
¢

.are not 1n love ‘and who are current]y hav1ng sex, be11efs in 1ove S

supremacy are s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher

. . Y
We learn that aéEéptance of trad1t1ona] be11efs about romantvc

1oveharev1ncreased-for those who are currently .in love as their past

"

sexual experiences, increase and for those who are not currently in
love- as their past ]ove exper1ences 1ncrease Be]iefs‘in 1ove's

1rrat1ona]ity 1ncrease s1gn1f1cant1y -for those who are- current]y in

Tove ‘as the1r sexua] perm1ss1veness 1ncreases and for those who are

current]y not in love F1na11y, be11efs 1n 1ove 3 Supremacy increase -

s1gn1f1cantly for those who are current]y not in love and are hav1ng RN

+

T

" Proposition 4a: Premar1ta1 sexual permfss1veness 1nverse1y 1nf1uences

the components of romant1c1sm
The sexual perm1ss1veness var1ab1e re1ates d1fferent1y to each of

the three subscales but al] s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps 1nvo]ve an

: 1nteract1ve tenn As.noted earlier, for those who are current]y 1n ’

in ]ove S 1rrat10na11ty In add1t1on current sexual perm1ss1veness'

t'1nteracts with past sexua1 exper1ence form1ng a s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve,

relat1onsh1p to the: 1rrat10na11ty subscale.

Acceptance of trad1t1ona1 be11efs about Tove 1s unaffected by the \

&

o w1th;past love,exper1ence forming an 1nverse relationship to beliefs in

love's supremacy, PermissiVeness’aISO'interacts with past courtship'

experience forming a pos1t1ve re]ationsh1p to the supremacy subsca]e

In summary, we see that only two Qf the subsca]es are 1nf1uenced

=‘>by the perm1ss1veness variable. Beliefs in loye s irrationality are o

'a sexual relat1onsh1p , | D ’ ‘,- e —x~
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positiVe]j(inf1uenced by pggm%ssivenessﬂfor those currently in love
and by permissiveness interécting with past sexual experiehce.’ Beliefs
15 16Ve'§ supremacy are inversely influenced by‘permiSSiveness inter-
‘acting with East Tove experience for ma]és and positive]y.influeqcedvby

permissiveness interacting with past courtship experience for all
. ) ] N ! * .
- sample members. S

* Proposition 6a: Current. sexua] involvement 1nverse]y 1nf]uences the
» components of romantﬁc1sm

Hav1ng sex is inversely and 51gn1f1cant]y related to be11efs in
~ Tove's 1rrat1ona11ty Those who are sexually involved are 51gn1f1-
cantly Tess 11ke1y to believe that love is ﬁ;rat10na1 than are those

‘un1vers1ty students who are not sexually 1nvo1ved at the moment.v For

“those who are currently having sex, past sexual experience s inversely .

éSsociated with acceptance of traditional beliefs about love. As noted
earlier, those students currently having sex wh‘p are Qndt in 10\‘(3 ;
significantly more likely to endprse be]ief$ in love's supremacy. In
additign, for thosé having sex, past courtship experience is 1nverseTy
and significantly re]ate& tb»%he supremacy subscale. |
Therefare, acceptance of traditional beliefs about romantic Tove
“are inversely influenced by past se;ual éxperience for fhose currently
‘.having a sexuai‘re1ationsﬁip. .Beliefs in love's irrationa1it¥ are
fnversé]y influenced by currently having sex, and be]iefs in love's
supremacy are inverse1y influenced by past courtship expérience for

those currently having sex. - The supremacy subscale is also positively

influenced by the combination of having sex and not being in Tove.
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Proposition 18a: Past .love experience inversely influences the
' components of romanticism.

The past love experience variable does pot diréct]y.(e1ate to any
of the romanticism subscales but insteadbcombines with a number of
other 1ndependent variables. As noted earlier, for those who are not
‘ih love, past 16ve experience i)ypositive]y éssociated with acceptance
" of traditional beliefs about romantic Jove, and sexual pefmissiveness
interacts w{th.past Tove ‘experience for males forming an inverse
relationship to bé]iefs in love's supremacy. Finally, past iove experi-
ence interacts with past courtsh1p experlence form1ng an inverse,
significant, relationship to be11efs in 10ve S 1rrat1ona11ty The
variab]e measuring the number of past love involvements in interaction .
with other var1ab1es is 1nverse1y related to the irrationality and
supreﬁacy subscales. Contingent upon not being in love, th1s 1ndepend-
ent variab]e is positive]y‘associated-with acceptance of traditional |
beliefs asout Tove.

Propositibn 20a: Past sexual experience inversely influences the
components of romanticism.

Number of past sexual involvements is unrelated to beliefs in
love's supremdcy. As»noted éér]ier, past‘séxual'experience‘interacts
with sexual permissiveness forming é positive relationship to beliefs
in love's irrationality. Fina11y, the independentkvariab1e is involved .
* in two re]atidnships of different directions, reflecting different
contingencies, towards acceptance of traditional beliefs about romantic
love. These,beiiefs are positi?eiy influenced by past sexyal experi-
ence for thdse who are currently in love and inversely influenced by

such experience for those currently having sex.

The regression analyses performed on the PAC model for university
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students also yielded a number 9f unanticipated findings in refatipn to
the romanticiém subsca]es; ,§Urrent courtship exéefiencelis dikeg¥1y,
positf&e]y, and signiffcant]y related to all three subscales. The
hiéher;the céurtship status the greater the acceptance of traditional
. beliefs about love, and the greéter thefﬁggiéfs in Tove's irrationa]ity
and supremacy. | B

The variable measuring past courtship experience is involved ﬁn é
number of sibnificant relationships to the subsca1e§." As noted earlier,
this variable‘interactiﬁg with sexual pefmisSiveness is posftive]y '
related to the §upremacy subsca]e.and; for those currently havihg sex,
is inversely related to bé]jefs‘in lpVe's supﬁemacy. Also, past court;

ship experience interacts with past love experience forming an inverse

relationship with the irrationality subscale. Past courtship experience

~also interacts witH duration of current courtship status forriing an
inverse relationship fo beliefs in loye's iﬁfationa]ﬁty. Finally, for
maies, past-courtship'experieﬁce is positiye]y éssociated:ﬁith accept-
ance of traditional beliefs ;bout Tove. i‘ .

| Dd?atidn of courtship status is directly, positively, and
significantly related to beliefs in 1o§e's supremacy. We also find
that mgies are significantly less likely than females to éndorse beliefs
that love is.irrational. Any—gender differencés found in relation to
“the other two‘subsca1es are expressed indirectly via relationships
‘betweep spegific love, sek, and courtship experiences and fhg depeﬁdent
yariables. | s

English Technical School Students

From Table 5.7, which summarizes the. findings from the regression

anaTyses for this studént subsample, we learn that the PAC model
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Table 5.7: Multiple Regression Summary: Romanticism Subscales,
. PAC ModeT, Eng]TSh Technical School Students

Traditional Irrationality Supremacy
© R%=.0627 F=2.983%% R.0678 F=3.908%* R%=.0902 F<4.070%*
Variable B Beta - B Beta B Beta
Currently inlove - - 4347 0999 S
Currentfy in love -~ | ‘
X Duration of ' v -

Courtship C-.1195  -.1940%* - - - -

Currently in love
‘X Past Sexual . ‘ : ,
Experience - . - - C- .2358 . 1888**

Cukrent]& not. N ' ’ _ R
inlove -~ = . - Y - .0692  .0152 - -

Curreht]y not in
Tove X Past Love . S : N
Experience -.1794  -.0979** - - .5708  .2525**.

Currently not in =
Love X
Permissiveness

" _.4080 -.2341%*
Permissiveness

X Past Sexual : : _ ‘ .
Experience .0586  .2539** - - 'i 0711 ,2494%*
Permissiveness - - 1611 0700 - -

Permissiveness X -
 Past Love Experi-

ence X Male - - s - -.1105 -.2008%“ 
Having Sex - . 5569 1265+  .1324 .0255
Having Sex |

X Current

“Courtship Status .1416 .1620** - = - -

Having Sex X Pasf _
Sexual Experi- S
ence -.1396 - -.1392%* - - - -

Past Love ,
Experience . - Y .0222 . .0116 - -
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Table 5.7 (continued)

Variable

Past SeXua]
Experience
X Male

~ Past Sexual
ExpgrienCE,K'

Past Sexual
Experience X
‘Current Court=
ship Status

- Past Sexual
- Experience X
Duration of
Courtship.

" Past Courtship
Status X Male

Ma]e

" Duration of
Courtship

Current Court-
ship Status

Past Courtship
Status -

*Significant beypnd%the .05 Tlevel

B Beta "
Z.1468  -.1643%*
- i ‘;(/

(1206 .1319%

**Significant beyond the .01 Tevel

g. Beta
0037 .0041
‘ ! r'd

U

.3985 -.0913*¥
0181  .0222
0175 .0156

0151 .0154
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-.0788  -.3085%*

-.0322 .-.1912**

& .

L2494k

achieves statistical significance for all three romanticism subscales

while exp]aiping the highest proportion of variance for the supremacy |

 subscale. We can also observe that no independent variable, either

alone or in combination with other variéb]es, has the same type,

direction, and strength

/

of re]ationship to the dependent variables
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in the subscales.

: Proposition 3a: Current love status 1nf1uences the components of
* o romanticism. . .

: . N Y
The status of currently being in love is directly but not
significant]y‘re]ated to the irrationality subscale. This same status

acts as a contingency variable upon\the inverse significant relation-

ship between duration of courtship status and acceptance‘of traditiona1.
'bé1iéfs about Tove, and upon the positive significant relationship
between past sexua]ﬁexperience and beliefs in 1ove's-supnemacy.
turrent]y notvbeing in love is also directly but not significant1y
" related to the 1rrat1ona]1ty subsca]e Not be1ng in Tove acts as a
cont1ngency var1ab1e upon the 1nverse s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p between
past love experience and the trad1t1ona1 subscale and upon the pos1t1ve
s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p between the same 1ndependent var1ab1e and
beliefs in love's .supremacy. In add1t1on not being, in 1ove is a -
cont1ngency variable upon the 1nverse s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p between
_permwss1veness and the supremacy subsca]e In summary, acceptance of
rad1t1ona1 be11efs about love is 1nverse1y influenced by durat1on of
courtship status: for those who are in love and by past 1ove experience
for those who are not in 1ove Beliefs in love's’ 1rrat1ona11ty are -
not s1gn1f1cant1y 1nf1uenced by either of the love statuses. Beliefs
in 1ove S supremacy are inversely 1nf1uenced by sexua1 perm1ss1veness
for those who are not in 1ove and positively influenced by both past
love expenience for those;who are not in love and by past sexua1

experience for those who are currently in love.



\
4 ,
Proposition 4a: Premar1ta1 sexual perm1551veness linversely 1nf1uences
the components of rémanticism. \

\ ,
The variab1e‘measuring sexual attitudes interacts with past sexual

‘experience form1ng a pos1t1ve s1gn1f1cant re\atwonsh1p to the tradi-
tional subscale The greater the perm1ss1veness in comb1nat1on with

the greater the number of past sexual’ partners, the mqre trad1t1ona1

are techn1ca1 schoo1 studen$s beliefs about romantic’ Nove:: Perm1551ve-

ness s d1rect1y, pos1t1ve1y, and significantly related to be11efs in
love's irrationa]ity Fina11y, in addition to the re]ationship noted
ear11er ‘regarding the inverse re1at1onsh1p between perm1ss1veness and

~be11efs in love's supremacy for those currently not in 1ove perm1s-

siveness a]so 1nteracts w1th past sexual exper1ence form1ng a pos1t1ve

* significant relationship to the supremacy subscale and with past Love

_éxperience for males forming an inverse relationship: to beliefs in
'1ove S supremacy | |

| In summary, the trad1t1ona1 subscale is pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uenced by
the interaction of sexual attitudes with past sexual exper1ence The
irrationality subscale is pos1t1ve]y 1nf1uenced by perm1ss1veness '

d1rect1y and the. supremacy subsca]e is 1nverse1y 1nf1uenced by permis-

' s1veness for those not 1n love, and by perm1ss1veness 1nteract1ng with

past 1ove exper1ence for'males: The sup?emacy subscale is pos1t1ve1y
influenced by perm1ss1veness interact1ng w1th past sexual experience.

Proposition 6a: Current sexual 1nvo1vement inversely 1nf1uences
the components of romanticism.

Hav1ng sex 1§ pos1t1ve1y and s1gn1f1cant1y related to be11efs in

~Tove's 1rrat1ona]1ty and unrelated to be11efs in love's supremacy The

_'sexua1 1nvo1vement varjable acts as a cont1ngenty updn the positive’

significant re]ationsh1p between. current courtship status and the
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%
traditional subscale and as a contingency upon the inverse relationship

between past sexual experience and theitraditional subsca]}. Having a

&2

sexual relationship is positively associated with all of the romanticism

subscales except wﬁen it operates as a contingency upon'the inverse :
relationship between past sexual experience and the traditional sub-

V.o

scale. | ~

e - p . . ‘{w
- Proposition 18a: Past love experience inversely 1nf1uences the
, _ components of romant1c1sm

gg . The variable measuring the number of love partners in a respond-
: ent's past is.not significantly related to the irrationa1ity subscale.
|

As noted earl)e”, past love exper1ence forms. an inverse relat1onsh1p
~ to acceptance of “traditional be11efs about 1ove for those who are

currently not in 1ove, and interacts with permissiveness for.ma]es

forming an inverse relationship to the supremacy subscale.

Proposition 20a: Past sexual experience inversely influences the
‘ components of romanticism.

The variab]eAméasufing the number of pasf sexual parthérs is

,unrelatéd to the irrationélitysubscajé but 1is invoived in é'number of

relationships to the\bthervtwo subscales. As noted earliér; past sexual
‘experience i§ positively related to beliefs jh love's suprgmacy for e

those who are currently in Tove. This pastisexua1 e¥perience interacts-
"with‘current sexual a;titudés forming posftfve sign%ficant re]ationships

to both the traditional and supremacy subscales. Number of past éeiua]

partners is inversely ré]ated to acgeptance of t;:ditioﬁal.be]iéfs~about
love for both those currently hévfﬁ; sgx;and for males. Past sexual | - (:g;

experjence élso}interacts with cUrrent—courtShipZStatusvand with

durationwpf courtshibvstatus formjng poSitive significant reTatibnships

! to beliefs in Tove's supremacy. ?
‘ A

- : 1
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In summary, affirmation of tnad1tiona]'Be11efs about love is
positively influenced by past.sexual experience interacting with ber—
m1ss1veness and 1nverse1y 1nf1uenced by past sexual experience for
. those’ currently havxng sex -and for ma]es Be11efs in Tove's 1rrat1on-'
ality are uninfluenced by the sexua]aexper1ence"va}iable. Beliefs in

. Y .
. love's supremacy are positively influenced by number of past sexual

experiences for those who are currently in love and by this independent ,

variable interacting with sexual permissiveness. The supremacy sub-

‘ scale is also inversely influenced by past sexual experience interacting

with both courtship status and with duration of that sfatus.'

We note in the table a number of unantieipatedefindings. For

males, past courtship status is positively and significantly associated f

with;acceptance of 'traditional beliefs about love. Past courtship
status is directly, posifive]y, and significantly related to beliefs
in love's supremacy and unrelated to the 1rrat1ona11ty subscale.

F1na11y, ma1es are s1gn1f1cant1y lTess Tikely to aff1rm beliefs in 1ove S

31rrat10na11ty than are fema]es among technical school students.
COMPARISON OF ENGLISH UNIVERSITY AND TECHNICAL SCHOOL STUDENTS

The Situational Model

We can nnw Combare the' two Eng1ish student subsamples in terms of

- the findings Bertéining to each of the romanticism subscales for each
'model,; Table 5.8 presentské»comparisnn for the situational model
which achneves_statistical significance for. all of the subscales except
“< the-traditiona].subscale for technicé] school students only.

Focusing ﬁpon the ]atter subscale we-observe that none of the
variables from the situational model have the‘saﬁe relationship to the

-
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Unanticipated*

Table 5.8: Propqsition‘Summary Table: Romanticism Subscaies,'

Situational Model, English University and Technical

School Students
University

\

Propositions

TRADITIONAL Subscale .

-no relationship
-contingent, duration,
. positive

3. (in love)
(not in Tove)

4. (permissiveness -for males, inverse

-inverse) -interaction, court-
o . ship, positive
P ~for havmg sex, 1nverse\

6. (having sex

-inverse) ness, inverse

Uhanticipated* , S
IRRATIONALITY Subscale
_cohtingent, duration

positive
-direct, positive

3. (in love)

(not in iove)
4. (penn1551veness

-inverse) inverse.
- 6. (having sex -’ -no relationship
-inverse) o
Unanticipated* -courtship, direct,
o positive _
’ . -male, direct, inverse

SUPREMACY Subscale

-no reiationshih
-no relationship

33 (in 1ove) ;
...trot in Tove)

4. (permissiveness -for males, inverse

-inverse) -interaction, duration,
, ' .~ positive
. (having sex -direct, inverse
-inverse) S
-courtship, direct,

positive

"~ -interaction, duration

Technical

-direct, inverse *°

~-no relationship

-direct but -positive |

—contingent permisSive//-no relationship

-duration,»direct,
positive

-contingent, duration, -

positive
-no relationship

~-interaction, duration
inverse

:contingent courtship, ‘

p051tive

-no relationship

‘-no relationship
-for males, inverse

-no relationship

. -duration, direct,
- - positive

~

* -refers to additional re]ationships w1th dependent variable not

‘specified in modei

v
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:
dependent variable for both university and technica] schoo]‘students.
For the 1rrationality subscale the independent variab]es of duration
of courtship status for those in love and the interactive term combin-
ing duration of status with sexuaTLpermissiveneSS have_the same type;
directton, and strength'of re]ationships‘to the dependent variabTe
Current]y not in Tove, sexual 1nv01vement courtsh1p status, and gender
all form d1ffereht reTat1onsh1ps with the 1rrat1ona11ty subscaTe for
'un1vers1ty as compared with techn1ca1 school students

With regard to the supremacy subscale, the var1ab1es of current
love status and sexual perm1ss1veness for maTes re]ate to the dependent
var1ab1e in the same manner for both student groups. Sexual attitudes
form an additional interactt e re]atiqnship tpvthe supremacy subsca]e‘

among university students onl

and the variables of current sexual
1nvo]vement, courtsh1p status, a d durat1on of courtship: status aTT

re]ate d1fferent1y to the dependen yariable for each student group.
\
The student’ subsamp]es are clearly mere d1fferent than alike in tenms

not only of which var1ab1es 1nf1uence their concept1ons of the d1fferent

«

aspects of romant1c1sm but also in terms. of the nature of the 1nf1uence

3

‘of those variables. L

The Lifetime MbdeT

| Table 5.9 summar1zes the f1nd1ngs for the\{1fet1me model for
' Eng]]sh un1uer§1ty and techn1ca] schoo] students hn each of the
romanticism subscales., The model achieves stat1st1cad s1gn1fﬁcance
for a1l of the subscales for both student groups. | .
In reference to the traditional subscale we find that only the
sexual perm1ss1veness var1ab1e has the same type of re]at1onsh1p to

the dependent variable for both groups The influences of the 11fet1me .j R

*

g
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Table 5.9: Proposition Summary. Table: Romanticism:SubSCaleS) Lifetime
Model, English University and Technical School. S#udents

Propositions _ University Technical School
TRADITIONAL SubSCﬂ]& ' : .

4. (perm1ss1veness -direct, but positive  -direct, but po;itive
-inverse) o . _
10. (1ifetime 1ove -interaction, 1ifetime -no relationship
l -1nverse) . courtship, positive S
120 (1ifetime sex -no relationship "-direct, but positive
~-inverse) : : : :
IRRATIONALITY Subscale o PR ‘
4, (permissiveness | ~-interaction, lifetime ;for males, inverse
-inverse) sex, positive |
10, (Tifetime 10ve . -interaction, ]1fet1me -no rélationship
-inverse) sex, inverse T
12. (lifetime sex - -interaction, permis-  -no relationship
-inverse) " siveness, positive :

-interaction, 1ifetime
_ . love, inverse L »
- Unanticipated* ~lifetime courtship, -lifetime courtship,
' ke - direct, positive . direct, positive
» -male, direct, inverse - ~
supkggACY Subscale K

.

4, (permissiveness -for males,.inverse  -for ma]es,'inyerse
-inverse). v - o o
10. (lifetime love -direct, but positive . -no relationship
~ -inverse) S - - ,
12, (Vifetime sex -no. relationship - -no relationship
-inverse).

* -refers to additional re]at1onsh1ps with dependent var1ab1e not
spec1f1ed in model. e

4
]



Tove and sexual experience variables are different for university in

comparison to\technical school students.

With respekt to the'irrationality subscale, only the’unanticfpated"

finding that 11fe ime courtsh1p status s d1rect1y, pos1t1ve1y, agd f
'51gn1f1cant1y related to the dependent var1ab1e holds for both student
- groups. A1l of the oth r f1nd1ngs pertaining 76/the var1ab1esv1n this
‘model are d1fferent ‘ ' \i;

bsca]e the var1a§]es of sexua]

In terps of the supremacy
vperm1ss1veness for: ma]es and lifetime sexual exper1ence have the same
re]at1onsh1p to the dependent var1ab1e in both student subsamp1es
L1fet1me 1ove experience is s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to be11efs 1n love's
* supremacy for university students only. 1In genera],.whwle.we flnd more

w0, . : . e )
similarities between the two student groups on the lifetime, as compared

i
PN
!

to the situational, model the groups are still more dissimilar than
otherwise. K | |

The PAC Model

Tab]e 5.10 summar1zes the f1nd1ngs for the PAE mode] with respect

- to the rom;j)1c1sm subsca]es for both un1vers1ty and techn1ca1 schoo]
istudents. This model also ach1eves stat1st1ca] s1gn)f1cance for a]l
subscales‘for both student groups. On the trad1t1ona1 subsca]e only the

. inverse re]at1onsh1p 1nvo]v1ng past sexual exper1ence for those cur-
' 2

'}exper1ence for males, are found in both student groups' A11 of the
'rema1n1ng find1ngs with regard to the var1ab]es 1P the PAC model are
- different for these suhsamp]es o

The on]ynsimilarity in the relationships with thevirrationaltty

‘Subscale is the f{nding that both university‘and'technical schoo]lméles
P : et Be 2t 3 x

111



A

Table 5.10:';Propositibn Summary Table: “Romanticism Subscales PAC
Model, Eng11sh Un1vers1ty and Techn1ca1 School Students

Proposifibns | Un1vers1t45_ - Techn1ca1 Schoo]

" TRADITIONAL Subscale

3. (in love) - -contingent, past sex, -contingent, duration,
o . . positive ~inverse
(not in Tove) -contingent, past 1ove, —cont1ngent past love,
, S positive inverse .
. i . . > . -
4. (Pgrmissiveness . -no relationship o ' -interaction, past sex, "
~ -inverse) _ A positive
. 6. (having sex -contingent, past sex, -contingent, past sex,
_ . -inverse) inverse ~inverse

o : -contingent, current
L S o ~ courtship, positive:
r .

18. (past ]bve—inverse) -for not in love, -for not in love, ©
. . positive .7 inverse
20. (past sex-inverse) -for having sex, -for having sex, inverse.
inverse ' ‘ : ;

-for in love, positive -for males, inverse
' -interaction, permis- °
_siveness, positive *

° Al

Unanticipated* ~ -past courtship for  -past courtship for
o . ‘males, positive - . males,-positive
' -current courtship, : :
) direct, pos1t1ve’
IRRATIONALITY Subscale
~ 3..{(in love)  '.  - -contingent, permis- .~ -direct, pdsiiive
T . N siveness, positive - - :
' (not in love) -direct, positive - -no re]ation§hip
4. (permissiveness -for in love, positive -direct, but positive
, -1nverse) -~ -interaction, past . -
, | sex, positive
6.‘(hav1ng sex— o edirect;'inve?se‘ -~ -direct, but positive
- inverse) | R | I
18. (past love - -intlraction, past -no relationship o
| . -inverse) . cot tship, inverse : -
20. (past sex -interac jon, permis- -no4re1ationship - :.
- -inverse) ° siveness, pos1t1ve L Y
Unant1c1pated* .. -males, direct, inverse -males, direct, inverse )

-1nteract1on duration-
past courtship, inverse
-current courtship, . -
direct,, pos1t1ve

O " ax




Table 5.10 (continued)

Propositions

SUPREMACYZSubsca]e

3. (in Tove).

(not'in Tove)

4. (permissiveness
~inverse)

6. (having sex
-inverse)

18. (past love
~inverse)

20. (past sex
-inverse)

Unanticipated*

* -refers to additional
~ specified in model.

“University

B

-

-no relationship

-with having sex,
‘positive

-interaction, past
love for males,
inverse ,

-interaction," past
courtship, positive

-Wwith not in love,
positive
-contingent, past
-courtship, inverse

-interaction, permis-

siveness for males,
inverse

-no relationship

o

-duration, direct,
positive

-current courtship,
direct, positive

: for males,

Technical School

-contingent, past sex,
positive

-contingent, perm1ss1ve-

ness, inverse
-contingent, past love,
positive

-interaction, past love
inverse

-interaction, past sex,
positive

-for not in love,
inverse

-no relationship

-interaction, permis-
siveness for ma]es,
inverse

-for not in love,

positive
-for in love, positive
-interaction, current
Mﬁourtshlp, inverse
~interaction, permis-
siveness, positive
-interaction, duration,
inverse

-past courtsh1p, direct,

positive

re]qtionships with dependent variable not
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are significantly less likely to believe that love is irratfona] than
are females. None of the other independent variables share the seme
type, strength, and direction of relationship to tﬁe dependent variable
for both student groups; It is interesting to note that while a number
of yarfab]es form interactive re]ationship§ for university students,
all of the variab]eé in the PAC model which are significantly associg
-ated wi?h the dependent variable for technical school students form
direct ee]ationships only. Finally, sexual permiseiveness interacts
Withvpast love experience for university and technita] school mdles
forming an inverse relationship to beliefs in Tove's supremacy . A1l
of the other findings with regard to the supremacy subscale are

different.
5 'In general, &e can see that differences ahd simiiarities between
the two English student groups regarding aSbeefsuof romantic love
depend in part upon which variab1es.QitHin the diffefeht models are.
cbeing_compared_and controlled for et the fime. The groups are most
similar Qﬁen variables from.the 1ifetime model are compared and dis-
similar fn terms of the variabl®s contained wiehin the Situationa];and
'PAC models. Further comments on the implications of these findings

will be presented in the final chapter. In the next chapter we turn

to an examination of the romanticism models themselves.

-



CHAPTER VI

THE ROMANTICISM MODELS

| In the last chapter we noted that the effects of each: 1ndependent
variable frequent]y vary depending upon wh1ch other var1ab1es are be1ng
contro]]ed for at the time. Each model contains variables pertannyng
to love, sexual, and courtship experiénces measured in different ways
according to current, 1i?etime, and pagt time frames. In the present
-chapter we will examine which combinatjons»of'Variab1es best relate to
different dependent variab]és, First, we wi]i exémine each of the
romanticism subscales by model to determine which model provides us
with the greatést advances towards understandihg aspects of romanti-
Eism Fo]]oW1ng this, we shall examine global romant1c1sm in the same
way. Figally, we will conclude w1th an examination of each of the
-,mode]s themselves noting wh1ch propositions pertaining to relationships
with the romanticism variable and to relationships between 1ndependent
var1ab1es have been conf1rmed and which propositions have not. In
Tight of the findings from our analyses we can then determ1ne in what

ways the original mode]s developed in Chapter II need to be modified.
TRADITIONAL SUBSCALE | R

University Students

To guide our discussion in the first part of this chapter tables
have been constructed suﬁharizing the findings for each of the romanti-

~ cism subscales by mode for;Epg1ish students. Table 6.1 summarizes the
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Table 6.1: Proposition Summary Table:

»

and: Technical Students

Propqsitions
SITUATIONAL Model

3. (in Tlove)
(not in love) -

4. (permissiveness
-inverse)

6. (having sex
-inverse)

Unanticipated*

LIFETIME Model

4. (permissiveness -
-inverse)

10. (1ove-inyerse)

©

12. (sexfinverse)_

PAC Model
3.-(in Tove)

(not .in Tove)

4. (permissiveness.
-inverse).

6., (having sex .
~ -inverse)

18. (past love-'
inverse) -

'20. (past sex-
" inverse) .

Unanticipated*

University

-no relationship
-contingent, duration,
positive ‘

-for males, inverse

-interacts, courtship, -

positive

-for having sex, inverse

-contingent, permis-
- siveness, inverse

-direct, but positive

. -interacts, lifetime

courtship, positive
-no relationship

-contingent, past sex,

positive

" -contingent, past love,

positive
-no relationship

-contingent, past sex,
inverse

-for not in love,

positive

-for having sex,
inverse
-for in Tove, positive

-past courtship :for
males, positive
-current courtship,

positive

Traditional Subscale, University

Téchnica] School

<direct, inverse
-no relationship

~direct, but‘positive

-no relationship

-duration, direct,,
positive

.-direct, but positive

<no reTationShip

-direct, but positive

-contingent, duration,

inverse .
-contingent, past love,
inverse -

-interacts, past sex,
positive

-contingent, past sex,
inverse

- -contingent, current

courtship, positive

-for not in love,
inverse

-for having sex, inverse

-for males, inverse
-interacts, permissive-
ness, positive

. -past courtship for

males, positive
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findings for the traditional subscale. As noted in the previous chap¥
ter, the situational mode1‘exp1ains 2.96 percent, “the 1ifetime model-
2. 66 percent and the PAC model 4.00 percent of the variation in scores
on the trad1t1ona1 subsca]e We find that the lifetime mode]1 exp]a1ns
slightly less of the variance in traditional subscale scores for uni-
versity students than does the situational model. The PAC model, which
incorporates vartab]es taken wholely from the SituationaTAmode1 p1us
'some modif;ed variables from the lifetime model, exp]ains the greatest
amount of variance. C]ear]y we ga1n more 1mportant 1nformat10n regard-
ing aff1rmat1on of trad1t1ona1 be11efs about romantic Tove the more
var1ab]es we include within a mode] ‘

The relationships found within. the PAC mode] between the Tove ex-
per1ence variables and the traditional subsca]e are d1fferent from those
found in the other two models. ‘Inclusion of past 1ove sex, and court—
sh1p variables into a model alters the nature of the re]at10nsh1ps be— -
tween a11 of the situational variables and the dependent var1ab1e. Sexu-

~ﬁ1 perm1ss1veness is no 1dnger s1gn1f1cant1y related to aff1rmat1on of |
traditional beliefs about love A11 of the past experience variables |
are significantly associated with the dependent variable but on]y |
through 1nteract1ons with current experience var1ab1es.' In fact, the
variab]e measuning current courtship status is the only independent
variable to be directly related to the traditional subscale. ’The eXtent
to whﬁch university students endorse traditional beliefs about Tove is
not inf]uenced c]ear]y_b}‘current of past.experiences alone but rather |

through the comp]exlinteractions of these experiences with one 'another.

Technical school students

As noted in Chapter V, the situational model explains 1.03 percent,
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the 1ifetime model 2.65 percent, and the PAC model 6.27 percent of the

variation inytraditiona] subscale scores for this student group. In’

contrast to university students, the‘ 1ifetime mode] fOr technical

=

Y

school students more than doubles the proportion of variance explained

over the 51tuationai model. However, it must be remembered that the

~~\

Situationai mode] failed to achieve statisticai 51gn1ficance for this.

subscale among students from the technicai scho . Once again we-
AW

find that the PAC model is the most powerful predictor of traditionai

subscale score variation.

The findings for this student group are similar to those obtained

for their university counterparts in that relationships within the PAC

2 .

mode1 between independent and dependent variables are different, from |
those found in theiother‘nedeis. Once again we find that inclusion of
'nast experience variab]es’alters the nature of the‘reiationships be-
~ tween all of the situational variables and the dependent variable..
Similar to the findings for university students we observe that past
experiences for technicai schoo] students are 51gnificant1y associated
with the traditionai subscaie only through 1nteractions with current
experience variables. Many of these interactive combinations are
identical for both student groups . |

__University}and technica] school students are dissimilar however |
with‘respect to the findings for this subscale in two ways. First,
none of the variab]es in the PAC‘modei.are directly related to the
dependent variable for students from technical schooi§t It will be -
-recalled that current courtship status is directly re]ated to the

traditional subscale for'university students. Second, and more

importantly,.whiie all situational variables significantly influencing

118:
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university students' scores on the traditional subscale intéracﬁ with
. past experience Variab]és,”such is- not the case for'technipaT sqhob1
students where the status of being. in 1ove; and currént séxua]
vinvo]vémeht, both interact Qith other current experienCe\éériables.
Sti]], the majority of significant influences affécting the extent to
which students fromlfechnicél schoél affirm traditiona]'be]iefs‘about
Tove invo]ve current and’past 1ove; sex,‘and codrtship,éxperiences‘
interacting with one anbtﬁer. It must be noted thaf many of the

precise combinations of experiences differ between the two Student

groups.
IRRATIONALITY SUBSCALE

University students

In Chapter V we noted lhat the sitﬁatidnal hodel‘expfains 5.58
‘percent, the Tifetime model 3.93 percent, and the PAC model 9.40 
percent»bf the variance ih irratidna]itx}subécale scores fbr-univérsfty
students. As with the traditional subséé]e, the lifetime model for
these students explains Tess of tﬁe.Variance in irratiohaiity subscale
scores than does the situational model Whi]e the PAC»model exp}ainé the
greatest amount. | | _u»

Similar to the findings for the traditional sdbsca]e we observe
from Table 6.2 that incorporation ofvﬁast.experiencg_variabies into a .
rbmanticism mode] alters mény, but in this instance not a]]; of the
influential re]atiohships between situational indébendent variéb]es
and the irrafiona1ity substé]e dependent variable. Past experiences
in sexud] behavior and in courtship ifse]f influence beliefs in 1pve‘s

irrationality at least in part through interactions with current
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Proposition Summary Table:

1

e
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Irrationality Subscale,

U‘errs1ty and lechnical Students

Propositions

SITUATIONAL’Model

3. (in love)
(not in'1oye)

4. (permissiveness

- -inverse)
.6. (having sex

-inverse)
Unanticipated*

LIFETIME Model

4. (permissiveness

-inverse)

10. (love-inverse)

12. (sex-inverse)

Unanticipated*

PAC Mode1
3.-(in love)

(not in love)

4. (permissiveness
-inverse)

6. (having sex

-inverse)
18. (past-love

“inverse)
20. (past sex

-inverse)
Unanticipated*

University

-contingent, duration,
.positive

-direct, pritive

—1nteracts durat1on,
inverse.

-no relationship

—courfship, éireét,

¢ positive

-male, direct, inverse

-interacts, 1ifetime

- sex, positive

-interacts, lifetime
sex, inverse ‘
-interacts, permis-.
siveness, positive
-interacts, lifetime
love, 1nverse

-lifetime courtsh1p,

- direct, positive

-males, direct, inverse

-contingent, permis--
siveness, positive
-direct, positive

~-for in love, positive
-interacts, past sex,.
positive

-direct, inverse
-interacts, past

courtship, inverse

-interacts, permis-
siveness, pos1t1ve

-males, direct,
-interaction, duration-

inverse -males, dd¥rect,

Technical School

-cont1ngent durat1on
positive
-no relationship

-interacts, duration,
inverse

-contingent, courtship, 
positive

. -for males, inverse

-no relationship .

-no relationship

-lifetime courtship,

~direct, positive

-direct, positive

-no- relationship
-direct, but positive
-direct, but positivé

-no relationship

o

-no reTationship

inverse

~past courtship, inverse
-current courtsh1p, direct, [
positive ' : -



experience variables. ‘However, past .love experience interacts only
with past codrtship experience. vThe number of past love invo]vements
-influence irrationality subscale scores sepahately fhdm cur!ent |
expehiences. Similarly, curhent'1OVe‘status and current se&ua1;
invo]Vement jnf]uence the dependent variable independent of‘past

~ experiences. Whereas all Current and pest experiences measured in} o

‘the PAC mbde], with‘the exteption of'curhent courtship status, merged

- to form several interactive relationships with university‘stUdents'
- aftirmation,of traditiona1«be1iefs abodt 1ove,_nany of these same

d experiences influence beliefs in love's irrationality separately frdm
dne andther | Only permiésiveness and duration of courtship status .
1nteract w1th past experience var1ab1es while all of the past eXpehi-
ence var1ab1es relate to the dependent var1ab1e via the formation of
interactive terms, al] of the direct relationships to the irrationa]ity
dependent variable involve current situational variab]eb In general,
the patterns of re]at1onsh1ps between variables in the PAC model and
this dependent var1ab1e are dissimilar both to those found for the

other models and for the trad1t1ona1 subsca]e

Technical school stddents

For technical school students the situational model explains 5.01f«

behcent,~the l1ifetime model 4.19 percent, and the PAC model 6.78 per- -
cent of the tariance in irrationality subscale scores. The lifetime
mode exnlains Tess than the Situationa] model while the PAC model is
the most powerful. |

Nhjle the PAC is the most powerful of the three models in relation

to the irrationality subscale, this finding is in itself curious given .

@

| that none of the past experience variables are significant1y related»to
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the dependent variab1e. The major effect of controlling forspast Y’
experiences appears to tnvO1ve‘a1terations of the relationships between
current s1tua§nona1 var1ab1es and jrrationality scores. In contrast |

to the s1tuattona1 mode] we find that all of the 1nf1uent1a1 relation-
sh1ps with the dependent var1ab]e in the PAC mode] involve direct oS
assoc1at1ons with current‘experlences None of the variables in the

most comprehens1ve mode1 1nteract W1th any others. Current]y be1ng in
love, sexual permissiveness, current sexual behavior, and gender are

all direct]y and significantly related to beliefs in love's irration-
a]ity. This pattern of relationships is quite dissimilar from any of

‘kthose‘discussed,in the sections above.
" SUPREMACY SUBSCALE

Un1vers1ty students

Table 6.3 summar1zes the f1nd1ngs for the supremacy subsca]e
comparlng a]] three romant1c1sm models for the two student groups. For
un1vers1ty students the s1tuat1ona1 model exp]alns 9. 63 percent the
Jifetime mode] 8.71 percent, and the PAC model 8.23 percent of the
variance in supremacy subscale scores. In contrast to preViOus find-
ings the s1tuat1ona1 mode] explains the greatest proport1on of variance
in scores on th1s subscale suggesting that, W1th regard to. be11efs in
the supremacy of 1ove to overcome obstac]es to a successful re]at1on-»
sh1p, co]lect1ng data on a respondent's current s1tuat1on is sufflicient
and we ga1n nothing® by 1nc1ud1ng 1nformat1on of lifetime or past c'urt-
ship experxences. In fact, we appear to decrease our explanatory/power
" when we incorporate such information into our models as these past

ekperience variables seem to-manifest a suppressor effect upon the
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Proposition Summary Table:

Table 6.3: Supremacy Subgcale,'University
and Technical Students '
Prqpositions Un1vers1tx .Teéhnical School
SITUATIONAL Model R | .
3. (in love) -no relationship -no relationship

(not in love)

4. (permissiveness

-inverse)

6. (having sex
-inverse)

Unanticipated*

LIFETIME Model

4. (permissiveness
-inverse)

10. (love-inverse)
12. (sex-inverse)

PAC Model |

3. (in love)
(not in love)

4. (permigsiveness
-invers

6. (having sex
-inverse)

18. (past Tove-
’ inverse)

20. (past sex
-inverse)

-no relationship
-for males, inverse

-interacts, duration,
positive :

~-direct, inverse

~-courtship, direct,

positive

~for males, inverse

-direét, but positive
-no ‘relationship

-no relationship

-with having sex,
positive

-interacts, past love,
for ma]es, inverse
-interacts, past
courtsh1p, positive

" -with not in 1ove,

positive .
-contingent, past
courtship, inverse

‘-1nteracts, permis-

siveness, for males,

. inverse

- -no relationship

~interacts,

" -interacts,

. -interacts,

-no re1ation§hip

- -for males, inverse

: -no re]atibnship, 

. -duration, direct,

positive

-for males, inverse

-no relationship
-no relationship

-contingent, past sex,
positive

-cont1ngent perm1ss1ve- .
ness, inverse
-contingent, past love,
positive .

past love,
for males, inverse

past sex,
positive

-for not in love, inverse

-no relatiomship

-interacts, permissive-
-ness, for males, inverse
-for not in love,
positive

-for in love, positive
current
courtship, inverse
-interacts, permissive-
ness, positive
-1nteracts, durat1on,
1nverse ,

’
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"~ Table 6.3 (continued)

Propositions - - | ‘University  Technical Schoo]

Unénticipated* . -duration, direct, positive -past courtship,‘
‘ - -current courtsh1p, d1rect . direct, positive
positive ' ’

influence of current situational variables.

Technical school students

For these studehts the s1tuat1ona1 nnde] explains 6.45 percent
the 11fet1me mode] 4.78 percent, and-the PAC model 9.02 percent of the
var1ance in supremacy subsca]e scores. Consistent W1th findings for

the other subsca]es the 11fet1me modei explains the least and the PAC

“21at1on in supremacy scores suggest1ng again the need
to incj f;rly separate current and past experience variables
for thei 5ﬁt S | e . ‘_ .
| 2' »jthe findings for the trad1t1ona1 subsca]e, 1ncorpora-
tion of t; jcal scheﬂ};}tudent s past exper1ences ‘into a. romant1c1sm
, ‘mOdel;resui ;n mod1f3cat1ons to the nature and s1gn1f1cance of - |

, re]ations}f ;fbetween many situational 1ndependent variables and the : ?’*\\
dependent}‘§r1ab1e fﬁth)on1y two except1ons s1gn1f1cant relationships :
©in the PACgpode] to the Qupremacy subscale 1nvo1ve interactions between
| current anu‘past exper1ence variables. ' Past courtsh1p experience is
1ndependent1y and s1gn1f1cant1y associated with thq dependent var1ab1e ,
-and the current s1tuat1ona1 variables of perm1ss1vehess and not be1ng
in love interact forming a s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p to the supremacy
var1ab1e. A]] other major influences upon technical schoo] students

beliefs in 1 "EVS'supremacy are the resu]t of the cumu]at1ve exper1-

ences from -' jast operat1ng in conJunct1on with exper1ences of t/e/



current moment to the extent that these comb1ned experleggg§,ean not

 GLOBAL ROMANTICISM

eas11y be separated or cons1dered d1st1nct1ve a

i
\\

~ University students e

Table 6.4 which previous]y appeared as-Tab1e‘4.7 summarizes the
findings f0r>English‘university*students for all three models on global

romanticism. As:noted in Chapter IV, the7situationa1 model explains

" 6.74 percent, the lifetime model 4.75, and the PAC model 6.00 percent

of the variance in g]obal romanticism scores for these students. The -

situationa] mode]-explains the greatestfproportion of the variance in

: dependent variable scores and no substantial gaxns in exp]anatory

'power are made by 1ncorporat1on within a mode] of university students . A

prevxous experiences in the areas of courtsh1p, love, and sex The
strongest influences upon current romant1c1sm for these students‘are

those of the present situation. A1l of the'situationaT mode1 variables

' w1th the except1on of current 1ove status are significantly re]ated to ;

the dependent var1ab1e The nature of these s1gn1f1cant assoc1at1ons '
are for the most part d1rect w1th on]y perm1ss1veness 1nteract1ng with

gender u' 3_ - . o , ' e

- Technical schoo] students

geaAs noted in Chapter.IV, the situational model- explains 3.47 per-.

cent, the Tifetime model 4.02 percent, and the PAC model 5.32 percent

of the variance in romanticism scores for technical school students.
In contrast to the}findings for university students, our understanding

of technical school student's conceptions of romantic love is increased

~when we‘incorpOrate]preVious'courtship,'1ove, and sexual experience
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Proposition Summary Table:

Global
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and Technical School Students

: _Prop051t1ons

SITUATIONAL Model

3. (in 1ove)
(not in Tlove) -

4. (permissiveness

- =inverse)
6. (having sex-
" inverse)

Unanticipated*

LIFETIME Model

4. (permissiveness .

-inverse)

10. (Tove-inverse)

12, (sex4inverse)“

Unanticipated* ,

PAC Model
3. (in love)

(not in Tove)

4. (permissiveness
" -inverse)

6. (having sex
-inverse)

- 18. (past love- "
inyerse)

20. (past sex
-inverse)

'.Unant1c1pated*

Un1vers1tx}

-no relationship. -
-no relationship

f

-for males, inverse -

-direct, inverse

-duration, direct,
positive

~ -courtship, direct,
- positive

-for males, inverse
-interaction,
sex, positive

-no relationship

. -interaction, permis-

siveness, positive

" -lifetime courtsh1p,

direct, positive

,-cont1ngent current

courtship, pos1t1ve '
-no relationship

~for males, inverse

-interaction, past
sex, positive

-direct, inverse:

-no relationship

-interaction, permis-

siveness, positive

~duration, direct,

positive

“-past courtship, for
- males, -positive

lTifetime

_-for males, inverse

Romanticism, University

_ Technical Schgol

-no relationship. «
-contingent, interaction
permissiveness-duration,
1nverse

“interaction, durat1on ‘
for not in 1ove, inverse

‘Fcont1ngent courtsh1p,

pos1t1ve
-males, direct, inverse.

-for males, inverse

~-interaction, lifetime
sex, positive - e

-no relationship

-interaction, permissive-
ness, positive

-no relationship

-no relationship

~-direct, but positive
_ffor.males,.positive |

~-no relationship

]

-duration, direct,
positive .

-past courtsh1p, d1rect
positive

* -refers to additional relat1onsh1ﬁ( ) with dependent variable not -

spec1f1ed in model



for the re]at1onsh1ps between the 1ndependent variables, w11 enable us
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variables into a romantieism model. ~The differences between the two

. Student subsamples in proportion of variance explained suggests that

the romanticism models proposed in this study are more appropriate for

university thah for technical school students as the R2 va1ué5'are\
cons1stent1y higher for the university students across all mode]s
This finding is not surpr1s1ng as the mode{s were der1ved from studies
reported in the literature where research samples were typica]]y com—
posed of university students.- |

With the inclusion of past experienee?variables for teéhnica]
school students into the PAC model we observe a number of changes in
the re]at1onsh1ps between Situational 1ndependent variables and the
dependent variable. The majority of these involve changes from inter-
active to direct relationships. However the influence of gender,
which was expressed direct]y in the situational model, is now expressed
indirect]y via 1nteraction-with both present and past experience vari-
ables. A1l of the rema1n1ng swgn1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps with the
dependent variable are expressed d1rect1y and we can clearly distinguish
the influence of current from past exper1ences upon techn1cz} school

student s conceptions .of romantic love.
THE ROMANTICISM MODELS

~ We have examined the relationships between the independent vari-

§gb1es and the dependent variables of g]obel‘romanticism and the

romanticism subscales. These f1nd1ngs, together w1th those obtained

to determine the extent to which each of the romanticism models

-require modification. o



128

. The Situational Model

Figure 6.1 on tﬁe priowing page presents separate path diagrams
for the situational model for university and technical school students.
f?o faéi]itate discdssionlof these diagrams we will fo]]bw the proce-
dure adopted in previous chapters of restating the relevant proposi-
tions for a model and then discussing the findings from the data
aha1ysi;. | |

Proposition 1: Courtship status influences current love status.

Proposition 2: The duration of the current courtship stage positively
influences the amount of influence in proposition 1.

As these two propositions propose‘in'effect an interéctiye
re]ationship towards 1ové status they wi]]lbe discusséd together.

Among un1versqty students no interaction between courtship status and
duration of that status is present in re]at1on to either of the love

Statuses. Only current courtship status is found to be-significantly
associated with both béing.andjgot‘being in love. For this student -
group the first proposition §§ confirmed while the second ié not.

Among technical school students, current courtship. status i;ter—
acts with duration of courtship status forming an inverse significant
relationship-to only the status of currently not being in love. No
interaction is present in relation to the status of currently being in
Tove which is positively and significantly influenced by current- court-
ship‘status only. For this student subsample probbsition 1 is confirmed

for the status of being in love and proposition 2 is confirmed for the

status of not being in love.

~ .Proposition 5: Courtship status positively influences premarital
. sexual permissiveness.

The pfoposition is confirmed for botthng]ish student subsamples.

’ir:’
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Figure 6.1: The Situatiogal Model of Romanticism

[
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The higher the current courtship status, the significantly more permis-
sive are the sexual attitudes of university and technical school

‘students.

Proposition 7: Courtsh1p status pos1t1ve1y influences current sexua]
experience. : .

This proposition is confirmed for both student subsamples. The
higher the current courtship status the greater the 11ke1ihoodvthgt
‘respondents are involved in a sexual relationship. Howevér due‘to
the manner in whigh the sexual invo]vement variable was constructed
confirmation of this proposition may be more bf an artifact of the
research design itself as discussed prévious]y in Chapter III.

Proposition 8: Current love status pos1t1ve1y influences current
sexual exper1ence

4

The propos1t1on is basically confirmed for English students.
Current]y being in love is positively énd significaht]y ré]éted to
sexua] 1nvo]vement among both university and technical schoo] students.
Current]y not being in love is significantly and inversely re]ated to
sexual involvement for university students only. Among technical
' séhooi students this love status is unrelated td the sexual exberience
variable. | |

Proposition 9: Permissiveness level positively influences current
-sexual experience.

The propositidn is confirmed for both grqubs of students. The
highef the permissiveness level, the significantly greater the 1i£e]i—
hood of sexual involvement. N

In summary, almost all of the bropositions'ih'the situational
model are confirmed. The exceptions 1nc1ude the lack of 1nteract1on

between c0urtsh1p status and duration of courtsh1p status in re]ggaon

130



to Tove stétus, particularly with regard to the status of being in
Tove, and the lack bf sign{ficant relationship between the status of -
not being\ip iove and current sexual experience for téchni;ai séhoo]
students only. Very few modifications are required for relationships
between the independent variables in the s%tuationa] model.” However,
- numerous hodifﬁcat{ons are'required in relation to the associations
between indepéndentvvariab]es and the global romanticism dependent
variables. |

The Lifetime Model

Figure 6.2 on the following page illustrates the modified 1ifetime

models for university and technjca] school students. The relevant

ﬂ“‘“"""w\

findings for the propositional statements are preéent bd

Proposition 11: Lifetime courtship experience positivgly influences .

lifetime love experience.

Proposition 13: Lifetime courtship experience positivaly influences
lifetime sexual experience. :

Proposition 14: Lifetime Tove experiehﬁe positively influgnces
- lifetime sexual experience.

Proposition 15:  Lifetime sexual experience positively infldences
* permissiveness. \

These propositions afé all confirmed for both LniVersity and
teéhnical school students. - The greater .the number and intensity of
~ cdurtship experiencés during a studentfs Tifetime, the significantly
greater the number of.]ove'éﬁd sexual invo]vemenfs during that time.
Lifetime sexual experience is also significantly and poéitive]y
influenced by ]ifetjme Tove éxperience. Finé]]y, Jifetime gexua]

experience positively influences current sexual attitudes.
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" Figure 6.2:  The Lifetime Model of Romanticism
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Proposition 16: Lifetime love experience pos1t1ve1y 1nf1uences
perm1ss1veness '

This prppos1t1on 1s-not confirmed in either studeht‘subsamp1e.
The Variéb]e'meqsﬁring Tifetime ]oVe'experience is statistica]]y
unrelated to current sexudl permissiveness. °

, In'summafy, we heve éeen that all of the propositions except

for,proposition‘16 are confirmed. Only one modification is requifed'-

for this aspect of the model for both student grougs. - However?ofher
-modifieations; s1{ightly different for university af\Ebposed to tech;
_nica] schoo s;udents, must be made regarding rei;tionships between
the independent variables and the"dependent‘vafiabje Of‘g]oba1»'
‘romanticism. | |

" The PAC Model

Figures 6.3 and 6.4 1lustrate the modified PAC models for
universify and techﬁica] school students respectiveiy. The findings
for relevant proposifions are .presented below. As the PAC model
proposes several new re]at1onsh1ps between independent var1ab1es,, )
“some of which pertain to variables: conta1ned w1th1n the s1tuationa1
" ‘model, . further”regression analyses were,performed"Upon the s1tua-~
t1ona1 var1ab]es contro]11ng for the add1txona] relevant past
exper1ence -variables, a procedure’ which a]tered the sample size and

subsequent]y produced s11ght1y d1fferent path coefficients in a

feW'}nstances. None of the proposed re]at1onsh1ps between s1tuat1ona1

independent var1ab1es were altered in terms of atta1ned level of
statistical significance with one exeeption for technical school
students. Whereas within thé situational model the relationship

between the status of Eurrent]y‘not being in love and current sexual
. ,
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experience does not achieVe stetisticai significance, within the PAC -

model this relationship is significant and inverse. Therefore,

proposition 8 is now confirmed for‘bcth English student'sUbsampies.

As no other changes to the situational portion of this model are ’

. warranted the remainder of the section will focus upon the additional
“propositions developed to incorporate past experience variables.”

'Propdsition 19: Past courtship experience p051t1ve1y inf]uences

past love experience.

Proppsition 21:- Past courtship experience pOSitiveiy inf]uences

' past sexual experience.

. Proposition_22: Past love experience‘pOSitive]y»iniiuences‘pasf-

- sexual experience

Proposition 23: Past sexuai experience pOSitively influences
}perm1551veness

‘ These propoSitions are a]].confinned for both univerSity and

tethnic¢al school students. The'greater.thevnumber and intensity

:of past courfship experiences the sighificant]y greater the-nUmber

of love and sexual 1nvo]vements during that time period. Past
lTove experiqnce is found to be p051t1ve1y and 51gn1f1cant1y re]ated

to past sexual experience which variabie, in turn, is found to

~ be positively and significant]y related to current sexual

attitudes.

Proposition 24: Past love experience p051t1veiy 1nf1uences permis—
v siveness. ,

. I .
Th1S prop051tion is not confirmed While among university stu-
1
dents past love experience is unrelated to permissiveness, for technical
school students past love experience is significantly but inverseiy

related to sexual permissiveness. Thus, the greater the number of past

Tove involvements the significantly lTower the sexual permissiveness
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s]eve1s of techn1ca1 schoo] students.

In summary, all of the propos1t1ons except one relating to the past
experience. 1ndependent var1ab1es are conf1rmed As with the other
‘mode1s, substant1a11y more mod1f1cat1ons to the PAC mode] are requ1red
for re]at1onsh1ps between the 1ndependent and dependent varwab]es than
for re]at1onsh1ps between the 1ndependent va;1ab]es themselves We -

shall return to a cons1derat1on of these mode]s and the implications of

the findings presented here dur1ng the course of the next chapter



- CHAPTER VII

" SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In theklﬁ,? hétage of the present'stuaybthree models of romanti-

ed based on findings from previously conducted research

e

’cism were d4i
in an attempcl 1;determine the independent influence of a number of
“variables upoé,
graduate stUde%_ i One model focuses upon current situational court-
ship,.love ~andrl“~'i ua1 eXperienCe vartabTes The second focuses upon

- these same experience var1ab1es measured from the perspect1Ve of a

respondent s 11fe;'% , and the third model focuses upon these,var1ab1es

separating currejlirffjpast exper1ences in the same areas. Using
mu1t1p1e regresston analysis techn1ques each of the models were app11ed
to data co]]ected in an earlier research project (Hobart 1979). The
second data: ana]ys1s, stage attempted to determ1ne the 1nf1uence of the
variables conta1ned w1th1n‘each &::e;’and the models as a who]e upon the
global romanticism scores of Frenc

‘school students. Results from the pre11m1nary analyses indicated that
~some of the models d1d not ach1eve stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance for the
French students. ' This 1ack of s1gn1f1cance cou]d be due to measurement
‘error introduced during the translation of the research instrument from
the Eng]1sh to the French language or .simply to the lack of re]evance |

of the major 1ndependent variables for French students' romant1c1sm

‘As a result of these f1nd1ngs French students were omitted from further

analysis. More complete data analyses pertaining to global romanticism,

LA

" 1an

ie conceptions of romantic Tove held by Canadian under-- -

d English un1vers1ty and technical

-

iy M bl L 2k et mmedaT e e




the romant1c1sm subscales, and re]at1onsh1ps between 1ndependent

var1ab1es were. then performed on]y upon Eng]1sh un1vers1ty and techn1- \

ca] school students

L1m1tat1ons of the present study |

T Before rev1ew1ng our f1nd1ngs,t1t is appropr1ate to review some '
]im1tat1ons of the present study, most of whlch are methodolog1ca] in

natUre Perhaps the greatest problem 1nv01ves the loss of descr1pt1ve

1nformat1on due to the presence of interactive re]at1onsh1ps of var1ous

b

types between 1ndependent varlables In the case where 1nteract1ve
relationships are present it is not poss1b1e to d1sentang]e the inde-
pendent effects of each var1ab1e nor to determ1ne prec1se]y at what
point the actua] 1nteract1on between two ‘continuous varlab]es occurs.

;i In the case of cont1ngency re]at1onsh1ps where, in effect a nom1na1
.
&

dummy variable Tnteracts w1th another 1ndependent var1ab1e, 1nformat1on’
1s 1ost regard1ng the effect of that other 1ndependent var1ab1e for the
rema1n1ng categor1es of the nominal var1ab1e | |
| For examp]e, in the present study gender is frequent1y found to
| operate as a contingency variable upon the re1at1onsh1p between sexuajt
permissﬁVeness and the dependent variables of either gioba] romanticism
- or the romanticism subsca]es. }From the“regression‘analyses we can |
determine how permissivenessvrelates to the dependent variab]es forh
ma]es Since, . tn this case, femadesﬂare'the reference category of the

“gender dummy variable, we cannot determine the 1ndependent effects of

: permissiveness upon the dependent var1ab1es controlling a]] other re]e-

vant wvariables for this category

An'alternat1ve strategy for obtaining such infOrmationvwould

involve analyzing the data separately for females, males, those in love, .

-

139
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not in love and undec1ded those hav1ng a sexua] re]at1onsh1p and those
not so 1nvo1ved p]us un1vers1ty and technical schoo] students a tota]
,of at least nine separate analyses and probab]y more gnven ‘the poss1b]e

comb1nat10ns of these var1ab]es Such-a cost]y strategy ‘would prov1de

. more deta11ed 1nformat1on about the romant1c1sm of- each category of

| respondents and is recommended for the future us1ng the same data set

as used in the present study.1

However, the pr1mary emphas1s in th1s
'study has been the determination of the. effects of certainvvariables
with less emphas1s on the actuaf&ﬁescr1pt1on of romanticism of the
vstudent samp]es The data ana]ys1s strategy adopted in the present
study serves the 1mportant funct1on of 1nd1cat1ng where interactive
re]at1onsh1ps occur and therefore where further ana]ys1s should beg1n
£1n the future Nh11e serving this purpose the strategy.does at the

' same time 1nvo]ve the 11m1tat1on referred to ear11er of a Toss of

)ldeta11ed 1nformat1on ava1]ab]e to the reader interested in. theasubstan- .

‘ ftlve 1ssue of romant1c1sm itself.

N1th respect to 1nformat1on loss we must also note that. the 11fe-
time‘and pgst courtship exper1énce yar1ab1es haue'b%en constructed in -
such a manner’as‘to merge. tuo-dtmenSdons of these ekperfences fAs'a:
result of th1s construct1on we are unab]e to determ1ne ﬁ;ether‘1tdls .
the actua] number of, or the 1ntens1ty of, such experlencesﬁagch are
more 1mportant for current romant1c1sm.‘ In effect we have created '
1nteract1ve varlables subJect to the same problems ment1oned above

"One 11m1tat1on of this study stems from the research des1gn 1tse]f
The data ut111zed here were co]lected us1ng-a cross-sect1ona1vdes1gn,~
A]l}data were‘collected at one point in'time,;re]ying'upon}accuracy.of

' memory and honesty of'the fespondents particularly with respect'to
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their reporting of past courtship, love, and sexual experiences. The
' &

Jlimited number of independent variables selected for the present study
. are essentially structura] in nqhnre that is, they pr1mar11y identify

a respondent 5 pos1t1on<w1th1n a courtship, love, or sexua] exper1ence

&

framework. None of the variables are processual in nature, directly

reflecting behavior or experiential cnanging aspects of ongoing rela-

Ationships. Data are not available forqpast conceptions of romanticism

or changes in romantitismvthat occurred concomitant with changes in-
dating-coUrting experfences Based upon the resu]ts of the regression

analyses we have 1nferred processual lines of cause and effect between

'var1ab1es, 1nferences whfch must be offered and- accepted with some |

S

degree of caution.
For example, we know that among university students current court-
ship status is poSitively associated with romanticism. “Those students

at more 1nt1mate levels of courtsh1p have s1gn1f1cant1y hwgher roman-
/

ticism than students at less intimate levels. We assume that movement

from one level of courtship to the next causes beliefs in romantic
idealism to'fncrease, but wefdo,not pdssess,pertinent information on

[
s

what it is about that movement which leads to the incnease. Further,
more defaiied,cinformation obtained through the use of some form of
1ongitudina]vdesign is cbvious1y needed to fill in chese gaps and to
test the assumptions being made here. »~ _ L P

A significant limitation of this study is reflected in the

.statistics indicating the amount of variation in the dependent vari-

N

ables explained by the romanticism models. The most powerful model
for university students explains slightly less than 7 percent; and

for technical school students just over 5 percent, of the variance in
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global romanticfsm scores. Unfortunately it is not possible to deter-
mine how this study compares with previous research since no previously
published study has repoftéd the:proportion of v;riance explained by the:
independent variables utilized in that research.

“In absolute terms, our coeff1c1ent of determ1n§t1on values appear
to be low, although these low va]ues may be part1a1]i understandab]e
given the 1imitations of survey research, the existence of measuremenF
error, and the fact that the present study is actually an exercise in -
fsecondary ana]yéis”,whekeby the variables were mafn1y éreated after
‘the data were obtaihed. Bear in mind also the emphasis %n this study
upon determinihg the inf]uencg of certain variables rather than a
complete explanation of romanticism. Still, deSpite the statiétical
significénce of the ﬁode]s for Eng]ish students, the explanatory power
of the variables taken together is undeniably low. The same conclusion
applies for the power of each independent variable considered apart
from the others, "as examination of the detailed tables in the appendices
indicates that very few variables, either'singTy or interacting with
others, e*p]ain more than one percent df the variance in the dependentz
variable. Again, how these fihdings combare with other research is
unknown. - vaipﬁ%]y additional variables are needed if we are to better
predict the romaﬁticism of Canadian undergfaduate students, a subject to
which we will return later. |
| Fina]]y; we must.noté that due to the use of different measurement
instryments‘for the dependent and most of the independent variables,
findings from the present study cannot easily be compared with those
obtained bf.other reseafchers, a problem that appearé to be endemic to

the romanticism literature. As many of the findings from the present



143

study do not support those which are wide]y“accepted within family
sociology today, we obviously require further research of a more com-
parable nature in brder to better determine the nature and antecedents
of romanticism in Canadian, or American, society.

The Romanticism Models

Findings re]éted fo global romanticism scores indicate that the
situational mode] éxp1éins the greatest propor?ion of the variance in
university students' scores, while for techniéa] school students the
PAC model has the greatest explanatory power. While these findings
nggest that future'research on the rbmanticism of these student groups
| requires'exploration of slightly differenf sets of var{ab1es, it muSt
be noted'that the suggested}focus:upon current situational factors}for
univeréity students may result in a loss of fnformation“if attention
is directed towards the romanticism subscales. Table 7.1 summarizes
- the findings regarding which models are the most powerful in predicting
variation in global romanticism and romanticism subscale scores.

From this tabie we observe that the PAC model is the most powerful
predictor for-all levels of g]obaT and subscale romanticigm for techni-
cal school students. Among univérsity students the situational model
1svstrongest for global romanticism and the suprehacy subscale while
the PAC model .explains the greatest proportion of variance in tradi-
tional and irrationality subscale scores. Focussing solely upon
current situational variables for university students would result in
a loss of informatioh regarding the:sour625 of variation in certain
aspects of university students’ roménticism'with a resuiting detri--
mental effect upon resulting exp]ahations. In summary, it appears fhat

sufficient gains in information are made to warrant the inclusion of
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Table 7.1: Most Powerful Models for Global and Subscale Romanticism,
English University and Technical School Students

Dependent Variable University Technical School

Global romanticism ~ Situational model PAC model
Traditional subscale. PAC model PAC ‘model
Irrationality subscale  PAC model PAC model
Supremaéy subscale Situational model PAC mode]

past expérience variables when résearching the romanticism of technical
school students. Only limited gains, pertaining to tw6‘subsca1e§, are
realized when past ‘experience informafion is obtained frpm gniversity -
_Students. If<the}focus of futuré research'is suffic1ent1y narrow as to
concentrate upon oﬁ]y global romahticism, fhen pést expefrience variéb]es
need not be included in the research design.

With further reference to the subscales, in Chapter V we combared
the sensitivity of each model to all three subsCa]es»for both student

2 values, each model

groups. It wii] be recalled that,.based upon the R
 has the weakest predictive power fof the traditional éubsca]e and the
situational model failed to achieve statistical significance on this
subsca]e for technical school studenfs. The mode1s consistently pro-
‘duced higher R2 values for either the irrationality or thé supremacy
subscales. These findings indicate that whatever influence courtship,
Tove, and sexual experience variables have upon general conceptions of
romantic love, they have the least reievance fqr traditibnal beliefs
about love and,the»greatesfrre]evanéebfor more immediate and‘experi-

ential beliefs. In«other words, variations in positions within the

experiente'frameworks utilized in this study as ihdependent variables
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are more closely linked to immediate be]iefs‘in how Tove™s experienced
and how_important ]oVe is to a successful relationship vis-a-vis other
factors. Var1at1ons along the 1ndependent variables are not.as closely
linked to the more general or abstract aspects of romanticism. Inclu-
sion of additioha) variables pertaining to more general socialization
‘experiences'towards love and marriage héy increaée the sensitivity‘of
the'mode1s to the be]iefs chtained in‘the tradﬁtiona] subscale. How-v
ever, it is not un]ikeiy that conceptions about love arefundergoing
transformations withjn our society, particu]ar]& with reference to
these traditional be]iéfs,'similar to'thosevoccurring in the realms of
marriage and divorce. Atcordingly,<these beliefs may no 1ohger be as
re]evant-to undergraduate students' romanticism. |
The findings presenféd in previous chapters also indicaﬁe_that‘
creation of lifetime experience variab]es'attually result in an bvera]]
| loss of information as the 11fet1me model is the weakest predictor of

g]oba] and subscale romant1c1sm for both university and techn1ca1
\

school studengs. Comb1n1ng both past and present experiences into one\

\

_set of variables appears to result in the suppression of effects of \

N
AN
\

certain influential variables and, accordingly, this research strategy \\

should be discoura&ed. . | - | \

In summary, the present study indicates that two different mode1s
are most apprépriate for research on university and technical school
students' romanticism. These models are reproduced in Figdres 7.1 and
7.2 on the fo]]oWing‘pages; The models are diagramed fn a manner
similar to their initial presentation in Chapter 11 witH the appropriate

~ modifications necessitated by the research findings.
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The Romanticism Variables

Each Of'our‘mode1s is composed of variables jdentified in previ- .
ous studies as influencing romanticism.  For the most part these |
influences wefé ascertained throQgh the use of bivariate analysis
techniques on.data col]ected from un1vers1ty student samples. Uti]i—
zation of mu1t1var1ate ana1ys1s techniques in the present study on
data collected from a more diverse research sample has produced find-
,iﬁgs that are frequently dtIOdds with thosé‘reported in theA1iteLature.
In this section we shall briefly review the findings~for variab]es
ﬁelected from the strongest models and’ compare.our findings with those
obta1ned e]sewhere o
Qggggr, The often reported gender d1fferences in concept1ons about
romantic love (Hobart, 1958; Knox and Sporakowski, 1968; Feng1er,.1974;
Rubin,‘1974) appear in this study to be mdre often an indirect.result
of the operafion of other variables upon the dependent variable. How-
. ever, the suggéstion of Kanin.gz_gl,, (1970) that gender differences
in'romahtici§m may be a function of .the duration of courtship are. not |
borne.out in the present study wheh other variables ére being controlled
'for a]though it must be noted that the present study measures the
durat1on variable in a different manner than do Kapin et a1 R who focus
'upon the entlre 1ength of time lapsed within a re]at1onsh1p wh11e
our study focuses upon the time lapsed within a given courtship status
only. ' | |

Nor does gender intéract'with current courtship status as sdggésted
"by Fengler (1974). Courtship status is found to be directly and
positively related to the romanticism of university students.in our

study and unre]ated to the romanticism of technical school students
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with%n the PAC model. For both malé and female univefsity students,

the samp]é most‘comparab1e to.that of Féhg]er, romanticism signifi-

cantly increases with increases 1n‘c6urtsﬁip"status..'The suggested R .

interactions derive from studies that do not appear to-haveYCQntrolled

for all of the variables contained within ourjnodélé. whenw;e examine"

~ our findings we observe that gender interacts with sexual permissiveness

for both universit} and fechnfca1 schoo] Students'and with’past love

experience among students from techn1ca1 schoo] only. Differences in

:romant1c1sm between males and females are a funct1on of d1fferences in’

the re]at1onsh1ps between their sexual att1tudes and their be11efs

about love, as well as their past 1ove,exper1en;es for some students.

Neithér of these independent variab]es can edsi]y be fntegrated intp

) thgltradftiona11y offérgd explanatidhs for gender differencés in

romanticism. 'At;the‘very'leést; exp]énationstbaSéd upon the functional

‘ nece;sityIOf differential idealism about\love between’the}éenders need

to be'expanded to}incorbqrate‘the roTe of sexda] attitudes, pasf love

experiences, and educational sefting (and its corre]ateé) in relatidn

to romanticism. / - |
One important gende? difference ffom our analysis should be hoted.“

Regard]esslof which model is being tested, university males are con-

sisteht]y and sighificantly less affirming of beliefs in love's

,‘ifrationality than. are females. Similar findings are obfained for

technical school students only with the PAC model. The gender dif—>

ference amoﬁg'university students may be related to the é]aim of

{

Kanin et g__ 1 (1970) that females, once they have decided that they are.

in love, experience the emotions of love more 1ntense1y than do males.

This claim is consistent with our finding that females more strongly
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believe that 1dve is irrational; even.though'current lTove status in our
study has nb‘bearing upon this relationship. Nhether experiences_lead
to beliefs, or beliefs to}experiences; eanndt be determined here but
:the possible complementarity of the two sets ofvfindings is deservingA

- of further study. | | |

Sexual Exper1ence One of'the more interesting findings from the

present study pertains to the d1fferent1a1 1nf1uence upon romant1c1sm '

of sexual exper1ence. Among un1ver51ty students, those who are sexually

- involved have s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower roment1c1sm than those not so

1nvo]ved, but:.among ‘technical school'students those who are sexua]]y
involved have significantly higher romanticism scores. The university
students confirm the aim-inhibition hypothesis whfle the technical
school students refute that'hypothesis Given the mdnner in”which the
current sexual experience var1ab1e was created and the s1gn1f1cance of
the findings perta1n1ng to th1s variable, there is suff1c1ent reason to-
suggest that future research should examine the exact nature of the
relationship between having sexual relations anddromanticism for dif-

v

ferent student and nonstudent groups

More spec1f1ca11y, the present study has determ1ned‘that sexual
1nv01vement, regard]ess of the amount, is an influential factor upon
'-romant1c1sm. The issue of quant1ty of sexual 1nvo]vement 1n relation
to romanticism is still unresolved In add1t1on, as ment1oned»1n

Chapter II the broader issue of type of sexual 1nvo1vement and its

e posswb]e 1nf]uence upon romant1c1sm needs to be ascerta1ned Are the

effects upon - romanticism d1ffenl/t for different types of sexual

activity? why arol tdlrect1ons of the re]at1onsh1ps between sexua],

‘1nvolvement and romant1cism d1fferent for the two student subsamples?.

150,
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These are researchable questions which hopefully can be»answered,in the
“near future.' | | |

Love Exper1ence In Chapter II'1t washnoted that previously conducted

- research had. not conS1dered the possible influence upon romanticism of
whether or not a person was 1n 1ove This study proposed that current
"Jove status and past love exper1ence wou]d significantly 1nf1uence
conceptions of romantic love. When we examine the f1nd1ngs for the
“most powerful mode]s for each English: student sample we observe that
being and not being in love are both unre]ated to the dependent vari-
: able As we have seen in the previous chapter,-the current 1ove ‘
statuses are significantly re]ated to current sexual exper1ence for
'both student groups. It would appear therefore that the influence of
-1ove status upon romant1c1sm is expressed 1nd1rect]y via the sexua]
exper1ence var1ab1e and these Tove statuses do not have a d1rect
| independent influence upon romant1c1sm However, we have also noted
that past love experience is d1fferent1a11y re1ated to romant1c1sm for |
‘technical schoo] male and female students even though current love
status 1is unre]ated to the dependent var1ab1e These f1nd1ngs suggest
that future research need not be concerned with whether or not their
respondents are current1y in love and can focus: 1nstead upon whether
they are sexua]ly 1nvolved and, for techn1ca1 schoo] students, what
level of involvement in love relat1onsh1ps they have had in the past.

Sexual Permissiveness. Th1s var1ab1e measur1ng attitudes towards

~ premarital sexual,invo1vement is found to have a significant influence
upon the romanticisn of both'university and technical school.students
- confirming the findings of Re1ss (1967) and Hobart (1974). - However we

a]so find that the nature of the 1nf1uence of perm1ss1veness on the
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'.dependent variable ts contingent upon genders',Fdr both university{and
Qo ~}techm'ca] schoo! maies, permissiveness is inverse]y ré]ated to romanti-
cism wh1ch aga1n conf1rms the f1nd1ngs of ear11er researchers Due to
'the nature of the data analys1s techn1ques ut1]1zed in th1s study we
::’cannot draw . any conc]us1ons regard1ng the d1rect1on of the relationship
: between perm1sswveness and the dependent variable a]though we have some
evidence (see footnoteel) to suggest that it is inverse to the flnd1ng
B }for males and therefore\in'contradictiontto previous research (Reiss,

" 1967:45, 80). The possible gender differences‘require‘fUrther explora-

P

tion particularly since éxamination of the detailed tables found in
Appendices A and B indicate that, at least for males, sexual permis-
siveness makes the greatest single contribution to the RZ va]Ue for
-the'mode] regardless of which'model or student'subsamp1e we observe.

The sexua]”attitudes variable frequently exp]ainsfthe same amount,

bif not more, of the variance in the dependentevariable than\dO-all of

“the remaining variables in the mode] added together. In other words, fhwtg
" the strdngest single predictor of male romanticism is sexual permissive:
‘ness, anotherbcognitive uariable. Whether ‘the same ftnding appiieS‘to

females cannot be determined here.’ Should subsequent research produce

s1m11ar f1nd1ngs then. the re]atwonsh1p between romant4c1sm and - perm1s-' '

o4 siveness cou]dvbe.prof1tab1y explored through the cons1derab1y greater

.~ volume of research on antecedents of sexual permissiveness attitudes

and standards;‘

ith the development of a number of propositions

derinv

sle literature and testable upo an_a1ready,,‘i
ex \

bost of the proposed're]ationshtp between
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~ selected -independent variables and the romant1c1sm dependent var1ab1e
hypothes1zed the attenuat1on of idealism about romant1c love w1th

: 1ncreased ]eve]s of 1nt1macy neasured in a varlety of ways. Fol]owxng

L suggest1ons stemm1ng from a genera] Freud1an framework, it was ant1c1-»

pated that, with increased 1nv01vement in courtsh1p relations,
- “rea%ity'testingtvuou1d~]ead’t0’a deCrease‘in~romanticism as»relation-
ships:faiied,tofconform'tO-the 5dea]istic expectations he]d by the
‘partiéipants However exam1nat1on of the s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1ps
found W1th1n ‘the most powerfu1 mode]s for un1vers1ty and techn1ca1
schoo] students revea]s the presence of a number of var1ab1es wh1ch
augment not attenuate, romant1c 1dea11sm |
Among un1ver51ty students romant1c1sm 1ncreases w1th 1ncreased

courtship status and duration ofvthat status. Among techn1ca1 schoo]
students duration of eourtship status, sexual 1nvo]vement past
courtsh1p experience, and past 1ove exper1ence for males all augment
~romanticism. Rather than produce a disillusioning effect,,certa1n types

ofnincreased intimacy appear to promote or_reinforce_idealism about;
romantic Tove. o |

Whlle the above ment1oned factors augment romant1c1sm, we a]so |

- find that sexual perm1ss1veness att1tudes attenuate romant1c1sm for -

_>un1vers1ty and techn1ca1 schoo1 males 71In add1t1on current sexual

' 1nvo]vement has a depress1ng effect upon- romant1c1sm scores for -uni-
versity students. For university ma]es, sexual exper1ence measuredt1n
terms'of both'attftudes and behavior reduoes romanticiSm For techni-
cal schoo] ma]es on1y sexual perm1ss1veness attitudes, not sexual | t
1nvo]vem3ht attenuate romantic idealism. Our ana]ysesﬁa]so 1nd}eate

an~attenuat1ng‘1nfluence of-sexual,behav1or:on'rOmantitism for



university females and an augmenting influence of'permissiyeness atti-
'tudesi Sexua]‘oehayior'augments technicai schooi»femaies' romanticism
but our analyses prov1de no 1nformation on the 1nf1uence of their ,

- sexua] attitudes and past 1ove experJences

These findings do not provide evidence to unequivocaiiy support

- or refute the Freudian framework The aim-inhibition hypothe51s itself

is confirmed oniy among univerSity students at least insofar as our
.focus is 11mited to conceptions of 1ove The‘]ack of consistent |
‘attenuation of romantic1sm in assoc1ation With variationstin our 1nde—
_ pendent variables suggests that theorists working out of the Freud--
“waiier tradition (see Chapter II) have over51mp11f1ed the processes

g invoived in modifying ideas and meanings: of Tove. If 1ncrea51ng

intimacy does provide reality testing.conditions,,then3on1y»some of .

these conditions weaken, while others-Strengthen; romanticism.w

Greater support appears to exist forithe deve]opment of a socia]

,1earn1ng theory of romantic 1ove streSSing the differentiai reinfor e~"

. ment effects of speCific courtship, Tove, and sex experiences and

_attitudes upon conceptions of romantic iove As the present study
‘ utiiized a cross sectionai survey research de51gn the collected data
'unfortunateiy do not prov1de information permitting an examination of

. the dynamics between 1ntimaqy and romantic love conceptions At “

present we can only state that-certain types of intimacy are associ-. ‘

'ated with increased romant1c15m and other- types of intimacy are
assoc1ated With decreased romantiCism Future researchers must there-
:"fore address themseives to attempts ateeﬁplicating the full nature of

these assoc1ations

N ' o .
In terms of empirical research, it seems clear that the dynamics:
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between intimacy and roﬁanticism beliefs could best be stedied with the

use of some form of longitudinal, in-depth, researchvdesign wherein more

dexai]ed information must be obtajned pertaining to the nature and

meaning of specific events for romanticism. ‘Perhaps the best metﬁod _

involves a_1imited-cfoss—sequential Qesign (Schaie, in Troll, 1975)

which combines both the cross:sectionai and 1oﬁgitudiha1 abprbaches‘ /

Here different generational sémpTes are repeatedly meaSured oh}various

_ dimensions over a se1ected.period of time. Some of tﬁe samples can be

matched on_majof variables of interest such as courtship and sexual

ekperience or.lack thereof, premarita1'sexua1 permissiveness standards,

and so on. Other.samp1es, while matched on these characteristics, can

vary along. important dimensions such as social class and ethnicity

,backgrounds.'fhe co]]ected prdeessual data can be_comparedhacross

samp]es.to determine the contribution of generatienal, social class,

and ethnicity effects upon the otheryindependent variab1es under cpnsid=

eration. While this method offers the greatest‘advantages'for valid

data'collection, it is obviously an'ambitiods and eestly design.
Fo]lowihg from the.present study, specific events to be examined'

: wdulm include, for examp1e,.sexual experience in its various fefms,

the movement from bhe'courtship étetus to another such as from going

stquy to becoming engaged,-andvthe effects of spending more time with

a relationship partner, as these events and experiences impinge upon

the conceptions of love he1d by the respondents. To’be comp]ete,‘$4

. social learning theory and the researeh upon which it is based must

also be able to specify the reciprocal inf]uence of romantic love

conceptions upon dating, sexual, and lee experfences. The phehome*

nological approach of Schwartz et al. (1980) in this regard may
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provide some guidance fdr both survey researchers in the formafion of
their measurement instruments and for theorists in their theory. building
endeavours. | |

~Such theory and research must confront the Canadian exberience
reflected in the data collected in the present study whg(eby the |
romanticism beliefs of_Eng]ish:and French university andqiechniéa]
school students,ére somewhat ‘dissimilar. The extent of similarities
and differences in the romanticism of Ehg]ish and French students must
be further explored. As we havé seen -in Chapters III and IV, the
present study féced certainvproblems with trans]ation of the question-
naire thaf must be overcome'invthe future if accur;te comparisons be-
tween these two cultures aré}tovbe made. From our findings it appears
that the independent variables considered here do not have the same
degree of applicability for an understanding of Quebec studenélé
romanticism as théy do for students from other regions of Canada. The
réasons for this appafent'finding have yet to be determined and pfovide
an interesting challenge to future researchers. Assuming that the‘
measurement pfob]ems can beiresolved, attention should focus more fully
upoﬁ the meaning of love for French speaking students_and upon the
gathering of additional information in an attempt to ascertain which
“variables do have stronger inf]ueﬁces upon those love cohceptiohs.

Inladdition to linguistic background differences, the present

study has also pointed up differences between students from different .
educational settings. Limiting our focus for the moment to English
‘respondenfs, we can first note that, on the sUrfa¢e, university and

technical school students appear to be quite dissimilar in terms of

factors influencing their conceptions of romantic love. However, as
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Table 7.2: Summary of Main VariabTeAEffects Upon Global Romanticism,
‘ English University and Technical School Students '

Variable ~ University Technical School
Currently in Tove “ -~ -no refationship | -no relationship
Currently not ih love -no relationship -no relationship
Sexual permiséivenes;w |  —for ma]es, inverse -for males, in;erse
Current sexual involvement -direct andvfnverse -direct but positive

Duration of courtship status -direct and bositive.‘-direct and positive

- Current courtship status  _direct and positive -no relationship
Past love experience _ - -for males, positive
Past courtship experience - -direct and positive

indicated in Table 7.2, which compa}és the inf]uence of variables con-
tained within the situational model for university students to those
within the PAC modé] for technical school students, a numbér of
similarities do ?xfst.l This comparison is undertaken with~fu1]lrecogni-
tion that the models do not control for the effects of the same vari-.
ables in both instances. However, the comparison serves a heuristic
purpose in providing us.with insight into what appear to be the major
simi]aritiés and differences between these two student gfoups.
Similarities ipc]ude the lack of significant relationships between
romanticism and cunfént lTove status, the relationship between thé
“dependent variab]eﬁand pénnisSiveness for males, as well as the rela-
tionshipé’between Fomanticism and duration of couftship status.
D1fferences 1nc1ude the influence of current sexual involvement and the
d1fferent1a]1y s1gn1f1cant variables of current courtship status, past

1ove exper1ence and past courtshlp experience. As noted earlier,
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| romanticism émong technical school students appears'to be influenced
by past experience‘variableé more than is the case with university
students, who are most strongly influenced by current experiences.

Yet we are confronted with the anomalous finding that, whereas
the sighificant inf]uences of past experience variables upon the,
romanticism of technical schoo] students are in a positive dirgction,
| unjversity students generai]y scbre higher on the romanticism ;ca1e.
The differential influence of current sexual involvement fails to
account for the Significantly higher fomanticism of university students.
The pdsitivé effect of current courtship status on the romanticism of
university,students'énd the léck of iﬁf]uence of this independent vari-
able for technical school students may”provide‘part of the answer, as
may the stronger association of some variables to'the depéndenf »
variable amongvuniversity students.. Sfi]1, on the\ane hand we have a
difference between the studext groups in terms of the global depeﬁdent
variable. On the other ha We have differences between the studenf
groups in terms of the influence of certain 1ndependent vafiab]esAWhich,
in themselves, dq not appear to account for the different rbmanticism
Tevels -of the groups. |

It is obvioﬁs that the variables included in the present study
are insufficfent.in scope and number to explain the existent differences
in romanticism between students frdm different school seftings and
between students within the same educational setting. In part, this
'deficiency‘?§ attributab]e‘to the orientation of this, and other,
| réséérch projects wherein the focus is mainly upon an identification of
factors that modify existing concegtions df.romantic love. Such a

focus precludes consideration of factors associated with the initial
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deve]opment of such concéptidns. If our goal is to explain romanticism
at the individual Tevel, then we must expand our research orientation
and include, along with our modifytﬁg}variables, addftiona] variables
associated with that 1n1t1a1 1earn1ng We have already 1nd1cated
prev1ous pages, the need for new methodo]og1es to increase the depth of
our knowledge regard1ng the 1nf1uence‘of certain variables.

Before considering'what‘additional variables should be incorporated

1nto future research we must first restate some of our. bas1c assump-

"tions. One major assumption of the present study has been that the Love

Attitude Inventory, 1n either a complete or an abbreviated form, does

1n fact measure our dependent var1ab1e of romant1c1sm A further and
related assumption is that 1nd1v1duals w1th1n our socio-cultural system

do hold concept1ons about romant1c love that are measureable. Such -
assumptnons are essent1a1 to the whole socwo]og1ca1 11terature on |
romanticism. o

Numerous authors (e;g., Udry, 1974; Skolnick, 1978) have comnented

upon the socialization of individuals into vocabularies, motives,

fantasies, and symbols of romantic love within American, and presumably ‘
Canadian, culture, beginning with the fairy tales of the nursery and

continuing with the mass media of movies, television, and popular music

[}

" for elementary school age chi]dren,'teenagers, and even adults; Al-

though none of these authors have spec1f1ca11y indicated how these
1mages about 1ove areé1ncorporated into individual world v1ews, some
ass1m11at1on process is assumed to occur such that by at least the age
level of the respondents in the present study, each person does hold a

concept1on about the meaning and characteristics of love, the role of

v1ove vis-a-vis marriage, the appropriate actions of a lover, the
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 feelings and experiences to be expected when‘one is in love, and 'S0 on.
However, it must be assumed that such concept1ons are basically A
'"1mp11c1t" in the sense of be1ng ﬁore "felt" than "understood" (Schwartz
et al., 1980:159) as evidenced by the difficulty involved in trying to
articulate.thém (Turner, 1970; Berscheid and Walster, 1974). These
. implicit conceptions of love would be similar to what are known as
"naivé" orlimp1icit_theorie§-uf personality or of re]ationships (see
Wolfe, 1974). It must a]so be concluded that the term imp]icit can be
equa]]y app11ed to not1ons about 1ove he]d by family scholars, g1ven
their difficulties in def1n1ng, and agreeing upon def1n1t1ons of,
romantic and other types of 1ove o
It is the task of the social scientist to attempt to construct an
1nstrument that will measure .these 1mp]1c1t cohceptions to some degree
and, based upon these measurements, to attempt to derive generaliza-
,tf?ns‘fegarding their composition, complexity, permanence, and suscep;
vtibi]ity to influences at éither the socio-cultural or indiuidual Tevel.
Because these'éénceptions of love are implicit, amorphous,and thérefore-
1a¢king"in cunceptual clarity and bonsistency; and difficult to articu-
late, it is not 31Ways possib]ento determine whether or not a given
~ measurement instrument fu11y captures their essential components.' It
seems reasonéble;-and necessary, to assume that the abbreviated.Love
Att1tude Inventony measures at least some aspects of concept1ons of
»romant1c1sm he1d by our respondents pertaining to be11efs in Tove's |
1rrat1ona11ty; the supremacy of Tove 'in overcoming potentia] obstac]es
to a continuing ré]ationship; and beliefs re]ating in large part to
what may be termed aé the‘mure traditional notion of "onentfue‘1ove."

~ Regardless of what form romantic or other conceptions of love take
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\ .
at the genera]_socio~cu1tura1 level, a central but as yet inadequately

considered issue pertains to the socialization of individuals living

~ . within a socio-cultural context into these conceptions. As noted

above, numerous authors. have identified sources of love socialization

but have not empiritally addressed the issues of which of.these sources

are most salient at different points over a person's 11fet1me and what
aspects of the soc1a11zat1on from these different sources is most and |
least resistant to modification by subsequent experience. ) .
| It seems reasonab]e to assume that concepttons about Tove are |
close1y related to concept1ons of marr1age marital ro]e expectat1ons

and sexua]1ty; It~seems reasonable to further assume that different

social classes and ethnio groups will vary_in their world wviews régard—

ing love, sex, and marriage\as suggested by the brief historical over-

view presented in Chapter II. The present study has 1nd1cated that

the romanticism of French and Eng]ish university and techn1ca1 school

students varies and is 1nf]uenced by s11ght1y different sets of vari-

ables. Previous research (Hobart, 1972 1974) indicates that premarita]
sexual permissiveness and marital ro1e expectat1ons also vary by -
ethn1c1ty and educat1ona1 background This earlier research suggests
that att1tudes he]d by members of the family of or1entat1on and by

members of one's. peer group, strong]y 1nf1uence a respondent S.

-‘or1entat1ons towards premarital sex and marr1age ’ . ' |

It can be posited that similar influences are exerted upon

_romant1c1sm " Similarities between a respondent s romant1c1sm and that -

transm1tted by his or her parents and peers is an area of research that
appears to have been neglected in the existing emp1r1ca1 1iterature

In add1t1on the influence of one's 1nt1mate relationship partner has
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also been neglected. Incorporation of variables measoring the level
of sfmiiarity or disSimf]arity.between the.romanticism‘of'a respondent'
~and these'others jnto,research designs should enhance our ability to
explain existing levels of romanticism held by students‘today.
In genera], it appears that exp]oration of the 1inkages between
contept1ons of marr1age, sex, and’ romant1c1sm and the1r antecedents
re]ated to econom1c social c]ass and ethn1c1ty backgrounds provide
the most prom1s1ng d1rect1onlfor future research on the subject of
romanticism at the individual level Further and more detai]ed examina—
~ tion of responses by members of the research samples in the present
study to each of the statements, cons1dered separate]y, contained in the
Love Attltude'Inventory, may provide additional stimulation and guidance
for further research.” A statement by statement analysis cou]d»he]pl
pinpoint specific areas of simiflarity and difference bétween educa-
tionally and 1ingoistioa}1y’ditferent subsamples; areas'tpat could be
1ncorporated into research and theory | | |
F1na11y, f1nd1ngs reported 1n Chapters IV and V on respondent s
mean scores for global romant1c1sm and ‘the subsca]es 1nq‘l’te that the
‘sample as a who]e is ne1ther h1gh1y romant1c nor characterized by 1ow |
1evels of romant1c1sm The findings indicate that the trad1t1ona1
subsca]e 1s‘the'1east strdng]y endorsed which suggests that’the "one
‘true Tove" notion, suggested by Udny_(1974) and Schwartz éﬁ.él- (1980)
to be the central oomponent of romanticism, may‘be declining in
importance‘ | N
| " There have been many major soc1a] changes influencing modern | 1 'L\
fam11y 11fe in the past two decades 1nc1ud1ng, for example, the women's

movemen? 1ncreas1ng female labour force partic1pat1on changing va1ues
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and behaviors 1in human sexua]1ty both within and W1thout marr1age,
1ncreas1ng 11bera11zat1on of attitudes and laws perta1n1ng to divorce
and the concom1tant rising divorce rates. However', perhaps.the one
major chanoe that has inf1uenced romanticism more than any other has:
been the human potential movement which appears to have given rise to
what_Goode (1977:394) refers to as the "rad1ca1 new romant1c1sm “ This
new-romanticism, which may be more a mtddle/class phenomenon g1ven the
apparent'sphene-of inf]uence of ‘the human potential movement, is
.eharatterized by en increased sense of uniimited freedom of choice in
intimate relationships, with an»accombanyingjdecline of the mone~tradi-'
tional expectations for oney]ove partnersone 1ifetime marriege._ In
addition;'strong expectations exist that "Se]f—real:tetion" and
"personal‘growth" w111 and should be céntra] components of all intimate
'nelationships These'empheses upon the growth potential of re]atﬁon-

ships and the 1mp11c1t permanent-availability-of- partners mode]

(Farber 1973) do not .in themselves appear to prec]ude marr1age but may

e et e i

operate to attenuate the 1ink between romantic love and marr1age as
indicated by the 1esser endorsement of the trad1t1ona1 subsca]e in our
f1nd1ngs "~ In other words whlle romantic love may still be an impor-
tant precond1t1on for marriage, romantic 1ove in itself does not |
necessarily have to lead to marr1age and may become an end in 1tse1f
Desp1te the poss1b1e decline of beliefs that be1ng in love
inev1tab1y and necessarily leads to marriage, the ev1dence presented ' -
in this study still indicates sunport,among respondents for beliefs in
) the‘irratiqna]; expertential component of love, and for thehcentrality.
and power of Tove in binding .or holding re]ationships.together. The
stronger relative endorsement of both the irrationality and sunremacy

[



subscales and the greater contribution of ‘these sdbsca]eiscores‘to
‘globa1 romant1c1sm may be a reflection of attempts to attdin the goa]s
of personal growth and experience w1th1n the context of intimate 1ove

re]étionships. From;the available evidence we can conclude at least

~ for this research sample, that whi]e'the nature énd meaning of Tove may

" have changed somewhat from previous time periods, love is important and

still counts.
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Footnotes

"To ascertain the validity of this suggestion for future research,

an analysis was performed on the situational model for global

-romanticism using data on female university students only.. The

findings from this analysis are presented below. Of greatest’
importance is the finding that sexual permissiveness. is signifi-

cantly but positively related to romanticism among university

females. The direction of this relationship is the inverse of

that obtained for males in the analysis performed on all university

students. A1l of the remaining relationships are identical to
those obtained from the analyses reported in Chapter IV on global
romanticism. We can conclude that sexual permissiveness is ,
inversely related, to the dependent variable for males and posi-
tively related to romanticism for females when other variables

- from the situational model are controlled for in the English -
university subsample. ‘

Multiple Regression Summary: Global Romanticism, Situational

ModeT, English University Female Students

RP=.0381  F=2.381  P=.029  N=368
Variable - B Beta = F N
' Permissiveness 4403 .0874  2.573* 0050
Current Courtship‘ R AT .
Status .5215 1918 6.250%* 0198
Having Sex ~  -1.1302  -.1181  2.461*  .0048
* Duration of Current | - | | T
“Courtship Status .1575 0911  2.778* . .0073
| Cur_'réntly in Love ~ .3749  .0411 - .266  .0001
Currently Not in - R : ,;
Love . - 4547  .0483 .430 .0012°

' Constant' #7093 .

*Significant beyond tﬁe .05 level
**Significant beyond the .001 level
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APPENDIX A: Detailed Regression Summary Tables, Global Romanticism

English and French University and Technical School Students
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Table A.1: Multiple Regression Summary, ‘Global Romanticish, Situational
university Students - T

.S

R% = 0674 F=7.006 P = 0000 N = 725
| Variable - B B_ﬁ . F g | ‘RZ***j
Permissivehess'X Maié - 6024 . -.2198 - 29.6%** 0368
Current Courtship A - o f
Status . .5005 . 2012 12.542%% 0069
Currently Having Sex  -1.3355  -.1411 g.695% .0076
.buration of Courtship | | | o
‘Status o aenono ©3.992%% 0060
Currently in Love: - 2695 029 L .265 - 0o51
currently Not in Loves 269 0292 34 0000
Permissiveness T .2310 0479 1.373 | 70031

Constant 32.7478’

**Significént beyond'the .01 level -

“**Note: The values of R given for each variable%;ﬁgic e the
proportion of variance,in the dependent W riaple‘explained
-, by each variable independent of, and in addition to, the ‘
variance explained by the other variables in the equation.
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. Table A.2:. Mu]t{p]e Regression Summa;y, Global Romant1c1sm, L1fet1me or
. -~ Model, English Dniversity §tudents , o B
R° = .0475  F=7.379  P=.0000  N=735
‘Variable ?_ B. . Beta - F B?
_ Permissiveness X Male . -.5288  -.1893 22.377** - .0288
~ Lifetime Courtship . ‘ L
~ Experience . ' .2205 . .1108 7.860*%* . 0125
Permissiveness X L1fet1me o : : o ‘
Sexual Experience .0366 - .0741 . 2.661* .0031
Lifetime Love Experience .0335 ~ .0078 .  .042 .0001
Permissiveness . .0050 -  .0010 ,_ .00l  .0031
Constant | 33.9720 3 |

."‘;-
%

%

-*Significant beyond the .05 level
~**Significant beyond the .01 level
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P

- Table A.3: ’Mu1t1p]e Regression Summary, Global Romant1c1sm, PAC
ModeT, English Un1versitx>3tudents ‘ ,

2 = 0600 4752 P-.0000 N =693

R
'Var1ab]e B " Beta ) F A B?
Permissiveness X Male  -.8288  -.2986  15.917** 0316

Current Cou}téhip ‘Status‘i ' : S
- X Current]y in Love ~ .3155 -,1561° . 8.093**  .0067

" Past. Courtsh1p Exper1ence ol o ‘ -
X Male . 2161 1157 2.157*  .0027

Current]y Having Sex -.9364 5.09887 3.558%*  .0034
Duration of Courtship . ,‘ B .
Status  .1223  .0699  3.457** 0009
Permissiveness X Past B
Sexua]}Experience o 0368, .0659 2.385%* .0030"
: Cu;rently Not in. Love - 2564 .0553 . 1.434 . .0009
Permissiveness L2150 .040 .75, .0013
 Past Couftship‘Experiende .0666 | .0312  .331 - - .0092
Past Love Experience - 0875' .0213. ‘LéiG o .0002

Constant 33 0963

* *Significant beyond the .05 level
_ **Significant beyond the .01 level
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Table A.4: Mu1t1p1e Regression Summary, Global Romant1cism S1tuat1ona1
o Mo&éT English Technical School. Students . .

RZ=.0347  F=2.923  P=.003 N =65
Variable B Beta F B?;

Permissiveness X Dura-
. tion of Courtship Status

X Currently Not in Love - .0724  -.1441 - 3.884%*  .0026
Current Courtghip Status ;\\\

X Current]y Exper1enc1ng , ' L .

Sex 2639 3306 3.184** . .0047
Male C s -a230 o §25 .0139.
Duration of Courtsh1p I R

Status C 27 a0 6&293** 0066
Currently Not in Love  .9914 1020  1.897-  .0035

. Current Courtship Status - .2076 ~ -.0832  1.100  .0014
CCurrently in Love - .2486  -.0269  .184 0008
Permissiveness L0195 L0043 .00 . .0013

Constant © 32.6%64

“**Significant beyond the .01 level
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, Table A.5: Multiple Regression Summary, Global Romanticism, Lifetime
Modg}, Engiish Technical School Students .

oo - . )
R =.0402  F=5.144 P = .0000 N = 612
Variable B Beta F R

Permissiveness X Male -.5281  -.,1882 '16.865** 0263

~ Permissiveness X Life- | ' |
time Sexual Experience  .0502 ~ .1093 4.384** ~ .0096

Permissiveness ' .3920 . .0773 . 2.232% . .0001

\~Lifétime Courtship = ™% - a L

Experience | .0821 -~ .0408 ~.852 - .0040

Lifetime Love Expgriencé -29639 -.0009 . .000 - 0002
. Constéht‘ y | 317313 gi{ o |

*Significant beyond the .05 level - | IR
**Significant beyond the .01 level o ,:5

#y
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fTab]e,A.G: Mult;p]e Regression’ Summahy;'Global Romant1c1sm, PAC Mode1
'EngJ1sh Technical Schoo] Students ,

=052 F=273% 002 N =508 )
- Variable B ~ Beta  F . . 5? |
‘Perﬁissiveness X Male - .7869 -.2840 10.926f*¥ .0193
' Pasf Love Experience ' . 1 . -

X Male | - .8670 1358 2.073*  .0060
Currently HéVing Sex  1.0611 1127 2.495%% 0044
Duration of gourtsh1p | . o

Status L1606 - .0923  4.332%* 0068
Past Courtship | | | . | , - : |

Experience . -1413 0674 [ 1.940+ 0079

Permissiveness. . 4877 L0991 3.307% .0031
 wwmﬂyML%Lwe‘;.QM .0835° 523 0003

- Past Love EXperiehCe . .1499 ',“-.0366i '}i_;324 | . .0029
Currently in Love - 2853 -.0264 . .122 - [0007

Current Courtship Status - .0821  -.0175. - .061  .0018

 Past, Sexual_Experiencé 0127 L0065 .015 0900

o Constant ‘; 307293 | | )

-

*S1gn1f1cant beyond the .05 Ievel | .
v**S1gn1f1cant beyond the .01 level ',-  .

K
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- ~Table A.7:

Multiple Regréss’ion'Sumﬁary, G‘10ba1_ Romanticism,

Situational Model, French University Students

**SignAj‘:ficant beyérjd the .01 level

Y

R%=.0s02  F=135  P=-.218  N=190
Variable R T Beta P :_3?,
Perm1ss1veness 969 16060 A.771% . 0224
Duration of Current - - s S -
- Courtship Status -.1828 . -.0927  1.395 +.0106
* Current]y Hav1ng ‘Sex -.8‘600/. - -.0883 : 631 ',.002.2 |
Currently in Love .88 L0871 - .703 L .0037
Current]y Not in Love  -.5895 o -.0474 286 0110
Current Courtship Status 0966 o 0386 a2  ‘;0000
soMale L2168 . -.0226 0% - .0004
1 | Co‘n‘s‘tan‘t"}_‘ - 28'.1250 | | :
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. ~Table A.8;
' - Model,

Variablev

-0598

F =
B

" Lifetime Sexual Expariénce

X Perm1ss1veness

2573

'L1fet1me Sexual Exper1ence

X Lifetime Love -

Experience.

‘Lifetime Love Experience

Male

L1fet1me Courtsh1p
Experience

o Permissivenessl

Constant

_.2159
4275
 -.6602
1027

0037
 28.1155 |

Beta

.4795

L4503
L1010
-.0668 ..

©.0505
- .0152 1 ..

~

\.'.**Significanf~beyond the }Ol'leve],_”'

Mu]t1p1e Regress1on Sumna¥yl.Globa] Romant1c1sm Lifet1me
French Un1vers1ty Students” . -

L
078 =188
F R’
5.385% 0203
4.308* 0223
932" 0043
.88 0057, o,
TR
CLeet oo T
..029 - o054 o .
: 3
- g



, Sex Experience ,

vi».Past Love Experience,x .
- .Past’ Sex Experience p' - .4552 - -6954 -

B

TablekA;Q: “Muitipie Regression Summary, Global Romant1c1sm PAC Mode]

French Univer51ty StudentS‘

RZ s

oy
: ¥ P

Variable ' g , i' Beta,r

Permissiveness . R 1 0065 .1630
Current Courtship Status - 7865° - 3272-

Currently Having Sex L9102 -L09351
Male R .1278 L0131
Curretly in Love - .1321  -.0132
oo Past Gourtship
- Experience "~~~ - -1.0150 -.4425
" Current Courtship Status = . ,
X Past L0ve'Experience“ .3909.  .5932

Current]y Not in Love X .
Past Sexual Experience 1 1781 .3695

t'eCurrentiy Having-Sex X

Past -Courtship -~ =~ . ‘,_i o
Experience e ,9441 .4971
Past Courfship
Experience X Past

“Current Not in Love X S "_ﬂlwxfkﬁ},i e
.~ Duration of Current - =
S Courtship Status

Current]y Having Sex 5",',f_ffl, -

X Duration of Current’
-_.Courtship Experience X

Past Love Experience - 1524 ‘f?-,3357..

COﬂStant f 30‘*.9.42_8‘ e '

-,;J_jrtfiiisjgnifjéaﬁ{.géybhq,thq,;cr:jéVéJ R

RE= 1815 F - 1. 92  P=

A

o ‘;1753 .ae82

- -3

e032v'
7

o F .
e
s
.
s

011

6.722%%

7.677%%

i
1 5.008%%

6.718%*
.._..:I)t‘ .

1104

%,190_ *

.0207
.0060

.0013.

8.528%* |

RZ';

.0001 -
0010
.0009
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Table A.10: Multiple Regression Suﬁmahy,'G]ObaT'Romanticism, ;
‘ ~Situational Model, French Technical-School Studegits ©

N : ' )

R = 1214 F=4.399  P=.0003 N-=187 s
. : . W
Variable B Beﬁg F | B?
- Permissiveness X ) _ ) .
Currently Having Sex:  .8642 . .2762 9.574%* .0440
Currently in Love - . -2.0844 :?5406 ‘ 5.787%* .0001 N
Duration of Current * ) ‘ /
Courtship Status : . ‘ |
X Male i - .3204~ -.2266 7:¢784** .0217
Permissiveness X T -
Duration of Current o - \
Courtship Status .0949 .2024 4 966** .0538"
Currently Not, in Love - .6611  -.0695  ~ .593 ' 0008
Permissiveness ~ L4469~ . -.0796  1.139 .0010
Constant T 30,0725 |
o )

**Significant beyond the .01 level
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o

Table A.11 Multiple Régression Summaryz_G1obaT Romanticism, Lifetime
Model, French Technical School Students ‘

R2 - 038 . F=13% < P=.251  N=18]

Jariable B~  Beta - F R
Male ! 13456+ -.1517  3.569%% 0242
Lifetime Sexua]vkxperiénce».2340 1152 1.750 2 .0096.
Lifetime Cburtshipva' “ Lo | :
‘ Expérience - .0826 -.0382 ©.202 .0018 "
Lifetime Love Experience - .0218 -.0060 - .006 ..0003
Permissiveness\\n\\' -~ .0176 -.0030 . .001 " 0008

. ’ |

Constant - 29.3684

**Significant beyond the .01 Teve]
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Table A.12: Mu]t1p1e Regress}en Summary, Global Romanticism, PAC

ModeT, F?encﬁfTechn1c71 ‘Students -
R% = 1354 . F = 2.557 p=.00d °  N-=157
Variable B Beta F | B?

Permissiveness X Current
Courtship Status X -

“Currently Having Sex - .1755° 2821 7.143%* .0561
Duration of Current ' . ' | )

‘Courtship Status _ ’ . , ‘ _

X Male - 3075 . -.2258  §.303%* 0371 -+
Currently in Love -1.5156 - -.1769  2.061* = .0105
Permissiveness X Past - | - o

Courtship Experience - .1121 -.1631 -~ 2.913** .0152 A \

) ; : »
Past Sex Experience 1702 .0781 . .823 .0051 ‘
Currently Not in Love .- .4592  -.0505 216 .0000
Past Love Experience - .0118.  -.0037 ° .002 - .0011°
Duration of Current
Courtship Status . .2365 . .1443  2.595 .0045
Permissiveness  .0463 0082 ' .008.  .005
Consﬁ%nt‘ 29.3493 | 7. o ‘ o |

*Significant beyond the .05 Tevel
- **Significant beyond the .01 Tevel
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*APPENDIX B: Detailed Regrqssidn:Summary TabTes, Romanticism Subscales, ,’1'a .

English University and Technical ‘School ‘Students . . ) f
. ~1 - L
‘ | . ' ) | ( 4 ’ \\ | / i
. / B . H
Y - ; k 4
: ‘ o : . , %
. - < i
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. |
Table B.1: Multiple Regression Surmary, Traditional Subscale, |
Situational Model, EngTish University Students -
R = .0296 Fr=3.121 * P=.003  N=725
s . ‘ ’ C ‘ .
varisble . B 5 Beta: F R
.VPermissi?eness“X'Curqent . o - - | , R o .
Courtship Status -~ - *°.0601°  .%630  6.775** 0029 -
‘Permissiveness X Currént]y. o R | TR o | r
Having Sex o =01999 - -1341 5.351%* .0069-
Duration of Current- ,
Courtship Status X o o N ‘ SRR VR
Currently ‘Not in Love . .0848 .1070 4:,233%* .0024 o
. 'S - ' ‘ . N s K ‘_ . : o > ’
Permissiveness X Male- -.1245 ~ -.0901 " 4.756** - .0064
Currently in Love | .2454  .0535.  .970 .0029
Permissiveness . 2416 .09  4.869 T .0077
'DUration'of Current ;; R ' R " i
. Courtship Status ° - -.0036  -.0041 ~  .009 -0004
Constant ‘ 8.6588

~**Significant beyond the .01 level
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» Tab1e B.2: jMu]tid]e'RegreSSionfSuﬁmary, Irrationality Subscale,
B Situational Model, English University Students

'R‘Z

0 R°<.0558 0  F=6.088  P=.000  N-=725
IO S Variable i;/;/f4§ | Beta Fo 5?
: IR DufatiOn of'CUrréht' S : ~ ' -

. - Courtship Status X , L ' .
gCurrentJY‘infLove , .%272 ©.1976 10.984** | .0145

" Current Courtship Status = .1805  .1601  7.880%* .  .0353
S o L ,
~ Currently Not in Love . \5369 .1069 4.964%%  .0011

Duration of Current

Courtship Status X o AT
Permissiveness - -.0217 -.0974  4.033**  .0005
Male "\ 2387 0588 2.487% ~.0043
Currently Having Sex -.1595  -.0372 452" 0001
Permissiveness 0969  .0443 993 .0000

Constant . 11.0668 - S -
Y S o
. w*Significant beyond the .01 level ~

o~

3
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‘ Téb]e'B.3: Multiple Regression Summary, Suprematy Subscale,
.+ Situational ModeT, EngTish University Students’

; RS 0063 F = 10.914. P =".000 N = 725
 Variable o g' . l EEEE. - F 5?
" Permissiveness X Male  -.3885  -.2565  41.708% 0526 ,
 Curréntly Having Sex -.6621  -.1266°  5.568% 0045
. Current Courtship Status .1576  .1146  4.200% = 0014 .

-Permissiveness X ‘o

Duration of Current e o ~ S 2
- Courtship Status "7.0245 ° .0901.  4.507* .0040
~ Currently in Love ~-.3082:,  -.0684 11458 -~ .0001
" Currently Not in Love 1.5363 N_—,0659 1.702 .9634 e
Permissiveness  -.2575  -,0966.  4.666 0305
Constant °  13.9198 .
. :

V <—¢u¢?

: ‘ ' ' -t
- **Significant beyond the .01 level



T

>

LED)

 Table B.4: ‘Mu1tipJe Regression Summary, Traditional Subscale,

Situational Nodel, English Technical School Students

2

@ T R® = 0103

Variable
Currently in Love
', Permissiveness

Duration of Current °
Courtship Status

~ Currently Not in Love |

Currently Having Sex

Current Courtship Status:

Male
7 Constant

)
x*

*#Significant beyond the

Fo= 964 . P= .456
B Betas £
3605 -.0861  1.773
1306 L0654 2.508%
.0479 0614 2.30R*
-.2108  -.0480 .  .811
1010 .0232.  .158
.0185  .0128 044
—os _.009 050
8:7631 |
.01 1éve1 4

N = 659"

1

R2

.0016

.0042 -

.0031

.0012

.0000

.0001

.0000
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Table B.5: Multiple Regréssibn Summaryy- Irrationality Subscale,
~++ Situational Model, EngJish Technical Sth%] Students

P o -
RE= 0501  F=5733 - P=.0  N-=65
’ Variable B Beta Fo B?( v
~ Duration of‘Curr nt : , _
Courtship Statu® X o ; 4 )
Currently in ‘Love ~.1039 .1591 6.709** = ..0332
Current Courtship - \ - ¥ ’
Status X Currently = . '
Having Sex - L1126 .1186 5.864** * .B6085
-Permissiveness: X . e o e
Duration of Cutrent : v :
- Courtship Status ~-.0205  -.0957 3.236%* .0055
Male . . -.1983.  -.0456 1.%;4 .0026 i
Currently Not in'love  .1226  ,0269  .302 ,  .0001 - \
Permissiveness i 1290 ".d€;2 © 1.675 .0002
" Constant 10,9958 '
‘ ¢

\ e
\

*ijghifﬁcant beyond the .01 level ,



Table B.6:. Mulfip]e'Regressibn Sumﬁany,‘SuQremaqy‘SUbscaTé,
- Situational Model, Eggﬁﬁsh'TechnicaJ’SchOO}‘Students

| RP- 0645  F=6.407 <P=.000  N=659
V;f‘fable B Beta P RZ X
perrhi_s/sivénéss KMales 2782 +.1913 . 20.178%% S0z
Duration of Current s AN -
.+ Courtship Status 0747 .0773  31850**  .0048

% CUrreht1y in Lové{i '.; ©.2813 . -;0542 746 .0014

Current Courtship Status® -.0691 ~ -.0494 683 0026

. {‘ Cu:rehﬂy Not in ypv'é' .2562  .0470 . .826 | .0014

Currently Having Sex - .2224 e 529 ‘..ooo“é/

: Permissiveness 1790 -.0712  2.734 © o2t

" -Constant ' 12.9807 .

**Significant beyond the .01 level
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. Table B.7:

)
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Multiple Regression Summary, Traditional Subscale, Lifetime

2

RS = .0266 °

-"k/ '””““j\‘Variablé | B

Lifetime Courtship N
Experience X Lifetime
Love Exﬁerisnce,

- Permissiveness\ . "\ +.1547
S QQ%ﬁfetimeASexual A

' ‘Experience .0350

- ¢ A

Male -.1125

" Lifetime LoVe Experience  .0561
. Constant ‘}7’ . 8.8480

*Significant beyond the .05 Tevel

% . .

L0257

Model, English University Students
L ’ ! ] :
.F =3.979

P = .001

¥

' Beta . F

©.0983
0603

.0377

-.0239

.0257

- 2.859*

- "2.351%
.803
.408

©oLar

N =

o

735
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Table B.8: Multiple Regression Summary, Irrationality Subscale,

, Lifetime Model, English Universitx;syudents g |
R2-N393  F=498  P=.000 N=735
| Variable 8 Beta  F 13
PérmissivenéSs\’fLifetime B o R -
Sexga] Exp 1ehteﬂ ‘ .0484 .2178 5.560tf - .0041"

Lifetime Sexual e ‘ |
Experience X Lifetime T ST
-~ Love Experience . *  -.0434  -.1889  3.589** . .0047

-

Lifetime Courtship T e
Experience S L1236 137777 11.799%% 0098 -
Mile -.2721  -.0655  3.112%% = .0082
Lifetime Love | . S : ’ . =
* Experience - o A0S om0l
Permissiveness - -.1014 0 -.0449  .883 .0000
Constant t-11;9084 ' | N OR ;
© **Significant beyond the .01 level
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~Table B.9: Mu]tmle Regression Sunmar_yJL Supremac_y Subsca]e L1fet1me
L ‘Model, English’ University Students: L ‘ I
R® - - .0871  F=13.902  P=.000  N=1735
| Vamab]e o §_  * Beta E . a 32- |
‘ Perm1ss1veness X Ma]e | “_-.3752' -;2590 ) »:4‘3.164**- '.0541’
Lifetime Love Experiencé .1548 0696 3.387%* - .0042 )
- I,,1fet1me Courtsh1p A R T o
| Exper1ence : | - .0323 .0311 .626 ' .0005 .
-L1fet,1me‘ Sexual S o , . R '
" Experience | - .0162 - .0171 - .174 - .0001
Permissiveness . -.1851  -.0708  2.986 .0083
Constant - '13.4619 | U
: e g | ' - k . v e . N : . ) -\- - *
**Significant beyond the .01 level » e . ﬂ/\‘——\
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Table B.10: "Multiple Regression Summpry,'Traditiona] Subscale,
s -~ Lifetime Model, English Technical School Students .
| : .

R° = 0265 © F=3.297 " P=.006  N=612
‘ Variable- B/ Beta o R?
Perm{ssivenes;// 1976 L0860  3.527%%  .0053
T ' ) . , ‘
Lifetine Sexud] Experience .0676 .0847  2.999%%  -.0106
Lifetime Courtship . - S ’ '
- Experience C.0359  .0393 .76 .0090
Male o -.0882  -.0205 232 . .0004 .
_Lifetime Love Experience .0204 * .0105 , .056  .0012
Constant ~  8.2290 - |
X o | v
*Significant beyond the ;22 Tevel S : L
level '

**Significant beyond the .



Table B.11: Mu]tipﬁe Régression Summary, In}ationality Subscale,
Lifetime Model, English Technical Schopl Students

R2= 0419  F=5207  P=.000 * N=612

Variable B Beta =~ F B?
Permissiveness X Male 1534 -.1186 6.212%% 0006
.Lifetime Cburtsh{p , ' ’

Experience . = .0730 .0754 2.835% .0178°
Lifetine Love Experience .06%8 .0314 511 0014
Lifetime Sexual . S |

Experience S - .0262 .0311 .409 .0045

Permissiveness 3942 1623 11.174 o7
Constant : 10.0324 - - |
*Significant beydnd the .05 level . , j

**Significant beyond the .01 level

N
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Table B.12: Mu]t1p1e Regression Summary, Suprema;y Subscale, Lifetime
ModeT, Eng]1sﬁ Technical School Students ‘~»,9k
R2 = 0878 | F = 6.085 P=.000 N-= 613
©ovagefle . B mets R
Permissiveness X Male -.3249 | -.2142 21.849** .0464 |
LLifeiime Sexual - o L ‘ '
Experience .0302 0316 ~ 425~ .0006
Lifetime Ldve ; - ,
Experience -.0722 -.0309 ~  .498 .0005
Lifetime Courtsh1p . . |
: Expe?1ence ’ -.0164 -.0150 .113 .0003 .
Permissiveness \ -.0359 -.0131 .073 . .0001
Constant | 13.0179 1 - L
L
**Significant beyond t'ta 01 Tevel
7
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Table B.13: Multiple Regression Summary, Traditional Subscale, PAC
« 'Model, English University Students

-~

R = 0400  F=2.178 © P=.009 N =693
Variable B geta © F . R

Past Sexual Experience . | .

X Currently in Love .2145 1776 4 395%* .0012 .o
Past Sexual Experience ' S |

X Currently Having Sex -.2031 -.1765 3.707** .0052
Current Courtship Status 1496 1214 3.447%% 0022

. | | .

Past Courtship Experience ‘

X Male o.ams 1177 1.856* .0026
o - B |

Past tove Experience X S

Currently Not in Love .2186 L1073 4.622%* .0074

o A |

Permissiveness - - \t .1176 .0477 1.303 . .0060
Duratfon of Currént _ ‘ :

Courtship Status .0330 .03717 = .878 .0006
Currently Having Sex - .2238 0475 317 .0013
MaTle | -.6301  -.1375  3.441 .0015
Currently in Love  -.3362  -.0723 780 .0000
Past Courtship : ‘ | .

Experience | -.0434 -.0402 .. 456 . .0033
Past Love Experience -.0879 -.0420 '1.005 .0065
Past Sexual Experience  .0555 .0540 814 .0022 /

| | : . /
Constant 8.7252 J

‘*Significant beyond the .05 level
**Significant beyond the .01 level
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Table 8.14: Mu1t1p1e Regression Summary;‘Irrat1ona11ty Subsca]e Pac

Model, English Unﬂvers1ty Studénts

NRP- 0000 Foser7 P=.000 N 693
Var1ab1e K\ B Beta - F _B?
Permissiveness X . T , L
Currently in Love L3130 .2283  14.194** .0189
‘Past Courtship Experience A
X Duration of Current ’
Caurtship Status B} +.0274‘ '+ -.1874 . 3.164** -.0035
Current Courtship Status , .2107  .1851  B.767** . .0289
. Curréntly Not-in Love . ..7340 - -1690  10.347** 0064

— .
Past Courtship Experiente
X Past Love Exper1ence -.0489 -.1606 2.283** . 0020

Perm1ss1veness X Past . ‘3 //I -

Sexua] Experience .1167 6.355%* .0068-
Currently Having Sex -.3750  '-.0861%< 1.825%  .0008
Male . S.3201  -.0752  4,019% 0053

 Duration of Current , A -

Courtship Status L0824 .1003 2.010 .0006
Permissiveness -.1541  -.0678  2.289 .0004

- Past Courtship Experienée 2792 2805 - 51326n \T‘\\:OOIO

Past Love Exper1ence -71010,' -.0523 A‘;497 :» i .0194

Constant 10.7477

e

> ’ )

~ *Significant beyond the .05 level |
**Significant beyond the .01 level
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Table B.15: Multiple Regression Summary, Spremacx Subscale, PAC .
, . "ModeT, English University Students -

=083 - F=552  P=.000 N=-69
Variable B © Beta fv ; ,B? v
Permiséiveness X Past | N :
Love Experience X Male - .1171 -.2052 19.846** - .0267
+ PastCourtship Experiénce S |
.2 X Currently Having Sex - .1501 -. 1545 5.288** - 0055
. : ' o '
Permissiveness X Past © N ' ' '
Courtship Experience - .0463 .1465,}, 5.839** .0016
Current Courtship Status .1107 .0856  1.967* .0001
fDuration;of'Curfent : o ' -
- Courtship Status ‘ .0683 -.0732.  3.487** .0010
_Currently Having Sex X° | | 5
Currently Not in Love 1.1328 .0681 2.961%* .0054.
Currently in Love - .2258.  -.0863 .53 0021
Past Sexual Experience - .0021.  -.0019 002 .0000
Permissiveness - .0894  -.1894  15.825 . . .0329 }
CCurrently Not in Love - .1974  -.0400 .58 .0010 |
'Past.Love'Experience .3568 1625 13,185 0059 RS

Constant ' 13.2593

. *Significant ﬁéyohd the .05 level
**Significant beyond the .01 level
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Table B.16: Multiple Regression Summary, Traditional Subscale, PAC
Model, English Technical School Students |

re

¢

R = .0627  F = 2.983 [P0l N-s

Variable - B Beta F o B?
Permissiveness X Past - \ ,\ ‘ »
Sexual Experience .0586 »  .2539 17.673* .0036

Duration of Current
Courtship Status X

.4

Currently in Love  -.1195 -.1940, 8.214%* .0002
Past Sexual Experience i ‘ :
X Male -.1468 -.1643 - 2.850* ’ .0052
Current Courtship Status . e S .
X Currently Having Sex .1416. ~1520 - 5.,228** . .0065
© Past Sexual Experience | :
X Currently Having Sex -.1396 -.1392 3.812** .0067

Past Courtship Experience - - - -
A Male . 1206 1319 1.794% .0011

<

Past Love Experience X

~

Currently Not in.love  -.1794 ° -.0979  3.325%*  .0035

~ Permissiveness " .0560 o272 2440148
Duration of Current : , : S | - .
Courtship Status - 1410 - .1809 = 13.005 .0125

.;Male - -.2188 . -.0523 , .385  .0008
Past Courtship_Experieﬁée'f.0127' ' -:9135‘. .045 ' .6060
“ past Love Experience 1024~ .0559  1.274 . .0019
;;—///‘ Constant ‘- 8.0664 . » ’ ) ,.;

*Significant beyond the, .05 ‘level
**Significant beyond the .01 level
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Table B.17: Multiple Regression Summary, Irrat1ona11ty Subsca]e _PAC

. Model, Eng11sﬁ'Tecﬁh1ca1 School Students -

W/ R%=.0678 . F=3.908
Variable B |
| Currently Having Sex ° .5569
Currently in Love B 4347

Male | -.3985

Permissiyeness Y. .1611

Duration of Current

. Courtship Status .0181

Qurrenf‘Courtship Status. .0175 -

Past Courtship Experience .0151

»

Currently Not in Love ,f.0692
PésF-Love Expeience” 'V,0222
Past Sexual Experience - 0037

Constant I 10. 4656

‘*Significant béyond the_.05 Tevel
**Significant beyond the .01 Tevel

5e_ta
1265
0999
-.0913
.0700

0222
0156
L0154
052
0116
0041

= .000

CF

3.206**

'1.801

4.199%*

- 2.123*

.256
049
.104

066
.060

.\'

.006

= 548

52

.0101
0034
0098
.0097

.0043
.0300
.0004
.0001
0001
.0000

A
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vTab]e B.18:" Multiple Regression Summary, Supremacy Subsca1e PAC
- ‘Model, English Techn1ca1 School Stuaents

2 _

R®=.0902  F=4.0700 P=.000  N-=548
Variable: B Beta Foo.o  ge

Past Sexual Experience
X Current Courtship .

Status | ©-.0788 -.3085  5.676** 0147
Past Love Experience : | - Ty,

X Current]y Not \ . : . . L ‘
in Love .5708 .2525 11.059** .0039

Past Sexua1'Exﬁerience o

X Permissiveness .0711 .2494 5.263** .0024
Permissiﬁehess X : S
Currently Not in Love - .4080 - -.2341 7.400%* - .0047

Permissiveness X Rk ’
Past Love Experience '
X Male N : - .1105  ° ~,2008 15.601** .0266

Past Sexual Experience _
X Duration of Current R
Courtship Status - .0322 -.1912 3.473** ~ .0055

Past Sexual Exper1ence « ' :

X Currently in Love .2359 .1888 2.945%* 0072
‘Past Courtship ,»" | i o
"Experieﬁce 'J ' 0711 ;§i94 - 2,025% .0049
 Cyrrently Having Sex .1324 0255 .127 . .0002
Carrently in Love ©  -1.2125  -.2358  5.569 .0008
Duration of Current - o | N P

Courtship Status L1539 (1601 6.713 ©.0022 - . g
Current Courtship Status .1887  .1419  2.120 .0036 i
Permissiveness - .0859 -.0316 . 226 ,.0135',.

¢ . - ) )
Constant 11.9254 ” : - s

*Signiffcant‘beyond the .05 level”
**Significant beyond the .01 level

[
N




