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Editor’s Introduction

It is difficult for a number of reasons to do a book on marriage
and the family. In the first place, although marriage and the
family are surely the most pervasive and permanent of all
social institutions, they have only recently—in the long course
of intellectual history—received a thoroughgoing investigation
and analysis. In the second place, the family is as intimate as
it is pervasive, and it is always difficult to write with candor
about a phenomenon that is so close to most of us. In the
third place, marriage is a subject that easily lends itself to sen-
timentality and sentimentality, in turn, is inconsistent with the
sociological discipline. And finally, the family has such close
affiliations with other institutions of society—most notably the
state and the church, both of which compete for its control
and make sometimes contradictory demands upon it—that a
writer in this field has to contend with the pitfalls of political
and religious prejudice.

If for these reasons, among others, it is difficult to do a
book about marriage and the family, it is even more difficult
to do it well. One takes pleasure, therefore, in introducing a
book whose author has done it not only well but with genuine
distinction. As will immediately become apparent to the reader,
Floyd Martinson exhibits in the pages that follow a combina-
tion of competence and style that one welcomes especially in
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writers in this field. He has avoided excessive sentiment on
the one side and excessive sophistication on the other. His sen-
tences are lucid and straightforward. He knows what he is talk-
ing about. He knows also how to present his materials in an
attractive and instructive form. From the background of an
extensive scholarship he discusses the various attitudes toward
marriage that have appeared in recent history and, eschewing
a bland and empty impartiality, clearly indicates his preference
for one of them. He is convinced himself—and his conviction
will impress the reader as well—that the American family in
its ideal representation reflects the virtues of the American civ-
ilization.

Dr. Martinson’s book, in short, has many merits. Not least
of these is the judicious and altogether sensible idealism with
which he regards his subject. Those who are depressed by the
divorce rate or by gloomy predictions about the future of the
family will find reasons for a renewed optimism in the pages
of this book. The students who use it as an undergraduate text
will discover that Dr. Martinson is a good guide and counsellor.
They have here a book that is as wise in its prescriptions as
it is sound in its scholarship. They have a book, finally, that
they can use with confidence as they think about, and plan,
their own future roles as marital partners and as parents.

Robert Bierstedt
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Preface

Anyone who sets out to write a functional textbook in the
marriage and family field—that is, a book designed to facilitate
human action—is forced by the nature of the assignment to
accept some basic assumptions about the nature of man and
the nature of marriage and the family. Regarding the nature of
man, the author writing on marriage and family accepts the
assumption that the personality of the reader is not “set” and
that he is capable of personality growth and can benefit from
new experience. If this were not the assumption of the author,
he would not write the book.

Secondly, the author assumes that people are not mere
pawns at the mercy of forces outside themselves, but that they
have the capacity to make decisions and to choose values and
goals for living. If this were not so, a book designed to facil-
itate human action would be useless.

Thirdly, the author assumes that people are at least in part
rational creatures and that they choose values and goals for
living on the basis of knowledge and insights available to
them—Kknowledge and insights of the kind presented in this
book.

Regarding the nature of marriage and the family, the
author accepts the assumption that there are things about mar-
riage and the family which can be known and transmitted to
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others and that the discipline or disciplines the author repre-
sents possess such data. It is the assumption of this text that
the empirical social sciences possess knowledge and insights
about marriage and the family which are worthy of the
reader’s time and attention.

All of the above assumptions are basic. Their truthfulness
cannot be absolutely demonstrated, as is the case with all
basic assumptions. They must be accepted on faith. The writer
accepts them for the purposes of his task, either implicitly or
explicitly. In this book they are made explicit.

But apparently these are the assumptions of most authors
of books on marriage and family. What is it that makes this
book different from the other marriage and family books on
the market? This is a fair question, and we will attempt to
answer it.

No marriage and family text adequately covers its subject
matter unless both the importance of values and the findings
of empirical science are taken into account. Only the convic-
tion that no text to date had adequately dealt with the first of
these—the importance of values in the marriage and family
decisions of individuals—called for adding another text to the
array already available.

Hence there are “firsts” in the text which will be apparent
to the person familiar with other texts in the field, and the
major “first” is the conscious and explicit attempt to give
place to values consistent with their place in the lives of peo-
ple. The primary purpose of this book is to show how the
major value themes in American culture and the findings of
social science relate to problems and decisions of marriage
and family living.

In books on marriage and family it is customary to con-
centrate on the family life cycle, beginning with dating and
progressing through the stages of marriage, parenthood, and
family living. The present book is no exception. However, in
choosing to follow this pattern, the author would not appear
to approve of the myopic view that one’s dating, marriage,
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and family life are so important that all other goals and activ-
ities in life pale before them. Statements such as, “Choosing
a mate is the most important decision you will make in your
lifetime” or “Marriage is the most important vocation that a
young person can choose” are evidence of this narrow view.
It may be true for one person that to marry will be the most
important decision in life. For another the most important
event in life may be his decision to embrace one philosophy
of life rather than another. Another person may regard his
calling or profession as most important in his life. Hence no
exaggerated claims should be made for the importance of
marriage and the family. Marriage is one of life’s important
areas. This is all that should be claimed for it, but this is
enough to merit its serious consideration in the pages that fol-
low.

Though the concentration of interest in this book is on
the marriage and family aspects of life, the discerning
reader will note a conscious attempt to maintain a broader
perspective on the individual and his total involvement in
society.

We assume only a very limited background in social sci-
ence on the part of the reader. For this reason the first chapter
deals with the basic concepts—society, culture, and personal-
ity. Despite the attempt to write a book that is readable and
understandable to undergraduates, the concepts and the analy-
sis of data are more in the category of knowledge and
insights to be taught to rather than to be read by the college
undergraduate. The book is more than a functional text. In the
analysis of social systems—dating, marriage, and family—a
number of contributions are made to the analysis of social
systems per se.

If 1 were to list the names of all persons to whom | am
consciously aware of owing intellectual debts, the list would
be excessively long for a preface. Only a few whose intellec-
tual stimulation has been particularly pertinent to the present
endeavor can be included. These include my former teachers,
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F. Stuart Chapin, Clifford Kirkpatrick, William L. Kolb, and
Paul Popenoe, and a number of persons who have influenced
me through their writings, Derrick Sherwin Bailey, Ernest W.
Burgess, J. V. Langmead Casserley, Emile Durkheim, Nelson
N. Foote, Reuben Hill, Alfred C. Kinsey, William L. Kolb,
Talcott Parsons, J. H. W. Stuckenberg, Carle C. Zimmerman,
and Max Weber.

For their careful reading of the manuscript in whole or in
part and their encouragement as well as their criticisms, 1 am
deeply indebted to Robert Bierstedt, Lee Burchinal, William L.
Kolb, Peter P. Klassen, William Oman, and Beatrice Awes Mar-
tinson.

For a year’s leave of absence in which to complete the
project, I am indebted to President Edgar M. Carlson, Dean
Albert G. Swanson, and the Board of Trustees of Gustavus
Adolphus College. For providing pleasant and stimulating sur-
roundings in which to spend that year, | am indebted to Tulane
University, and especially to Dean Robert M. Lumiansky and
Professor William L. Kolb.

My wife, Beatrice Awes Martinson, has been a constant
source of encouragement and my support—in a very tangible
way—during the year. Our children—John, Anne, Stephen, and
Peter—have perhaps contributed little, but their interruptions
have kept me close to the realities of family living throughout
the entire project.

Floyd M. Martinson

X PREFACE



Contents

Editor’s Introduction \%
Preface vii

Part i: The Nature of Man and Marriage

1. Man, Society, and Culture 3
2. Men and Women 19
3. Models for Marriage | 36
4. Models for Marriage 11 48

Part ii Dating: The American Mate-Selection System

5. Random Dating: Dating for Fun 69
6. Serious Dating: In Search of a Beloved 82
7. The Meaning of Love 96
8. The Beloved 115
9. The Romance or Love Affair 133
10. Romance and Reason | 145
11. Romance and Reason Il 165
12. The Meaning of Engagement 182
13. The Functions of Engagement 197
14. Intimacy in Dating 215
15. Lovers’ Dilemma 231

Xi



Part iii Marriage

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

The Wedding and the Honeymoon

Oneness in Marriage and the Strategy of Harmony
Togetherness in Marriage: Complementary Roles
Self-Realization and Marriage

Sex Expression in Marriage

Maintaining the Marriage

Part iv The Family

22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.

Marriage and Family Planning
Preparing for Parenthood

The First Baby

Guiding the Growing Child

The Adolescent in the Home

Family Living

The Family and the Larger Community

In Summation—Marriage and the American Ideal

Appendix: Marriage and Family Finances

Index

Xii

247
263
296
313
326
343

355
371
389
403
416
431
450
460

468
477

CONTENTS



Marriage and the American Ideal






Part |
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1 Man, Society, and Culture

This is a book about human beings. It does not deal with all
of human life, but it does deal with an important part of it—
namely the processes and decisions involved in falling in love,
getting married, and raising a family. It deals with the person
as he passes from stage to stage in the family life cycle.

But before we talk about dating—this is the point at which
we enter the cycle—we must set the stage by discussing briefly
the nature of man, his “way of life,” and the nature of rela-
tionships between men.

There are distinct views on these three subjects in the West-
ern world, all based on beliefs about the nature of man. Unless
one understands what man means to Americans he cannot
understand American family life. This view of man is basic to
our whole system of dating, marriage, and the family.
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In America we place man on a pedestal. Ideally, we treat
man as worthy of awe and respect. In fact, this view has
become so commonplace that we regard it as natural and right
to treat ourselves and others in this way.

But it has not always been so in human history, nor is it
so at this time in all societies around the world. In other times
and places the state or the nation has been regarded as the
entity most worthy of man’s adulation. This has happened as
recently as the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s with Naziism, fascism,
and communism holding sway over the minds of men. In other
times and places the objects of adoration have been ancestors
or the kinship group, a malicious or capricious hierarchy of
spirits, or a god of vengeance, wrath, or love. All of these and
more have from time to time captured the imagination of man
or filled him with fear. Hence they became dominant objects
of awe, reverence, and respect.

Not so in America. Here man holds the center of the
stage and all things revolve about him. Scholars who have
studied values generally agree that the shared ultimate value
or the shared core of ultimate values underlying the devel-
opment of Western culture centers in this belief in the dignity,
freedom, and equality of men—in the sacredness of human
personality.

...the Hellenic-Judaic-Christian tradition of Western Euro-
pean society ... places the human individual, as the child
of God, at its core. This complex of values measures the
validity of institutions and social groups by their contri-
bution to personal growth and expanding experience
through freedom, for in this system society and the group
exist for the sake of the individual.

Ideally, in American secular culture man is the measure of
all things. If it is good for man, it is good. If it is bad for
man, it is bad.

! William L. Kolb, “Family Sociology, Marriage Education, and the
Romantic Complex: A Critique,” Social Forces, Vol. 29, October 1950,
p. 65.
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In ideal form the basic values that order individual and
societal life in America can be stated as follows:

1. The dignity and worth of man. No other object on earth,
animate or inanimate, is of equal worth to man. His relation
to other creatures and things can only be one of superordina-
tion-subordination; be is the master of all. Even his own cre-
ations—ideas, institutions, groups—must serve his ends or be
subject to change or abandonment.

2. The freedom of man. Since man is not subordinate to
any other object on earth, he is and must be free. No other
objects can be given greater latitude than man, even those that
have been objects of veneration in other times and places—
the state, the kinship group, etc. Free man is regarded as capa-
ble of almost limitless growth and personality development.
He is regarded as capable of acting responsibly—even though
free—for he is a rational creature able to distinguish between
right and wrong.

3. The equality of men. The only object on earth sharing
man’s exalted position is another man. This is the reason why
there must be order in society—the rights of all men must be
protected and insured.

In referring to this common core of ultimate values in
American culture, scholars have frequently used the terms, the
American dream, the American ideal, or the American creed.
It is fair to ask if this core of values is uniquely American or
if it is a core of democratic values inherent in Western civili-
zation and hence manifest in the culture of the English, Swiss,
and Scandinavians, as well as in America.

It is true that the roots of this common core of values are
historically grounded in value premises common to Western
civilization. In fact, the roots go back to Hebrew, Greek,
Roman, and Christian origins. Be that as it may, many strains
in the American core of values are uniquely American in ori-
gin, and the combination of beliefs, values, and norms made
up of the various strains results in a peculiar American ethos.
There is also a unique élan to the American core of values
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not characteristic in other Western societies.?

This common core of values in American culture is firmly
grounded, historically, in a number of documents and records
which continue to be a source of inspiration for each new gen-
eration of Americans. Some of the major repositories of the
American ideal are the Declaration of Independence; the Pre-
amble to the Constitution of the United States; the Bill of
Rights; legal statutes; documents and pronouncements of
American Jewish, American Protestant, and American Roman
Catholic institutions and groups; the pronouncements of Amer-
ican presidents—Wilson’s fourteen points, Roosevelt’s four
freedoms; and others.

But the historic American ideal does not merely repose in
these documents. It is constantly being brought to the attention
of the American people and the world by various protagonists
and role specialists who are the keepers and the interpreters
of the documents containing the ideal. It is variously inter-
preted and expounded by statesmen, politicians, judges, and
lawyers; rabbis, priests, ministers, and theologians; teachers of
American history, political science, economics, and social stud-
ies. Out of conviction or because of the requirements of the
offices they hold, these specialists and others teach, preach, or
pronounce regarding aspects of the common belief in the dig-
nity, freedom, and equality of all men.

The American ideal is more than a static set of values and
norms. Though grounded in the historical record, this common
core of values continues to be freshly interpreted, to change,
and to grow. These core values referred to as “creed” or
“dream” are less static and dogmatic than a creed and more
concrete and real than a dream; hence the label, the American
ideal.

Needless to say, it is difficult to maintain a proper balance
between the best interests of the group and the needs and
desires of each individual. A number of writers have observed

2 Myrdal, Gunnar, An American Dilemma, New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1944, Ch. 1.
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that the balance has shifted in the present decade toward an
emphasis on the importance of the group and that the individ-
ual is not being treated as a creature of dignity, worth, and
responsibility in the way that the American ideal prescribes.
William H. Whyte, for instance, suggests that a social ideal or
ethic has replaced the traditional individual ethic—a belief that
the group (togetherness) is the source of creativity, that to
belong to groups is the ultimate need of the individual. Ries-
man similarly notes a trend toward acceptance of other-direct-
edness as a value. “What is common to all other-directeds is
that their contemporaries are the source of direction for the
individual—either those known to him or those with whom he
is indirectly acquainted, through friends and through the mass
media.”® The goal of the other-directed individual is to con-
form, and conformity is the one stable element in his person-
ality. What he conforms to will vary with the demands made
by the group to which he desires to belong. Other-directedness
then becomes a goal or a value in society because it tends to
insure order and efficiency in human thought and action. Both
Whyte and Riesman view the trend toward acceptance of this
social ethic with some concern and misgiving.

However, to emphasize the importance of the group is not
necessarily to belittle the individual. One of the finest, most
constructive apologies for the importance of the group in the
self-realization of the individual is that of Foote and Cottrell
in their book, Identity and Interpersonal Competence. They
develop some new directions in social research in the hope
that discoveries will provide not “hidden persuaders” for the
manipulation of the individual by the group but “a mean for
everyone to explore new possibilities of self-development”
through more meaningful group experiences.

It is not our place here to evaluate the merits of this
recently emerged emphasis on the importance of the group in
the life of the individual either in terms of the desirability of

3 David Riesman, The Lonely Crowd, New Haven: Yale University Press
1950.
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conformity or in terms of its relationship to self-development.
We have used it instead as an example of a significant new
interpretation on the general theme of the American ideal.

To summarize, the American ideal has deep roots in West-
ern civilization; yet it is uniquely American. The historic for-
mulations of the ideal have been preserved in a variety of
documents and records, and these formulations are kept alive
in contemporary American culture through the efforts of role
specialists in various fields of human relations. Nevertheless,
the American ideal is not essentially historic or static in nature;
it is constantly growing and changing as the recent emergence
of the strong emphasis on group life, group creativity, and con-
formity attests.

It is only against this background of beliefs and values—
which we will hereafter refer to as the American ideal—that
the American dating, marriage, and family systems can be
understood and appreciated.

The Nature of Man

What is the nature of this creature around whom—in the
American value structure—the whole world of other creatures
and creations revolves?

One thing is certain: man is an extremely complex creature
only partially understood by himself. This is not a book on
the nature of man in all his biological, psychological, socio-
logical, philosophical, and theological aspects, but there are
some things we must know about man in order to understand
him, even partially, in his love, marriage, and family living.

Man is able to learn and to evaluate symbols and objects,
including himself. Herein lies a large part of his uniqueness.
Herein also lies the complexity of human life.

If it were correct to assume the existence of given
needs and their necessary satisfaction, then at any given
time, if these needs were not met, the individual would
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perish. While this is true of a person’s organism, each
person is more than a mere organism. If a person as a
self-conscious personality does not sufficiently and intelli-
gently value his organism, he will let it perish; his organ-
ism is his servant, not his master. A person wants not
only survival but many other satisfactions as well, the
nature of which cannot be deduced from his organism. He
wants optimal satisfaction of these wants also.*

Man, when properly motivated, has a highly developed psy-
chic nature. He is capable of knowing and desiring an ever
increasing number of possible satisfactions as his experiences
increase. For instance, man desires food to satisfy his tissue
needs, but he also receives psychic satisfaction from the expe-
rience of eating if the food carries prestige as well as nutrition—
if it is T-bone steak, not hamburger, if it is eaten at Antoine’s,
not at the corner drugstore. Or, in the area of sex, he may feel
the physiological urge for sex outlet, but his pleasure is
increased if he and his spouse carry out sexual intercourse in
an atmosphere of love and affection rather than one of duty or
obligation. It is quite evident that even the physiological needs
have social and psychological overtones for man, whereas other
of man’s desires are largely psychic in nature and far removed
from the realm of physiological needs. The latter would include
the enjoyment he receives in visiting with friends, in watching
a TV program, or in listening to a piece of music.

The point is that man’s capacity for wanting many satis-
factions is all out of proportion to his ability or opportunity
to satisfy all of them.

To add to the complications, as well as to the satisfactions,
of being human, man is aware of himself and capable of know-
ing right from wrong. He is aware of his finiteness, of the
possibilities of suffering and death. Questions about existence,
and the rightness or wrongness of it, universally plague man:
Where did |1 come from? Why am | here? What shall | do

4Nelson N. Foote and Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr., ldentity and Interpersonal
Competence, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1955, p. 98.
Copyright 1955 by the University of Chicago.
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with my life? Will | succeed? When and how will | die? Is
there any life after death? These universal questions of man—
man’s existential anxiety—cause him to inquire into his nature
and the nature of his world “not as a casual spectator, but as
a passionate seeker.”

When added together, the needs, interests, and desires of
man become limitless—his physiological needs, his psychic
needs, his social needs, and his need for meaning as he con-

THE RATURSLY EVENING FONT

“l think the whole idea of living makes
Bradley uneasy.”

Reproduced courtesy of Stan Hunt.

templates the mysteries of life. And when we consider that
each need or goal can be met in a variety of ways, we see
further the extreme complexity of human life and the need
for order if man’s tremendous potential is to be turned to
satisfying pursuits rather than end in bewilderment and frus-
tration.

The need of a system of orientation and devotion is an
intrinsic part of human existence. ... Indeed, there is no
other more powerful source of energy in man. Man is not
free to choose between having or not having “ideals.” ...

10 THE NATURE OF MAN AND MARRIAGE



All men are “idealists” and are striving for something
beyond the attainment of physical satisfactions.

How does man bring this order into his life? He must bal-
ance the satisfactions of these many wants as they increase in
number and in complexity against each other. He must con-
stantly evaluate. He must accept from others or set up for him-
self standards of judgment for organizing his actions. These
are his values.

Society

We must not give the impression, however, that each indi-
vidual sets up categories and standards of judgment unaided
by other persons in the society. During his formative years the
child spends his life in the close company of a small group
of persons, known as his family of orientation. In fact, it is
here that he first has his life ordered for him. During these
formative years someone else surrounds him with the right
answers to life’s problems and shields him from many anxiety-
creating situations. It is only gradually that he becomes aware
of choices and dilemmas in life. By the time he is ready to
launch out on his own as a free and independent individual
he has accepted from his parents, childhood companions, and
school associates many of the values that he will utilize in
ordering his affairs throughout the remainder of his life. It is
probably a minority of people who question or reject all the
orientations received as “givens” in childhood. These early
associations provide the setting in which the dependent and
undisciplined child is shaped and molded into a social being
with interests and goals somewhat unique, but, nevertheless,
enough like those of others so that he can live in a cooperative
and harmonious way with his fellow men. We call this process

5Erich Fromm, Man for Himself, New York: Rinehart & Company, Inc.,
1947, p. 49.
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of learning to act in a socially responsible way the socialization
process.

The individual lives most of his life in association with
others in groups—occupational groups, family groups, recre-
ational groups, educational groups, religious groups. Each of
these groups in turn gives some direction and order to life.
Only the hermit chooses to withdraw completely from such
involvements. So from birth to death most persons are
immersed in group life. This provides satisfactions and helps
give direction to individual and group activity.

Culture

Just as each individual does not create his own order, so
the groups of which he is a part in the society do not create
their own rules for living. For there is in every society a back-
log of accumulated patterns of thought and action which give
meaning and direction to life. This backlog of “proper” patterns
of thought and behavior we commonly refer to as culture. Cul-
ture is the “way of life” of a people.

The actions of individuals as well as the actions of groups
take on meaning and order when goals for living are selected
and arranged in a way that is generally consistent with the
culture and when the means of achieving these goals have been
spelled out in accordance with the shared ultimate values per-
tinent to the culture.

We do not decide what we want from life all at one time,
of course; we make decisions every day. Most of these do not
give us trouble. Shall I have corn flakes or puffed rice for
breakfast? Shall | skip English class today and work on my
overdue term paper in history? These are the kinds of daily
decisions we make. But some decisions are more important,
and we are relieved when we have made a choice. Shall | go
to work immediately upon graduating from high school or shall
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I go to college? Shall I get married immediately upon graduating
from college or shall 1 work a year or two? In all our decisions
we try to do what seems best to us. We apply values in an
attempt to narrow down and simplify the choices to be made.

To live with any degree of confidence in himself and in
his decisions, the individual must feel that his goals in life
have been selected in accordance with values that are “right”
and worthy of respect. In other words, be must feel a greater
loyalty to the value than to the need which called it forth. It
is like the boy who craves a piece of candy but does not steal
it because of a prior conviction that it is not right to steal.

Value-orientation refers to those aspects of the actor’s
orientation which commit him to the observation of certain
norms, standards, criteria of selection, whenever he is in
a contingent situation which allows (and requires) him to
make a choice. Whenever an actor ... is forced to make
any choice whatever—his value-orientations may commit
him to certain norms that will guide him in his choices.
The value-orientations which commit a man to the obser-
vance of certain rules in making selections from available
alternatives are not random but tend to form a system of
value-orientations which commit the individual to some
organized set of rules (so that the rules themselves do not
contradict one another).

Individual behavior and societal life are, in other words,
guided by “taken values rather than given needs.” Sometimes
these values become so important and compelling that the
individual is willing to give up personal comfort and profit-
able career because of deep conviction and loyalty to a set
of values. “To act in accord with such demands frequently
requires of the individual that he give up all his interests
except his interest in the ultimate value itself and in the non-
empirical realm in which the value is anchored.”” The mis-

6 Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shils, Toward a General Theory of
Action, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1951, p. 59.

" William L. Kolb, “Urbanization and Urbanism” (Mimeographed), pp.
16-17.
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sionary and the martyr are not uncommon types in human
history.

Values and Marriage

As individuals turn from the childhood world in which
many values and norms for action are given to a more inde-
pendent adult life, they begin to assess the values and norms
they have been given and either accept or discard them, modify
them, or take new ones. In American society high value is
placed on marriage as a lifelong partnership; therefore, careful
planning makes sense, and young people anticipating marriage
look for values to guide them in choosing a mate and in
arranging family life. Since social scientists have prestige as
students of man and group life, young people often turn to
them for help. In fact, it is generally conceded that student
demand is in large part responsible for the great number of
course offerings in marriage and the family in high schools
and colleges today.

Social scientists, particularly family sociologists, have
accepted the challenge and are offering preparation-for-mar-
riage courses. But herein lies a problem. What values or
norms, if any, should the sociologist-turned-marriage-educator
transmit to students? According to William L. Kolb, “Sociol-
ogists of the family ... view [their work] as an aid for those
who are about to establish a marriage relation or those who
are disturbed by the conflicts of their family relations. In so
doing these workers discard whatever protection is derived
from engaging in non-value oriented research. They actively
enter the field of value discrimination and judgment, and their
work must be judged on that basis, as well as by the criteria
of scientific method.”® This problem becomes a real stumbling

8 William L. Kolb, “Sociologically Establisbed Family Norms and
Democratic Values,” Social Forces, Vol. 26, May 1948, p. 451.
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block for sociologists who have sought to discover empiri-
cally the shared ultimate values guiding the destinies of
Americans [and they] have not been encouraged by what they
have found. Our broad, nonspecific value orientation—belief
in the dignity, freedom, and equality of man (the American
ideal)—lends itself to many conflicting interpretations. Soci-
ologists have concluded that our “cultural blueprint lacks
unity and consistency,” and that “the chief distinguishing
characteristic of our society is precisely its lack of any sov-
ereign culture pattern.”

In view of this lack of specific norms that can be presented
to all young people in preparation-for-marriage courses, several
courses of action are open to the marriage educator. He can
attempt, as some have done, to present the findings of sci-
ence—the facts—without any interpretation. It is generally
agreed that this attempt has not been successful. Facts do not
speak for themselves. Someone must interpret facts before they
can be used as values and norms to live by.

Or the marriage educator can present to the student the
findings from studies of marriages that have been “happy” or
“adjusted”—by their own definition or the definition of their
acquaintances—and recommend the factors associated with
happiness as guides for young people today. The problem with
this approach is that only a small and nonrepresentative sample
of marriages have been studied, and presenting the findings as
patterns for living has resulted in values being taught that are
quite out of keeping with our basic belief in the freedom of
man, as we point out in our discussion of the rationalistic mar-
riage model in Chapter 4.

There is a third alternative. The marriage educator can use
the American ideal—belief in the dignity, freedom, and equality
of man—as the core value complex against which to judge the
efficacy of choices which young people make and must make
in dating, choosing a mate, marriage, and family living. This
third method of dealing with values is the one used in this
book.
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There are difficulties in this approach as in the others. First,
we have already pointed out that this core value complex is
extremely vague and that it lends itself to a variety of inter-
pretations. We will illuminate the core value complex by uti-
lizing the findings of science, but here additional problems
present themselves. First, there are gaps in the scientific knowl-
edge. Some problems have been almost overinvestigated,
whereas others have been slighted almost entirely. Secondly,
some of the findings of science are not applicable to analysis
when we use the American ideal as our ultimate value com-
plex, for most of the research on man and the family has been
designed in support of a view that man does not possess either
dignity or freedom but that his life is determined by the various
forces that play upon him. However, valuable empirical data
have been gathered even when the scientist has, from the point
of view adopted here, been proceeding according to false or
inadequate assumptions about the nature of man and society.

In summary, what values to teach continues to plague the
marriage educator. That some values must be taught, most
scholars will agree. “Facts cannot be said to be fundamental,
for they are variously seen and so are subject to interpretation.
The teacher cannot avoid the traffic in viewpoints, since with-
out them there may be nothing to teach.”

The student is interested in values; he takes a marriage
course precisely because he hopes that it will shed some light
on decisions and choices he is soon to make, or is in the
process of making, some of which may be as important as
anything he does or will do in life. To make these decisions
and choices, he must sort out and take a new look at many
values. Clover found in a study of 218 young people counseled
on difficulties by teachers of marriage and the family that the
problems about which they were most concerned involved their
beliefs, values, attitudes, and ethical and moral concepts. Foote

9 Forest K. Davis, “Teaching Ethical Values Through the Marriage
Course: A Debate—A Listener’s Reaction,” Marriage and Family Living,
\Vol. XIX, November 1957, p. 335.
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and Cottrell make a more general observation that is in line
with this.

As suggested by David Riesman in The Lonely Crowd,
millions seem to occupy a limbo between values indoc-
trinated in them by their parents and values freely chosen
by themselves. Without commitment to past or future, they
are rudderless, other-directed, unable to design and orga-
nize a style of life which can in any determinative sense
be termed a personality.

Summary

Man is a valuing creature, and his actions are informed by
sets of beliefs or value orientations. In the belief systems
informing action in the Western world, man is highly regarded.
Each man is regarded as worthy of respect and freedom and
as the equal of all other men. An understanding of this view
of man in its uniquely American formulations is basic to an
understanding of the American systems of dating, marriage,
and family life.

If the chapters to follow remove any of the uncertainty by
clarifying and making precise the American ideal as it applies
to marriage and the family when illuminated by the findings
of empirical science, then the mission of this book will have
been accomplished.

QUESTIONS AND PROJECTS

1. When man is made the object of ultimate value, what roles do
the institutions and groups in society play in relation to him?

2. State the American ideal in your own words. Why is it called
an “ideal” rather than a “dream” or a “creed”?

3. Why does the individual need values? What are the sources of
his values?

10 Foote and Cottrell, op. cit., p. 166.
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4. Why is it essential that the marriage educator relate empirical
facts to some set of values in his teaching?

5. In your judgment, what are the primary reasons why students
take marriage and family courses?
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2 Men and Women

Male and female created he them.... And God saw everything
that he had made, and behold, it was very good.” Mankind
has been debating the latter point—*"it was very good”—ever
since. And it is an important debate, for the beliefs and values
one holds regarding the similarities and differences between
men and women will color one’s whole attitude toward mar-
riage and the family.

The argument boils down to this: If men and women are
inherently different, their roles in marriage (and in society gen-
erally) should be different. The saying, “A woman’s place is
in the home,” is characteristic of such a view. If men and
women are essentially the same, their roles might well be inter-
changeable—women holding “masculine” careers and men
helping with the housework, for instance. If they are different
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but complementary, their roles might complement each other
in such a way that marriage would be the most complete state
in life—more complete than the life of even the best adjusted
single person. If two things (or creatures) are complementary,
neither is complete in and of itself; each mutually supplies the
other’s lack. Although the incompleteness of the individual—
as though the unmarried adult were only one half of a whole—
is a very old notion in human thought, it is inconsistent with
a cherished American conception, namely, the perfectibility of
each person regardless of sex.

In America we cannot decide what it is we want to believe
about men and women. Our basic acceptance of the American
ideal makes us reluctant to accept any view that emphasizes
differences between the sexes, particularly if it carries the
slightest suggestion of a superordinate-subordinate relationship
between them.

The belief in the dignity, freedom, and equality of man has
provided fertile ground for a number of interpretations of sex
that de-emphasize differences. One interpretation is that of
behavioral psychology; another is found in feminism. Behav-
ioral psychology minimizes the extent of the fixed or given
differences between the sexes and attributes the apparent dif-
ferences between individuals to differences in conditioning or
socialization. Feminism also de-emphasizes the differences
between men and women. The feminist sees women as inher-
ently the equals of men, as does the behavioral psychologist,
but the feminist goes a step beyond this and attributes to
women a lower status in our society due to the prejudice, sup-
pression, and discrimination they have been subjected to in a
male-dominated society.

Since one’s attitudes and actions in marriage will reflect
one’s convictions about the similarities and differences between
the sexes, it will be worth while to examine the issue with
insights based on the empirical researches of the social sci-
ences.
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Sex Similarities and Differences As Seen by the
Social Scientist

It is a universal observation in anthropology and sociology
that in human society the roles of men and women are differ-
ent.

In no society do the same norms apply with equal
force to these two groups. In all societies there are dif-
ferent norms and different statuses for the two sexes. No
society treats its men and its women exactly alike. In no
society do they indulge in identical activities, share iden-
tical aspirations, or pursue identical goals in identical
ways. In all societies they think differently, dress differ-
ently, and do different kinds of work.

One could argue, therefore, with perhaps only a slight
exaggeration, that all societies have two cultures, a male
culture and a female culture, and that these two cultures
are quite different. More precisely, perhaps, one might say
that each society has at least three cultures—one male,
one female, and one shared by the two sexes. In any
event, it is certain that the biological fact of sexual dif-
ferentiation has manifold social consequences....?

In American society, as in all other societies, the roles of
men and women are differentiated. The thing which distin-
guishes our society, however, is a trend toward sameness in
the roles of the sexes. Historically, the breadwinning role has
been that of the man whereas the woman has been the home-
maker and the one who cares for the children. We would not
be misunderstood, however; these roles are still largely sex-
differentiated. The point is that they are less so today than in
earlier times.

1 By permission from The Social Order by Robert Bierstedt. Copyright
1957. McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., p. 313.
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It is obvious to all that the roles of women have been
changing drastically.

Probably the most obvious change in the general social
position of women has been a blurring of the feminine
sex role in the masculine direction. Some specific evi-
dence may be briefly enumerated:

1. Legal rights: women vote, hold public office, prac-
tice professions, hold and dispose of property, etc.

2. Occupational role: women participate in paid work
outside the home on a large scale; they have entered tra-
ditionally male occupations.

3. Educational participation: there are coeducational
school systems, colleges, and universities. ...

4. Recreational patterns: women participate in active
sports, patronize drinking places, etc.

5. Courtship behavior: women have a kind and degree
of freedom and initiative in courtship not before sanc-
tioned.

6. “Symbolic” evidence: women emulate men’s clothes
in their slacks, tailored suits, etc.?

These changes in women’s roles have been dramatic and
have received a great deal of attention from the “man in the
street,” the teacher, the preacher, and the scholar, partly because
some of the changes were marked changes and partly because
some of the changes were interpreted as degrading to women.
But the changes also commanded attention because of the dra-
matic way in which they were brought about. The reformation
of women’s roles—women’s suffrage, for instance—has been
one of the most dramatic crusades in American history.

Less dramatic and less well documented are the changes in
the roles of men in our society. The changes are as real and
in many ways as important as the changes in the roles of
women. In fact, it would be impossible to have as great
changes in women’s roles as we have had without having con-
comitant changes in the roles of men.

2Robin M. Williams, Jr., American Society, New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
Inc., 1951, pp. 57-58.
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The changes in women’s roles are partly due to various
situational changes—industrialization and war being prominent.
But more is involved than situational changes. The changes
in women’s roles have been more than adaptations to changing
conditions; they have also been brought about because of
convictions. Those who crusaded for women’s rights made
it painfully clear that discriminations against women were
clearly out of line with our shared belief in the American
ideal. Hence, the changes in the status of women were in
part a matter of women “winning” their freedom, but they
were also in part a matter of the society collectively attempting
to implement the American ideal by “giving” women equal
rights. In other words, a change in the attitudes of men
as well as a change in the attitudes of women has preceded
and accompanied the emancipation of women.

While women’s roles have been changing in the male
direction there has been a blurring of the masculine sex
roles in the feminine direction. The exact nature of the
changes in masculine roles and the reasons for the changes
have not been carefully documented. There are, no doubt,
some situational changes that account for the changes in
the status of men and in their roles: brute strength has
become obsolete in many kinds of work formerly handled
exclusively by men; when the wife works the husband may
almost be forced to help with the home work (concomitant
variation); the commuting father in our urban and industrial
society leaves boys at home to be brought up and perhaps
“feminized” as a result of the large measure of maternal
supervision and control; men have abandoned the teaching
profession at the elementary levels, leaving young boys to
be taught almost exclusively by women. So men and women
have been victims of circumstances in our ever-changing
society and have been forced or strongly pressured into
changing their patterns of action.

But of equal, and perhaps greater, importance is not that
men have been forced to change their roles, but rather that
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the dominant values regarding the roles of men, the roles of
women, and the nature of associations between the sexes have
undergone change. The changes are clearly in the direction
of emphasis on the sameness of the sexes and the sameness
of sex roles and away from an emphasis on differences. The
whole emphasis in our dating system, for instance, is upon
the view that social and recreational affairs are more fun in
the company of someone of the other sex than they are with
those of one’s own sex. The notion of dating as an end in
itself is based on this value.

The idea of sameness and companionship carries through
mate selection and marriage, too. One is expected to marry
only when he finds someone who is “a real pal” and com-
panion, and marriage is a comradely existence. Also, women
are to have equal opportunities in occupational, social, and
recreational activities and men are expected to appreciate the
“feminine” interests—art, music, home decorating, the culi-
nary arts.

Woman has become less the “delicate flower” in the pro-
cess of masculinization, but, on the other hand, man has
become less the boor in the process of feminization. The man
pays attention to grooming and to the social niceties; he
wears more colorful clothing—matching husband and wife
sports outfits are not uncommon. The greater similarities in
men’s and women’s attire in recent years have not all been
due to the adoption of masculine attire by women. Hence,
the blending of sex roles resulting from conditions and con-
victions is well on the way with both sexes involved in the
give-and-take process.

This blending of sex roles has not been an unmixed bless-
ing. It has led to confusion and misunderstanding of statuses
and roles, as is true in periods of change in any aspect of
life. However, the blending of roles has not and need not
lead to disaster as some prophets of doom would suggest.
The effect of the blending can be a salutary one if married
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partners are sensitive to the capacities and interests of each
and proper allowance is made for freedom of expression.

The Subcultures of Men and Women

Even with the blending of sex roles subcultures remain
within American society. A person planning to enter one of

] —

“You don’t know my bridge club.”
Reproduced courtesy of Ed Dahlin.

our intimate, companionship type of marriages should under-
stand and appreciate these subcultures if he is to understand
and appreciate his spouse.
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Having been brought up in a family with parents and sib-
lings of both sexes does not necessarily prepare one to under-
stand the other sex or the subculture of the other sex, though
it may help. Dating and marriage, but especially marriage,
mark the beginning of intimate knowledge of the other sex and
of the subculture of the other sex. It is imperative as a pro-
spective spouse that one understand not only himself but the
other sex as well.

As LeMasters points out, men and women continue to par-
ticipate in their own subcultures even after marriage. We do
not always appreciate this, and we create some tensions and
problems by insisting on complete sharing of activities in the
companionship marriage. Each partner must recognize that the
subcultures of the sexes are in fact different. Each must try to
understand and appreciate the social roles of the other.

But the problem of understanding the other sex—and in
particular one’s own spouse—runs even deeper than differences
in subcultures of the sexes. One does not understand and appre-
ciate the social roles of the other sex unless he understands
something about the other sex per se. Scholars are impressed
by the fact that sex differences are more than a matter of
socialization in different subcultures. Amram Sheinfeld makes
this point in the preface of his book, Women and Men.

I had expected to devote myself mainly to the social
factors, past and present, as they have served to influence
the relationships between the sexes, and to give only pass-
ing attention to biological sex differences. ... But as inten-
sive research proceeded, as pertinent facts were brought
together and new avenues explored, it began to appear
that the original premise had many weaknesses. The basic
sex differences, | was forced to conclude, were far more
extensive, and had far more to do with the behavior pat-
terns, capacities and activities of the sexes, than most per-
sons in professional circles had suspected or conceded.?

3 Amram Scheinfeld, Women and Men, New York: Harcourt, Brace &
Co., 1943, p. ix.
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We turn to the empirical sciences of biology and differential
psychology to find what evidence there is in support of the
view that the roles of men and women are based on inherent
differences between the sexes—differences which are not
entirely erased but perhaps even enhanced in the process of
socialization.

Sex Similarities and Differences As Seen by the
Biologist and the Psychologist

“From head to toe, in every cell of the body the male and
female are different.” Some of the differences are relatively
insignificant. Others are quite important in determining the
roles of men and women. Some of the differences are obvi-
ous—differential rate of growth, curvature of the body, facial
and body hair, pitch of voice, physical stature, and strength.
Physical stature and strength were very important to status
before the invention of power machinery, but in a highly mech-
anized society brute strength becomes obsolete, although it is
still handy to have a man around the house to reach high
shelves and to lift heavy things!

Persons who would like to believe that the roles of men
and women should and must be clearly distinguished and not
overlapping—that woman’s place is in the home, for instance—
will find less support than they might hope in the empirical
findings of biology and psychology. But neither will those who
insist that the differences between the sexes are apparent rather
than real find conclusive evidence.

It seems now that it is possible for any degree of “mas-
culinity” or “femininity” to occur in an individual of either
sex, but that a girl growing up does find certain attitudes,
interests, and personality traits more congenial than others
and tends to acquire them, whereas a boy is likely to
acquire another set. This slanting, this difference in ten-
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dency to acquire differential characteristics, is the factor
that may have a biological basis.*

THE REPRODUCTIVE PROCESS

One physiological difference determinative of social roles
is the difference in reproductive functions of the sexes. If the
human race is to continue to inhabit the earth, women must
continue to bear the babies—at least for the present. This fact
has far-flung social consequences.

Consider for a moment that man’s part in the reproductive
process, physiologically speaking, is a momentary involvement.
When he has deposited the sperm during coitus, his function
in procreation is at an end. On the other hand, for women,
once conception—the joining of the male and female sex
cells—has taken place, social activity is markedly affected by
the physiological fact of pregnancy. The woman carries the
growing fetus within her body for nine months—months in
which changes take place physiologically, psychologically, and
socially. Parturition is also a physiologically determined signif-
icant event in her life.

After the birth of the baby the involvement of the mother
with the child can end only if the baby is placed with a mother
substitute. The human infant is the most dependent of all crea-
tures and his prolonged infancy requires constant vigilance and
ministration by some adult. If he is to be suckled, only mother
can suckle him. Father cannot and the profession of the wet
nurse is not popular in our society.

The reproductive function with its potential involvements
is the single greatest factor causing role differentiation between
the sexes. But there are other important differences between
the sexes.

4From The Psychology of Human Differences, Second Edition, by Leona
E. Tyler. Copyright 1956. Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., p. 272.
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THE WEAKER SEX

The term “weaker sex” has generally been applied to
women. The reasons are obvious; woman’s strength is more
subtle and not as readily observable as that of man. In dramatic
physical achievements man clearly holds the advantage. Man
shows his superiority in contact sports such as football and
hockey, weight lifting, distance running, etc.

Recent empirical findings, however, would lead one to sus-
pect that we have misplaced the label “weaker sex,” for in
more subtle but nevertheless striking ways woman must be
regarded as stronger than man. Geneticists tell us that some-
where between 120 and 150 males are conceived for every
100 females conceived; yet the sex ratio at birth is roughly
105 boy babies born to every 100 girl babies born. This means
that larger numbers of males succumb during the gestation
period. The difference in death rate favoring the female con-
tinues throughout the entire life span of the sexes. Generally
speaking, more males than females die at every age of life.
For the wife to outlive her husband must be regarded as “nor-
mal.” Even if they are the same age at marriage, the wife can
expect to outlive her husband by a few years.

To increase the disparity in longevity, as standards in
hygiene, sanitation, and preventive medicine improve, the life
expectancy rates of both men and women improve but the dif-
ferential favoring women becomes greater rather than smaller.
In other words, it is the female of the species, not the male,
who is most responsive to improved health practices. Women
are ill more often than men, but they survive; men are less
often ill, but they succumb. Diabetes is the only important dis-
ease to which women are more susceptible than are men. “If
there is any lesson in these statistics for females, it is that they
should take good care of the men in their lives—they should

Men and Women 29



wait upon them, serve them diligently, never let them exert
themselves, and nurse them carefully at the slightest sign of
indisposition.”s

SEX AND INTELLIGENCE

Intelligence tests do not give the information we would like
to have regarding differences in intelligence between the sexes.

“That big thing on top is the air filter. But
how does it get from there down to the tires?”

Reprinted from This Week magazine. Copyright
1958 by the United Newspapers Magazine
Corporation.

The tests were not designed to show sex differences and have
not been employed for that purpose. They were designed to
meet a bisexual need in a coeducational school system. Hence,
the tests are deliberately structured to minimize differences and
to test intelligence without regard to sex. In the Bellevue intel-
ligence tests, for instance, boys did better in cube analysis, and
the cube analysis questions were consequently dropped from
the test.

But in spite of the attempt to make the tests serve a bisex-

5 Bierstedt, op. cit., pp. 319-320.
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ual purpose, some differences in performance have been noted.
Boys, as a group, receive higher scores in science, mathematics
(especially mathematical reasoning), judgment, manipulation of
spatial relations, and other areas of abstract thought. Girls, as
a group, show superiority in social items, esthetic responses,
color perception, hand skills, verbal fluency, memory, percep-
tual speed, and in observation of details. Girls are better coor-
dinated in speech and less likely to be color-blind.

We must bear in mind, however, that these are group dif-
ferences, not individual differences. Group differences between
the sexes are so small, and differences between individuals of
the same sex show such a wide range, that any given individual
of either sex may show any degree of these intellectual capac-
ities.

INTERESTS AND MOTIVATION

In inquiring into the differences between the sexes we must
go beyond intellectual differences to the important matter of
motivation. Intelligence is one thing; motivation to use one’s
intelligence is another. The question regarding motivation and
interest might be posed as follows: Are men and women moti-
vated to action by the same or different stimuli, and do they
seek the same or different ends? As pointed out in Chapter 1,
one’s socialization through the family and other groups greatly
influences one’s actions. But here we are interested in inves-
tigating whether these differences are inherent in the make-up
of the person.

There is fairly conclusive evidence that this is the case.
Psychologists tell us that “it is when we move into the area
of non-intellectual traits that we begin to find psychological
differences between males and females.”

What are some of these sex-linked personality differences?
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When we turn ... to evaluations of emotionality or
“neuroticism” by means of pencil-and-paper question-
naires, we find that there is a consistent tendency for
women’s averages to be closer to the maladjusted end of
the scale than men’s are. On the Bernreuter Personality
Inventory, for example, the norms show that women are
more neurotic, less self-sufficient, more introverted, less
dominant, less self-confident, and more socially dependent
than men. ... Some other investigations of children by
non-questionnaire methods—fear response, nervous habits,
and so forth—suggest also that females may really be
somewhat more unstable emotionally than males. ...

If there is some evidence that females tend to be more
neurotic, there is no doubt whatever that males tend to
be more aggressive. This is one of the sex differences
most universally found and shows up as clearly in pre-
school children as in adults. ...

Although the *“ascendance” or “dominance” evaluated
by personality inventories is not the same thing as aggres-
siveness, it probably bears some relationship to it. Here
too, males characteristically score significantly higher. ...
Studies of young children by a variety of methods agree
that quarrelsome behavior occurs more often in boys than
in girls.t

Additional evidence of differences in personality traits
between the sexes can be drawn from the work of Tennan and
his associates. We must caution the reader, however, that the
following summary is based on a study designed to highlight
differences between the sexes by eliminating from consider-
ation characteristics in which the sexes do not show differ-
ences.

From whatever angle we have examined them the males
included in the standardization groups evinced a distinctive
interest in exploit and adventure, in outdoor and physically
strenuous occupations, in machinery and tools, in science,
physical phenomena, and inventions; and, from rather occa-
sional evidence, in business and commerce. On the other

6 Tyler, op. cit., pp. 262-263.
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hand, the females of our groups evinced a distinctive interest
in domestic affairs and in aesthetic objects and occupations;
they have distinctively preferred more sedentary and indoor
occupations, and occupations more directly ministrative, par-
ticularly to the young, the helpless, the distressed. Supporting
and supplementing these are the more subjective differ-
ences—those in emotional disposition and direction. The
males directly or indirectly manifest the greater self-assertion
and aggressiveness; they express more hardihood and fear-
lessness, and more roughness of manner, language, and sen-
timents. The females express themselves as more
compassionate and sympathetic, more timid, more fastidious
and aesthetically sensitive, more emotional in general (or at
least more expressive of the four emotions considered),
severer moralists, yet admit in themselves more weaknesses
in emotional control and (less noticeably) in physique.

But we must define some of our terms more precisely,
for instance, “aggressiveness” and “self-assertion.” The evi-
dence is for initiative, enterprise, vigorous activity, outdoor
adventure; “aggressiveness” need not imply selfishness or
tyranny or unfair attack. The compassion and sympathy of
the female, again, appears from the evidence personal rather
than abstract, less a principled humanitarianism than an
active sympathy for palpable misfortune or distress. In dis-
gust, in aesthetic judgment, and in moral censure, the evi-
dence is rather for the influence of fashion and of feeling
than of principle or reason. Our evidence need not imply the
possession of a “truer” taste or a more discerning con-
science.’

Regarding motivation, persons whose job it is to counsel
young persons report that many girls do not seem to aspire to
the positions their abilities would make possible, whereas boys
more likely make vocational choices in the professional areas
whether or not their level of intelligence and academic success
warrants such choices. Rather than having a lower general need
for achievement, however, psychological experiments have

" By permission from Sex and Personality by Lewis M. Terman, and
Catharine Cox Miles. Copyright 1936. McGraw-Hill Book Company,
Inc., pp. 447-448.
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shown that women are motivated by different stimuli. Women
show greater motivation toward doing the things that are
socially acceptable. Perhaps this reflects a greater sensitivity
to dependence on others among women and a greater indepen-
dence of others on the part of men.

Summary

In any society there is a core of common beliefs, values,
and behavior patterns that is shared by men and women alike.
This makes for ease in communication and a measure of con-
sensus in thought and action within the society.

Beyond these shared norms there are norms outlining the
major roles expected for each sex. These sex-differentiated
norms give direction to the behavior of each sex in relation to
the other sex, in relation to children, and in relation to the
innumerable other demands of group life. These male and
female subcultures develop in part in response to inherent dif-
ferences between the sexes. In this chapter we have highlighted
some of these subtle but nevertheless important differences.
They have been presented to inform the reader and to encour-
age him further to gain knowledge and insight concerning
inherent and culturally induced similarities and differences of
men and women within his own society. No individual is
merely the “statistical average” of his sex; awareness of group
differences is significant in understanding individual behavior.

The data presented in this chapter will be reflected in our
discussion of roles of men and women in dating, marriage, and
family living.

Vive la différence!

QUESTIONS AND PROJECTS

1. What changes have taken place in the social roles of women?
Of men?
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What has brought about changes in the roles of the sexes?

3. List some of the major aspects of the subcultures of men and
women in American society.

4. Elaborate on the statement, “Man is the weaker sex.”

5. To what extent are the differences in subcultures of the man and

the woman attributable to personality differences?
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3 Models for Marriage |

Young couples pattern their marriages after some marriage
model, or combination of marriage models, acceptable to them-
selves and to the society in which they live. But in America
there are three basic marriage models, greatly complicating the
problem of young lovers as they seek a pattern for married
life. There are the historic Judaic-Christian marriage model, the
romantic marriage model, and the rationalistic marriage model.
The model a couple chooses as a pattern for marriage, or
the elements which they choose out of the several models, will
go a long way in determining the nature of their life together.
Therefore, it is important to look at each of the models in
terms of the values supporting each and the structure and func-
tions of marriage prescribed in the norms of each model.
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The Judaic-Christian Marriage Model

In the historic Judaic-Christian model, with its deep roots
in the Jewish tradition, the institution of marriage is regarded
not simply as a pragmatically devised creation of man but as
a God-given order—a creation of God to be accepted and used
by man and not to be abused, abandoned, or destroyed by him.
Marriage is viewed as one of God’s good gifts to man. This
gift of God is to be utilized by man for man’s benefit. Also
through using it in the way in which God intended, man serves
God and his fellow men by acting responsibly—in the area of
sex expression, for instance—and by taking responsibility for
his spouse and offspring.

According to the Judaic-Christian model, marriage binds the
partners together in a mysterious union also through an act of
God. “Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and
cleaves to his wife and they become one flesh” (Genesis 2:24).

The older of the two Genesis creation myths describes
how God took one of Adam’s ribs and built it into a
woman. (Gen. 2:21f.) Male and female are thus shown to
have a common origin; they are not independent but com-
plementary and individually incomplete until they have
achieved the union in which each integrates and is inte-
grated by the other.

Although the union in “one flesh” is a physical union
established by sexual intercourse (the conjunction of the
sexual organs) it involves at the same time the whole
being, and affects the personality at the deepest level. It
is a union of the entire man and the entire woman. In it
they become a new and distinct unity, wholly different
from and set over against other human relational unities,
such as the family or the race; to bring into existence the
“one flesh” a man must leave his father and his mother.!

! Derrick S. Bailey, The Mystery of Love and Marriage, New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1952, p. 44.
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Because of the nature of this “one-flesh” union, Christian
marriage is commonly referred to as a sacrament—an outward
visible sign of an inner invisible state. The marriage (outward
sign) is visible; what happens to the couple in marriage (inner
state) is not empirically observable. Both Protestant and
Roman Catholic dogmas accept marriage as sacramental in
this sense though it is not as commonly referred to as a sac-
rament by American Protestants as it is by European Protes-
tants and Roman Catholics. The conviction that marriage is
sacramental is based on New Testament accounts of mar-
riage—primarily such passages as Ephesians 5—and hence is
Christian rather than Judaic in origin.

Not only is the institution of marriage a creation of God
and the couple joined together by God, but the relationship
between the marriage partners is of a permanent nature in
the Judaic-Christian marriage model. First of all, because it
is a unity, and the parts that make up the union cannot
become separable again: “What God hath joined together let
not man put asunder.” And, secondly, because an ethical ele-
ment, a vow of fidelity, enters into the relationship as the
marriage partners exchange vows: “Keeping thee only unto
him (her) until death doth you part.” It is the responsibility
of couple members to live up to this covenant of fidelity,
and it is within their power to do so, but only with the help
of God. The church does not regard man as perfect and does
not believe that it is easy for him to keep the covenant. Nor
does it believe that he always enters marriage in good faith,
or that he in all cases takes vows seriously. The church
“never considered a perfect man. They sought to enroll the
average man in a social system which could reach some great
civilized world unity.”?> The church teaches that it is only
through the spirit of God working to regenerate and
strengthen man that he remains faithful. In the Roman Cath-
olic Church marriage is sacramental in a dual sense: it is an

2 Carle C. Zimmerman and Lucius F. Cervantes, Marriage and the
Family, Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., 1956, p. 63.
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outward sign of an inner union, but it is also sacramental in
that it signifies and effectively causes grace in the souls of
the believers. “This mutual inward molding of husband and
wife, this determined effort to perfect each other is supernat-
ural in character and only accomplished by graces of the sac-
rament.”®

Specifically what are the purposes or functions of marriage
in the Judaic-Christian marriage model?

Basically, the reasons for or functions of marriage are two
in number. As stated in the Catechism of the Council of Trent
when explaining “the reasons because of which man and
woman ought to be joined in marriage,”

The first is precisely the companionship sought by the
natural instinct of different sex, and brought about in the
hope of mutual aid, so that each may help the other to
bear more easily the troubles of life, and to support the
weakness of old age. The second is the desire for chil-
dren.*

And in the words of Pius XI in his encyclical on Christian
Marriage:

This mutual inward moulding of husband and wife,
this determined effort to perfect each other, can in a very
real sense, as the Roman Catechism teaches, be said to
be the chief reason and purpose of matrimony, provided
matrimony be looked at not in the restricted sense as insti-
tuted for the proper conception and education of the child,
but more widely as the blending of life as a whole and
the mutual interchange and sharing thereof.5

However, in the subsequent pronouncements of Pius XIlI
the procreative and educative functions are again emphasized
as the primary functions of marriage. Speaking to the Italian

3 John R. Cavanaugh, Fundamental Marriage Counselling: A Catholic
Viewpoint, Milwaukee: The Bruce Publishing Co., 1957, p. 512.

4 Catechism of the Council of Trent, as quoted in John L. Thomas, The
American Catholic Family, p. 71. Copyright 1956 by Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
Englewood Cliffs, N.J. Reprinted by permission of the publisher.
5Pius XIl, Christian Marriage (Casti Connubi), 5th ed., New York: The
American Press, 1943, p. 8, as quoted in ibid., p. 71.
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Catholic Union of Midwives, in October 1951, he said in
part;

According to these theories [theories concerning “val-
ues of the human person” and the need of respecting
them], your self-dedication for the good of the life still
hidden in the womb of the mother and its happy birth
would have no more than a secondary importance. ...

The truth is that matrimony as a natural institution, by
virtue of the will of the Creator, does not have as its
primary, intimate end the personal improvement of the
couples concerned but the procreation and the education
of new life. The other ends, though also connected with
nature, are not in the same rank as the first, still less are
they superior to it. They are subordinate to it.°

And so it has come about that procreation and education
of children come to be the primary functions of marriage in
the Roman Catholic version of the Judaic-Christian marriage
model and the unitive function has come to be associated more
with the Protestant version of the Judaic-Christian marriage
model.

Protestant statements, such as the following, are in accord
with statements from Roman Catholic sources quoted above.

The essence of marriage is in the unity formed by the
life partners—*“they twain shall be one.” According to this
higher mathematics, in marriage, one plus one equals one.
Of course, Jesus recognized also the procreative function
of marriage, but He does not emphasize this aspect as
much as does the Old Testament. The primary objective
is the merging of two persons into one harmonious and
creative unit of body and soul.”

A third function of marriage is recognized in the Judaic-
Christian model, namely marriage as an outlet for sexual
expression, or as commonly stated, a “remedy against sin.”

6 As quoted in Cavanaugh, op. cit., pp. 159-160.
’T. A. Kantonen, The Family Under God, The Board of Social Missions
of the United Lutheran Church, New York (Lithographed), p. 11.
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The historic Christian church was greatly impressed with
the power of the sex drive as a potential force for evil and
was slow to accept sex as one of “God’s good gifts to man.”
Hence, this third function of marriage is negatively stated as
a function of marriage designed to avoid evil, rather than as
positively contributing to the enjoyment of marriage for the
marriage partners.

These, then, are the essential elements of the Judaic-Chris-
tian marriage model: It is an institution created by God for
man’s good and His glory. When two persons marry they
become one—*"one flesh”—a mysterious union understood only
in the mind of God. This union, once established, is permanent
and not to be set aside by man. The purposes of marriage are
unity, procreation and education of children, and an outlet for
sexual desire.

But to be fully understood, the Judaic-Christian marriage
model marriage must be viewed in the light of the total Chris-
tian way of life. The Christian faith proclaims that God is love,
and that His love is freely bestowed on man without consid-
eration for man’s merit. It is God’s will that men shall live
together in a community of love. Hence in the Christian view
of life there can be no true community of men unless love is
at the center as the dominant norm of human action. “You
shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all
your soul, and with all your mind. This is the great and first
commandment. And a second is like it, You shall love your
neighbor as yourself” (Matthew 22:37-38). Marriage is poten-
tially the most perfect example of this community of love, as
husband and wife share their love for each other, for in the
Judaic-Christian model marriage is a personal and sexual union
of one man and one woman in a continuing relationship of
mutual love and service based on fidelity.

Historically, the Judaic-Christian marriage model did much
to bring dignity and order into sex life as it was practiced in
the Western world. This is seen in the effect it had on the
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Corpus Juris as Christian principles were translated into revi-
sions of the law.®

The basic Christian reforms were five in number. First, only
heterosexual relations in marriage were made publicly allow-
able. All other forms of sex acts were classified as objection-
able, nonhuman (mammalian, bestial, sinful, criminal), and as
punishable. Second, this classification of “other forms” of sex
as “objectionable” was applied to every social class, without
regard to rank, economic condition, or occupation. The pur-
poses of this were stated positively as an attempt to create the
legal basis of a good and universal family system.

Third, some activities were made punishable by physical
means such as castigation, imprisonment, and banishment.
These extreme punishments were directed more at the persons
whose activities for gain led to the promotion of commercial-
ized sex. Penalties were increased all along the line so as to
make this occupation undesirable as a business and escapable
for those caught in its network.

Fourth, and fundamental, contracts involving nonfamily sex
activities as repayment for support or gifts were made illegal.
Prior to that time contracts and business agreements involving
sex constituted a low occupation but were legally enforceable.
Now they were illegal, not enforceable, and the inciting party
was an accessory to a crime.

Fifth and finally, these acts were not taken alone but as a
part of a wider movement to make the family the defined
public way of life and status. Negative movements against
extrafamily sex were taken as part of a positive movement to
promote universal familism.

This legal system incorporating basic Christian reforms was
not questioned for several centuries and from that time forward
the practices were a part of all Western tradition and were

8 This section is adapted from Carle C. Zimmerman and Lucius F.
Cervantes, Marriage and the Family, pp. 61-63. Copyright 1956 by
Henry Regnery Company.
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yielded to modern public law by canon law. Since this hap-
pened scarcely a century ago in England, for instance, we can
see where we derive these ideas today. The impact of the
Judaic-Christian marriage model on American family law and
family norms is pervasive and continuing.

But the historic Judaic-Christian marriage model was a
demanding model in that under it marriage was permanent and
indissoluble, and many eschewed embracing it as their mar-
riage model for this reason. Besides, the Judaic-Christian mar-
riage model took on trappings from time to time that made it
even more unpopular—trappings that were almost certain to
cause alternative secular marriage models to emerge as threats
to the Christian model in Europe and America. Some of the
things that made the Christian model not only unpopular but
also unnatural must be enumerated.

During the early days of the Christian church and during
the Middle Ages, sex was disparaged and the only occasion
for sex outlet came to be times when sexual intercourse was
engaged in in marriage with the conscious purpose of procre-
ation foremost in the intentions of the marriage mates. Any
other sexual outlet within or outside of marriage was regarded
as immoral or illegal.

In the hierarchy of life patterns that were acceptable to the
church, marriage suffered because of this growing tendency to
regard every kind and degree of self-denial as meritorious.
Martyrdom was the supreme example, then came fasting, alms-
giving, and celibacy. Not all Christians—and certainly not the
non-Christians—were prepared to adopt the ascetic life which
in marriage was interpreted to mean that if the married couple
were to be good Christians they should practice sexual conti-
nence even while living together in the married state.

As a part of this wave of extreme popularity of asceticism
within the church there were mass withdrawals from commu-
nity life. The primary object was not to escape from sex but
from the “world” with all the pleasures entailed in worldly
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living, including sex.

But prolonged, unnatural denial of sex expression had a
way of making sex an obsession. St. Jerome’s experience with
the hermit life is instructive.

Sackcloth disfigured my unshapely limbs, and my skin
from long neglect had become as black as an Ethiopian’s.
Tears and groans were my daily portion. Yet, though in
my fear of hell 1 had consigned myself to this prison
where my only companions were scorpions and wild
beasts, | often found myself amid bevies of girls. My face
was pale, and my frame chilled with fasting; yet my mind
was inflamed with desire. Helpless | cast myself at the
feet of Jesus.®

The only effective therapeutic for Jerome proved to be fill-
ing his mind with a rigorous intellectual discipline through the
study of Hebrew.

This is what we mean by the trappings of the Judaic-Chris-
tian marriage model. Marriage had come to be associated with
other elements of the “good life,” as it was seen in the Middle
Ages, and although a “normal” and “natural” marriage was not
disparaged, no apologies were made for declaring it to be def-
initely a “second-best” way of life.

Thirdly, the Christian way of life had well-developed values
regarding the after-life—the joys of heaven and the horrors of
hell—and a well-developed hierarchy of social authority, but
it had a poorly developed psychology; in fact, it had almost
no positive appreciation of the drives, needs, dispositions, inter-
ests, and desires of the individual person as a real entity.

... the rulers of the church took no account of the feelings
of the partners. If one member wearied of a political
match and sought satisfaction beyond the marriage bond
the church employed every device to enforce fidelity.
When, for example, Lothair | deserted his wife in favor
of his concubine, the church insisted that he return. He

9 As quoted in Roland H. Bainton, What Christianity Says About Sex,
Love, and Marriage, New York: Association Press, 1957, pp. 30-31.
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therefore made life so miserable for his wife that she was
ready to resort to extreme expedients to be rid of him.
But the church ruled that she must endure martyrdom
rather than suffer him to live with his concubine.

In other instances unions were dissolved with similar
unconcern for feelings. The church had an elaborate set
of impediments to marriage which were enforced with no
regard to personal attachments or aversions. Consanguinity,
affinity, and spiritual relationships constituted bars to mar-
riage.

Robert the Pious, for example, had been living happily
for some years with his wife Bertha when it was discov-
ered that he was related to her physically as fourth cousin
and spiritually as godfather to her child by a previous
marriage. Protracted excommunication at length con-
strained them to separate.

With such limited appreciation of the individual and such
blatant disregard for personal feelings and desires, it is not
surprising to find that the Judaic-Christian model at no point
elaborated on the romantic or feeling aspects of the love rela-
tionship between two persons. There was room for some con-
ception of romance in the unitive, companionable function of
marriage, but it was not developed.

There are a number of reasons why no provision was made
for the romantic feelings of the marriage partners, but chief
among them was the fact that the Judaic-Christian marriage
model in its emergence predated the development of a science
of personality; secondly, the romantic side of the love relation-
ship is not developed in New Testament accounts of marriage;
and, thirdly, the great synthesizer of medieval thought, Thomas
Aquinas, did not incorporate the insights of the emerging
romantic thought of his day.

Readily available to the theologian, however, were the
accounts of love in earlier literature, and especially those of
the Old Testament, but these were not incorporated either.
Instead Thomas Aquinas took his marriage model almost

10 |bid., pp. 49-51.
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directly from the much earlier formulation of St. Augustine
(354-430 A.D.).

Summary

It is important that couples planning to marry consider seri-
ously the marriage models available to them. This is particu-
larly true in America where several marriage models are held
in high regard. The model which a couple chooses to follow
will play an important part in the structure and in the functions
of the marriage the couple establishes.

There are three recognizable marriage models in American
culture: the Judaic-Christian, the romantic, and the rationalistic.
The oldest of these is the Judaic-Christian.

In the Judaic-Christian marriage model (1) marriage is an
institution ordained by God for man’s good and His glory;
(2) the two persons marrying become one; (3) the union is a
permanent one established primarily for companionship and for
the procreation and rearing of children; and (4) the marriage
partners are commanded to love and be faithful to each other.

The romantic and rationalistic marriage models are
described and analyzed in the following chapter.

QUESTIONS AND PROJECTS

1. What is meant by the term marriage model? What is its
relationship to values?

2. List the major elements in the Judaic-Christian marriage model.

3. What similarities are there between the Jewish, Protestant, and
the Roman Catholic forms of the Judaic-Christian model? What
are the major differences?
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4. What was the effect of the Judaic-Christian model on family law
in the Roman Empire?

5. From the point of view of the American ideal, what were some
of the limitations of the historic Judaic-Christian marriage model?

SUGGESTED READINGS
See chapter 4, Models for Marriage Il, pp. 64-65.
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4 Models for Marriage I

The first of the marriage models to emerge in the West as a
significant alternative to the Judaic-Christian marriage model
was the romantic model. It emerged in part as a reaction to
the medieval Christian marriage model which was devoid of
any element of romance. It must be made clear at the outset,
however, that the romantic marriage model was never as con-
sciously a model as the Judaic-Christian model was. In fact,
it is only in retrospect, in looking back over the course of
history and picking up various emerging themes, that one can
view the romantic marriage model as a systematic set of mar-
riage norms. Its protagonists and practitioners were not orga-
nized, and it had no synthesizer of the stature of a Thomas
Aquinas.

In arriving at the model that has had such an impact on
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marriage and the family in America, we pick up the emerging
themes from a number of sources.!

In the twelfth century in southern France three new devel-
opments became simultaneously apparent: the rise of the
Cathari with their utter repudiation of marriage in favor of
asceticism; the courts of love with their cult of adultery; and
the erotic mysticism of St. Bernard and the enormous vogue
of the Virgin Mary. The interrelations of these three are diffi-
cult to assess.

The Cathari regarded life in the flesh as an imprisonment
and propagation as sinful. Sex was to be completely eschewed.
They would not even eat anything connected with the processes
of sex: no eggs, cheese, butter, or milk. Luckily they did not
know that fish and vegetables have sex.

Coincidentally, and in the very same region, arose the prac-
tice of courtly love. The historical specialists are agreed that
the ideal of courtly love was something altogether new. This
is not to say that people had never before fallen in love; there
was the passion of Paris for Helen, the languishing of Dido,
and Ovid’s Art of Love. But love in these instances was con-
sidered an enslaving passion, if not an occasion for levity.
Courtly love on the contrary was portrayed as ennobling,
because the beloved was regarded as superior to the lover and
conveyed to him something of her own worth. For the first
time we have not only a cult of love but also the idealization
of women. This love which ennobles had to be freely bestowed
and the quality of unconstraint was best exhibited if the
beloved was superior to the lover. On his part there was
required a humility which never took success for granted, a
constant yearning and striving after love. Courtly love called
for continual courtship and courtesy.

The three conditions of this love are exhibited in troubadour

1 The following seven paragraphs are adapted from Roland H. Bainton,
What Christianity Says About Sex, Love, and Marriage, New York:
Association Press, 1957, pp. 56-63.
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songs. The first is that love ennobles. “Love is not a sin,” sang
one of the troubadours, “Rather it is a power that makes the
evil good and by it the good becomes better.” Second, the
beloved must be superior to the lover. “The lady of whom you
hear me sing is fairer than | can say; fresh complectioned,
beautiful to look upon, without blemish. Yes, and she is not
rouged, nor can anyone say evil of her, so pure and noble is
she.” The lover is her inferior and her vassal. “Lady, | am and
shall be yours, ready for your service. I am your sworn and
pledged vassal.” In the third place, love must be a quest ever
uncertain. “So fearful am | in regard to her, the fair one, that
I deliver myself to her, imploring her mercy.” Jealousy is “the
mother and nurse of love,” in the sense of solicitude, anxiety,
and vehemence of desire.

This love was held to be impossible in marriage, because
in marriage love is taken for granted, not freely given. In
marriage woman is not the superior but the equal if not
indeed the inferior of man. In marriage there is no exhilarat-
ing quest, no furtive fulfillment. The conditions of courtly
love are best realized if the lover addresses himself to a
married woman on whom he has less than a claim and whom
he cannot enjoy without stealth and adventure. Hence, courtly
love became the cult of adultery.

As the romantic model began to emerge, the real-life
conflict of virginity, marriage, and courtly love became
apparent as in the case of Abélard and Héloise. He was a
distinguished teacher who won the love of a young and
brilliant girl. They had a child out of wedlock. Abélard,
who had violated the hospitality of her uncle, offered to
make amends by marriage. Héloise was the one to object.
Her scale of values reveals the conflicting currents of the
age. In the first rank she placed virginity. Abélard had
already taken lower orders in the church looking toward
ordination and celibacy. He had fallen from this high ideal
but should return rather than continue in sin. But if not,
she would rather be his mistress than his wife. The reason
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was partly economic. As a teacher he could not support a
wife and family and continue his career, because universities
in those days were not endowed to support married profes-
sors. But the most serious consideration was that marriage
was a yoke of bondage for the wife and a device for
uniting properties. “l want not yours but you. | invoke God
as a witness that if Augustus should offer to make me his
empress | would rather be your mistress.” They did marry,
presumably to satisfy Abélard’s debt of honor, but the scale
of values remained: virginity first, courtly love second, and
marriage third.

The new element introduced by the emerging romantic
model lay not so much in the behavior it provoked as in
the frank repudiation of the churchly view in favor of an
idealization of passion elevated to a level of worship.
Though the origins of this new model are somewhat uncer-
tain, the consensus of scholars is that romantic love was
something new.

Romantic love was not associated with marriage in its
origins and the time when it became a part of a marriage
model cannot be determined with precision; it was not
incorporated into the medieval Christian model as we have
seen. There are some interpreters who feel that a line is to
be drawn between the north and the south of Europe and
that whereas in French courts of love romance meant adul-
tery, in Germany and England it was never dissociated from
marriage. This generalization is too sweeping, but one can
say that sometimes romantic love in the north found fulfill-
ment in marriage. The fruition was neither adultery nor
death, but wedded union. Hence, the “wedding” of romantic
love and marriage together in a romantic marriage model
was well under way before the model was transplanted to
America.

In becoming “wed” to marriage it was necessary, of
course, that romantic or courtly love lose some of its
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excesses. In the eyes of the romantic “ordinary” love was
a poor substitute for passionate love, and marriage was a
concession to ordinary love; hence a second-best status. In
“true” or passionate love, the feelings and actions of the
person in love could not be contained by canons of good
and evil. It was essential that the love spirit be permitted
to soar and to find its mate wherever it would. The person
who loved could not be held responsible for his actions
once he was gripped by passionate love. It was a destiny
that should not and could not be effectively opposed. Pro-
tagonists of this love saw marriage as a strait jacket, and
the church in turn viewed the protagonists of romantic love
as heretics.

Romantic love lost some of these excesses—some of its
asocial, antisocial, and anticlerical attributes—and came to
be regarded as a proper prelude to marriage; but it did not
lose all of these tendencies by any means.

It is still characterized by individual freedom and social
irresponsibility in the choice of a partner, even to the extent
of not recognizing the prior rights of another to the object
of the romantic’s love. For instance, it is permissible to
break up someone else’s marriage if love dictates it. Fur-
thermore, love is honored, the beloved is idealized if not
idolized, and dating and love-making are quixotic, bold, and
daring adventures.

Norms of the romantic marriage model prescribed monog-
amous love but not the indissolubility of marriage. The net
influence in America was to channel marital discontent into a
pattern of divorce and remarriage or “serial polygamy.”

The romantic marriage model has not had the serious
philosophic attention paid to it that theologians gave to the
Judaic-Christian model. The formulations of the romantic
model have rather been those of the troubadour, the poet,
and the writer of popular love songs rather than those of
the serious philosopher. Nevertheless, as the model emerged
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and as it developed in America it came to be associated
with some intellectually respectable naturalistic views on the
nature of man and society; in fact, a major reason for the
hostility of the church to romantic love has been its thor-
oughly secular-humanistic nature.

In referring to the romantic marriage model as humanistic
it is necessary to explain what we mean by the term human-
istic since its meanings have been so varied over the years.
The term came into vogue in the sixteenth century but it
was not until the eighteenth century, long regarded as the
Age of Reason, that it connoted a conflict between the
scientific study of man and theology. This naturalistic
approach to man and society is seen in the writings of
Rousseau, for instance. Rousseau saw man, not God, as the
measure of all things. He regarded all social institutions as
human creations devised by the powerful to enslave the rest
of mankind. These institutions had a restraining influence
that retarded the development of man. Marriage was no
exception. If left to himself man would develop freely and
naturally, as other animals, into the sort of creature nature
intended him to become.

These ideas fortified from other sources out of eighteenth-
and nineteenth-century secular humanism persisted and sus-
tained the major non-Christian marriage model operative in
America—the romantic model.

At the heart of the difference between the Judaic-Christian
and the romantic models are radically different views on the
nature of man and the nature and source of authority. In Chris-
tianity man is, as a result of his “fall,” sinful and unwilling
and unable to choose the good. Only with the help of God
through a process of “rebirth” and growth in *“sanctification”
can he make progress on the road to perfection, a perfection
that he does not fully attain during his finite life. God, the
authority, has created various institutions—the family, the state,
etc.—to retain the basic order of society in a sinful world. On
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the other hand, in the humanistic romantic model man is per-
fectible and is held back largely by ignorance and the trappings
of society, such as the social institutions. These social institu-
tions are man’s creations and can be used, modified, or
destroyed at the will of man.

Some further contrasts between the Christian and the
romantic model may help make clear the rather loosely struc-
tured and ill-defined romantic marriage model.

Is marriage real or nominal, tentative or permanent? The
Judaic-Christian marriage model calls for vows of fidelity, and
marriage is real—not lacking in essence or substance—rather
than nominal in that a mysterious union results. In the romantic
model the individual person is real, marriage is nominal, and,
hence, has no permanence in its own right. But man, though
real, is not free; he is the slave of love. If gripped by pas-
sionate love such a slave of love may “fall in love” with his
“soul mate” and if this is true the union will be a permanent
one. But it is not within the control of the lovers; they cannot
predict whether their love for each other will flourish or die,
even if they marry in the conviction or the hope that it will
not die. Note that the notion that man is a slave of love is
inconsistent with a view of man as rational and has its roots
in romantic love, not in humanism.

What are the functions of marriage? In the Christian model
the functions are unitive, procreative and educative, and as an
outlet for sexual desire. In the romantic model the function is
to contribute to the mutual happiness of two inviolable indi-
viduals—inviolable so far as other persons are concerned for
they are accountable only to love. The partners part if love
dies; the pragmatic test of whether or not love is still alive is
happiness. If their happiness approaches ecstasy, love is alive.
If they are unhappy and disenchanted with each other, love is
dead, and it is time to part.

In describing and analyzing the romantic marriage model
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we have criticized it at several points. Something should be
said about the values of perfectibility and inviolability of man
in the model. Whether or not marriage is man’s or God’s insti-
tution is not a matter that can be empirically demonstrated,
and either view must be accepted on faith. Many today, how-
ever, regard the perfectibility of man as too idealistic. Two
world wars, a depression, increasing crime rates, international
tension have had their effects on man’s conceptions of man.
Theologian Reinhold Niebuhr has said that man’s destiny is to
“seek after an impossible victory and to adjust himself to an
inevitable defeat,” and journalist Walter Lippmann denounces
the humanist argument that “the New Man will be born out
of his emancipation from authority.” And so in regard to love
and marriage also, we have come to be suspicious of the
implied pristine purity of motives of persons as they fall in
and out of love.

But it would appear to me that the romantic model is more
vulnerable on the point of the inviolability of man than on the
perfectibility of man. It can be and it has been demonstrated
that man is not and cannot be inviolable. Man is highly depen-
dent on other human beings and institutions during the entire
period of his emergence. He would not be human without this
socialization process. Secondly, it is not possible to have a
society with two or more inviolable individuals in it. Eventu-
ally they meet and clash, and there is no solution to this clash
of inviolable individuals with limitless needs and desires except
a war of all against all. It is for such reasons that democracy
as a model for control in society comes to the fore as a best
compromise in a society that emphasizes the freedom and
essential inviolability of all men—the American ideal.

The romantic marriage model is basically a socially irre-
sponsible model; this is in large measure responsible for the
emergence of the third model in America, the rationalistic mar-
riage model.
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The Rationalistic Marriage Model?

For many responsible, intelligent people neither faith nor
feeling had provided a satisfactory model for marriage. Feel-
ing—the romantic marriage model—provided unsure ground
for building a structure as important to individuals and to soci-
ety as was the family. Persons appeared to rush into marriage
even in the face of their own misgivings and often against the
more mature judgment of others. Many romantic marriages
quickly lost the “glow” and ended in demoralization, disorga-
nization, or outright separation and divorce.

For those who felt that the appeal in a marriage model for
modern man had to be to reason rather than to feeling, the
Judaic-Christian marriage model did not suffice either, even
though it was cast on the side of maintaining stable marriages
and condemning separation and divorce.

How were we to retain stability in American marriage with-
out returning to what appeared to many as a rigid, dogmatic
Judaic-Christian marriage model and one which, in its historic
form, seemed to have little regard for “this” life and almost
complete disregard for the feelings, desires, and wishes of the
individual?

For some, hope for a better marriage model lay in the new
and promising field of social science—particularly in family
sociology. The development of social science in America was
stimulated by American optimism for solving social problems.
One of the major social problems in the family field had been
and still was the problem of instability of the family, as dra-
matically demonstrated in the rising divorce rate. An important
factor contributing to marital instability, as the family sociol-

2 The following is partially adapted from William L. Kolb,
“Sociologically Established Family Norms and Democratic Values,”
Social Forces, Vol. 26, May 1948, pp. 451-456.
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ogists saw it, was social irresponsibility perpetuated through
the popular romantic marriage model.

American sociology of the family since its inception had
been organized around the value of assuring stability in the
modern family. The focus of attention in all probability
reflected values held by the sociologists themselves as well as
by responsible adults both in and outside of the Judaic-Chris-
tian tradition.

Family sociologists, true to their commitment to the scien-
tific method of reaching conclusions only after careful and
controlled observations of factual data, began the search for
the secret of the stable marriage—the cornerstone of the
stable family. But this was not enough. American family soci-
ologists, true to the American ideal with its emphasis on indi-
vidual rights, sought to find not only the prototype of the
stable marriage but the stable marriage in which marriage
partners found happiness and satisfaction as well as stability.
That is, family sociologists were looking not for the social
pressures or fears that kept couples from separating but for
the cohesive factors within the marriage relationship that kept
the couple willingly and happily in a permanent marriage.
Among these pioneering efforts in family research the work
of Ernest Burgess and Leonard Cottrell and Lewis Terman
must be noted.

Basically, the sociologist’s research design was a simple
one. Using carefully prepared questionnaires and interview
schedules, they gathered data from a reasonably large number
of married couples. Comparisons were then made between data
on couples who defined their marriages as happy or adjusted
(or were so rated by acquaintances) and data on couples who
rated low on happiness or adjustment.

What was the actual content of marriages receiving favor-
able happiness ratings? First of all, they were happy; that is,
the spouses themselves felt that they were happy. Secondly,
they were in basic agreement on fundamental decisions that
were made within their families. The married pairs agreed on
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leisure-time preferences and engaged in outside interests
together. There was mutual affection and confidence. Couples
were satisfied with their marriages and felt secure in them.
Marriages were permanent and conformed to the social expec-
tations of the community. These were some of the specific
values which emerged in the analysis of what constituted a
successful marriage when happy or adjusted and unhappy or
less well-adjusted couples were compared.

These factors fall into two general categories: first, a cat-
egory of factors which reflect a high degree of acceptance of
some system of social norms. Secondly, the social norms
accepted appear to be those most characteristic of the American
middle class. That is, happy couples came from homes whose
parents were happy. The married partners had similar family
background. They had better than average amount of education
and lived in places other than the underprivileged areas. The
data seemed to point to the conclusion that the person best
fitted for marriage was a highly socialized person, that is, one
characterized by traits of stability, conventionality, and confor-
mity. The data also seemed to suggest that for a permanent
and successful marriage one should marry someone who has
traits similar to his own traits and who has a similar family
and general socio-cultural background.

Family researchers pointed out that these results were ten-
tative, that the couples used as subjects in the research were
mostly urban and middle-class persons, and that the results
might therefore be expected to emerge somewhat as they did.
They further pointed out that the correlations between these
factors and happiness in marriage were not high and that they
left much to be desired insofar as predictive value was con-
cerned. It was pointed out that perhaps as many as 75 per cent
of the factors that made for successful marriages had not been
uncovered in these pioneering studies. Researchers also stressed
that, in keeping with good scientific procedure, the findings
would first have to be verified with findings utilizing larger
samples of people from the upper class and lower class as well
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as from the middle class.

But in a nation and an age in which anything that
smacked of scientific findings was held in esteem, the cau-
tions of researchers were neither understood nor heeded. The
popular press featured the results and continues to do so.
Worst of all, many sociologists themselves failed to use the
desired caution and presented the findings of the pioneering
studies as a new marriage model based on reason substanti-
ated by factual data. In their attempt to avoid the emotional
excesses of romanticism and the dogmatic rigidity of the
Judaic-Christian model, and at the same time as scientists to
avoid dealing with human values, they advocated a marriage
model based upon implicit values and norms on which they
had not reflected.

What was it that happy families were happy about? To
what were they adjusted? Is adjustment a sufficient goal of
individual life or of marriage in a democratic society with its
visionary American ideal? These were and are questions being
raised concerning this new marriage model by Nelson N.
Foote, Reuben Hill, William L. Kolb, as well as others within
and outside the discipline of sociology.

If the model for successful marriage was the “happy”
middle-class family of the 1920s and the 1930s, it could
mean a number of things. Had these families achieved the
measure of success commensurate with an ideal or model
form? On the basis of various types of evidence two different
images of that family emerge. One image is that of a family
characterized by absence of conflict, the prevalence of habits
of accommodation, affection between the spouses, social con-
servatism and conformity, the unending struggle for success,
and evidences that the struggle has not been without its mate-
rial rewards—owned homes, appliances, television, new auto-
mobiles.

The other image of the middle-class family contains the
above characteristics as easily observable phenomena but
emphasizes the structure of this family as the breeding ground
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of neurosis and conflict. It pictures the role of the middle-class
wife as empty, stultifying, and confused; the role of the hus-
band as that of an individual subjected to all the pressures of
the struggle for success; and the role of the child as determined
by the conflicting attitudes of his parents toward one another
and toward himself. This was the middle-class family of social
psychiatry and the realistic branch of literature.

The first image portrays the family in its full glory of high
social prestige, surrounded by its gadgets and grimly deter-
mined in its pursuit of status, economic success, and happiness.
The second delineates the essential emptiness, the narrowness
of cultural focus, and the frustrations of such happiness. These
latter portrayals were not the rantings of “madmen” or “kill-
joys”; they resulted from neo-Freudian observations based on
clinical evidence, sociological evidence from studies of person-
ality and role conflict, and the formulations of novelists of the
realistic school.

To the extent that the latter picture of the family of the
1920s and 1930s was correct, even the characteristics and
behavior patterns of the happiest would not suffice as a model
for others to follow. It is obvious that such a family structure,
regardless of the degree of adjustment, stability, and reported
happiness, could not contribute greatly to the self-development
of the family members. Personality growth or development
cannot mean the extreme concentration upon status and the
economic struggle, for this would seem to restrict rather than
to expand the interests of the individual. Adjustment, stability,
and happiness would have to be rejected as the goals of mar-
riage insofar as they were based upon an integration of family
activity around such limited goals.

Even in the broader sense—that is, without regard to their
possible meaning in the American family of the 1920s and the
1930s—adjustment, stability, and happiness are not adequate
goals for marriage in a society where the largest measure of
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personality development and individual freedom of expression
are ideal limits held out to individuals. If the end or ultimate
goal of life were dedication to the establishment of stable soci-
ety—stable families, stable government, stable economic
order—adjustment and stability would be adequate goals. But
if families, as well as the state and the economic order, are to
be judged by the way in which they contribute to the pursuits
of human freedom and personality development, then the goal
of stable families adjusted to a stable social order is too limited
and must be transcended.

To meet our immediate purposes we might summarize some
of the essential elements of the nascent marriage model that
emerged from the pioneering researches of family sociologists
in the 1920s and 1930s. The following have been highlighted
in the popular press as well as in some of the marriage manuals
and marriage textbooks. (1) Marriage is for mature persons—
stable, adjusted, conventional, and conforming. (2) One should
rationally “select” his mate against the background of traits
shown to be associated with successful marriage. Selection
should precede or accompany love and is initially more impor-
tant than love: “It is all right to fall in love, but be careful
where you fall.” (3) One should select a mate only after exten-
sive dating and intensive courtship to insure making a wise
choice. Do not fear to break a dating relationship even if you
are engaged, for a broken engagement is better than an
unhappy or broken marriage. (4) Marry someone with whom
you will be compatible, that is, someone with family and gen-
eral socio-cultural background like yourself, similar personality,
similar interests, and perhaps similar physical features. Like
should marry like. This is not too difficult for there are many
like you. Your concern is to find one of them. (5) If you choose
wisely your marriage should last—not because of pressures
from the outside but because you can both expect to find hap-
piness through marriage. The personal rewards can be expected
to outweigh the restrictions and compromises which even a
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good marriage entails.

In earlier paragraphs we criticized the rationalistic marriage
model because of the inadequacy of its goals when judged in
the light of the American ideal. This is not to suggest that the
rationalistic marriage model and the research upon which it
was based have not contributed significantly to an understand-
ing of how marriage and the family can contribute to a good
life. The same can be said for the Judaic-Christian model and
the romantic model.

TABLE 1 Marriage Models in American Culture

Aspect of

Marriage Judaic-Christian ~ Romantic Rationalistic

Origin of God Man Man
marriage

Structure of  Monogamous Monogamous Monogamous
marriage

Essential Mates freely Impelled by love Mates freely chosen
basis of chosen through with aid of rational
marriagé  personal love mate-selection

confrontation processes and
techniques
Reality of Two become Two become one  Two remain two:

marriage  “one flesh,” act through union of togetherness
of God: oneness love spirits or
souls: oneness

Functions of  Unitive, Ecstacy Mutual happiness,
marriage  companionship, mutual adjustment,
procreation, companionship
outlet for sex
desire
Permanence  Indissoluble Dissoluble if love Goal is stability but
of marriage dies marriage dissoluble
Summary

Two marriage models emerged to challenge the supremacy
of the Judaic-Christian marriage model in Western culture.
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The first of these was the romantic model which first
appeared as an extramarital model in the twelfth century. The
romantic marriage model has had a strong impact on Ameri-
can marriage in spite of its lack of systematic rationale and
its basic social irresponsibility.

According to the romantic model, two persons are drawn
together by their feeling of love for each other; they are faith-
ful to each other as long as their mutual love feeling lasts;
and they are under some obligation to separate if their love
for each other dies. Matters of procreation and the rearing of
children fall outside the scope of this model.

The emergence of the rationalistic marriage model is in
part indicative of a reaction to the dogmatism of the Judaic-
Christian marriage model, on the one hand, and to the irratio-
nality and irresponsibility of the romantic marriage model on
the other. Numbered among the protagonists of the rationalis-
tic marriage model are many social scientists and, in particu-
lar, family sociologists.

The rationalistic marriage model makes its appeal through
reason, whereas faith in God is essential to an acceptance of
the Judaic-Christian model, and feeling is at the heart of the
romantic model. Rational mate “selection” rather than the irra-
tional process of “falling in love” is the appropriate basis for
marriage in the rationalistic model. Mates are selected by a
conscious process of matching personal and social traits of the
persons concerned. These traits have been empirically demon-
strated by social and psychological research to be associated
with happy and adjusted marriage. The goal of the rationalis-
tic model is stable marriages based not on fidelity but on the
mutual happiness and satisfaction which comes in a life
together for two perfectly matched married persons. Perfect
matching is still an ideal rather than a reality even in the
minds of the most enthusiastic protagonists of the model how-
ever.

Values and norms of all three marriage models become
involved in marriage models within the general framework of
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the American ideal—dignity, freedom, equality, and potentiality
for personal development. These models are apparent in the
following chapters as we examine facets of marriage and the
family in light of the American ideal illuminated by empirical
findings of the social sciences.

QUESTIONS AND PROJECTS

1. List the major elements in the romantic marriage model.

2. Why did the early Christian church regard romantic love as
heretical?

3. What does it mean when we speak of man as inviolable and
perfectible?

4. What did the family sociologists find objectionable in the Judaic-
Christian marriage model? In the romantic marriage model?

5. How does the rationalistic marriage model attempt to insure both
stable marriage and personal freedom?

6. List the major elements in the rationalistic marriage model.

7. On what points would you criticize the rationalistic marriage
model?

8. As a model for your own marriage, would you choose one of
the three major marriage models? If not, what elements would
you take from each?
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Part ii

Dating:
the American mate-selection system






5 Random Dating:
Dating for Fun

All societies have some plan whereby single persons can
become married. There are a variety of ways in which this is
done. In some societies professional matchmakers are
employed by the family to find a spouse for an eligible son
or daughter. In other societies a close relative—father or
uncle—makes the selection of a spouse for the young person.
In still others, a young man may make his own choice of a
bride by asking the girl’s or her parents’ permission.

The American system for choosing a marriage partner is
new and unique. No other society uses the system in the
way in which it is used in America. Dating is the name
given to our system by its inventors. According to Ernest
Burgess and Paul Wallin, “Dating is an invention by the
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mass action of young people in the second decade of the
twentieth century.”

In analyzing dating, we will use the terminology of the
participants and refrain as much as possible from using the
older term courtship. The term courtship is commonly used by
the scholar but not by young people themselves. Historically,
the two terms—dating and courtship—are not synonymous as
will be pointed out shortly.

Nowhere else in the world are young people allowed as
much freedom in choosing a marriage partner as they are in
America. The only person one must consult in making a choice
is the person being chosen. On this we insist. In keeping with
our belief in the freedom and equality of all men, we grant to
each person, man and woman, the right personally to choose
a marriage partner. Neither sex is the privileged sex in this
regard.

Each young person is expected to choose his marriage part-
ner through the process of dating. He finds out if a person is
“right” for him through intimate association with persons of
the other sex by dating the “eligibles” one at a time over a
period of days, weeks, months, or years. He may find the right
one on the first try—even the first date. On the other hand,
he may find the right one only after dating literally hundreds
of eligibles. Some never find the right one.

Dating is not carried on solely for the purpose of finding
a mate, however. It has a dual purpose. Burgess and Wallin’s
definition of dating, for instance, specifically excludes matri-
monial commitment as an objective of dating. “Dating is a
social engagement of a man and a woman which is for enjoy-
ment of each other’s company and involves no matrimonial
commitment.” In other words, the individual who asks for a
date does not make a commitment to marry the person he
dates. In fact, he does not even make a commitment to date
her again, or she to date him. When a boy asks a girl for a
date it is understood that the request is only for a particular
occasion, and each is free to decide whether or not he desires
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more dates.
Hence, dating as practiced today is radically different from
courting, the practice that preceded it in history.

By long practice courtship is a social term involving
obligation, a kind of chain process which, once initiated,
one is under social pressure to carry through to completion
in marriage. In Colonial times when a boy asked for per-
mission to call on a man’s daughter, he in effect asked
for permission to marry her if she would consent. Much
more recently a first call by a man on a young woman
was a public indication of interest in marriage, and
repeated calling was the near equivalent of announcement
of an engagement and forthcoming marriage. From its ini-
tiation to its end courtship is a public avowal of intent
to marry. Back of that avowal, there has long been in
America social pressure upon the individual to carry out
his commitment.

In contrast, dating is a relationship expressing freedom,
lack of commitment or public obligation for any sort of
future action. In truth, up to the time of announcement
of engagement dating participants have a minimum of
accepted responsibility to continue the relationship. Con-
tinuation is largely a matter between the two concerned.
That is to say, the rise of the term dating is a reflection
of the freedom of the young to associate in pairs without
others—parents or the community—assuming or insisting
that merely because they are dating they have further
responsibilities to each other or to the community. Such
freedom is what distinguishes dating from courtship.t

Because of its dual function some dating does involve com-
mitment to marry, whereas other dating involves only the inten-
tion of having a good time. Some dates do not involve
commitment to marry (random dates). Some dates involve a
latent commitment on the part of one: “If he asks me to marry
him | will.” Some dates involve a private or semiprivate com-
mitment to marry on the part of both partners (pinned or

t Samuel H. Lowrie, “Dating Theories and Student Responses,” American
Sociological Review, Vol. 16, June 1951, p. 337.
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engaged-to-be-engaged). Some dates are between persons who
have made a formal commitment to marry (engagement). Some
dates are between persons already married to each other. In
other words, persons who have no intention of marrying each
other, persons who have intentions of marrying each other, and
persons already married to each other date in America.

In this chapter we will discuss only that type of dating
which precedes marriage and, more particularly, that which pre-
cedes the serious quest for a marriage partner.

Random Dating

We use the term random dating to label dates that involve
no commitment to continue the relationship beyond the partic-
ular date. In this type of dating a number of eligibles, as
defined by the actor, would serve equally or almost equally
well for the purposes of the date. Witness the fellow at the
phone trying to decide whom he should call first. He is a
casual dater. To him what he wants to do is more important
than the person with whom he does it. Perhaps some of his
pals have said, “We are going to a movie; why don’t you get
a date and come along?” He answers, “O.K., who should |
ask?” We call such dating random because the situation—going
to a movie with someone of the other sex—is more important
than the specific person with whom he goes. Random dating
may appear to be rather crass, as though people are inter-
changeable and any one of many will do, and in a way dating
is random in this sense. Actually, this is usually not the case,
for no two persons will fill the role of one’s date in the same
way, and the dater usually has at least some slight preference
for one over against the others.
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Some scholars in discussing this type of dating refer to it
as casual rather than random. Random dating is casual in the
sense that neither dater is deeply involved emotionally with
the other. In fact, if a young person is going to enjoy random
dating, it is important that he have enough self-control to avoid
becoming overly involved emotionally with persons who have
no attachment for him.

First Dates: Group Dating

For some young people first dates grow almost impercep-
tibly out of group activities. For others, getting the first date
is a traumatic and memorable occasion.

An increase in school parties, dances, and other school and
community functions in junior high school introduces the
young adolescent into a type of group life where association
with the other sex is for him almost inevitable, if not desirable.
Recent research has indicated that such school, church, or com-
munity activities initiate the adolescent not only into hetero-
sexual group activities on a basis of equality, but they also
serve to introduce him to paired association with the other sex.
The adolescent’s peers prod him if he seems uninterested and
support him if his sagging resolve prevents him from going
through with his plans to begin to date.

Group dating is fairly common among young adolescents;
in a survey of 120 middle-class parents, 84 per cent reported
that their adolescents had passed through a stage which could
best be described as group dating.? Occasionally there are
public expressions of concern that parents and the school
encourage or force young people into this phase of life before
they are ready for it and before they would choose it for them-

2E. E. LeMasters, Modern Courtship and Marriage, New York, The
Macmillan Co., 1957, p. 96.
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selves. This is especially true in regard to the more formal
aspects of dating, such as parties and dances. As one coed
reflected,

How well | remember the awkwardness of our 7th and
8th grade school dances and then again the fun we had on
sleigh-rides and parties with games and food. Casual get-
togethers for that age group can’t be emphasized enough.?

Group dating may begin when the child is eleven or twelve
years of age, mainly under the supervision of parents or some
other adult group. Individually paired dating, however, does
not normally start at such a tender age. Hollingshead reports
on Elmtown as follows:

The more adventurous youngsters begin to date when
they are 12 years of age—at picnics and family group get-
togethers—and the parents are usually present. A definite
dating pattern becomes clear during the fourteenth year; 20
per cent of the girls and 15 per cent of the boys report that
they had their first dates when they were 13. A much larger
number begins to date in the fifteenth year, and by the end
of it approximately 93 per cent of both sexes are dating with
some regularity. Among the sixteen-year-olds, dating is the
accepted procedure, and the boy or girl who does not date
is left out of mixed social affairs. Our data make it clear
that between the beginning of the fourteenth and the end of
the sixteenth years the associational pattern of these adoles-
cents changes from almost exclusive interaction with mem-
bers of their own sex to a mixed associational pattern similar
to that found in adult life. In this period, certain activities,
such as girls” “hag parties” and hunting and baseball among
the boys, are organized on a single sex basis; and others,
such as dances and parties, are almost exclusively mixed.

Forty-three per cent of the boys and 58 per cent of the
girls report that they experienced the thrill of their “first
date” before they entered high school. Dating before entry
into high school is not related significantly to age, town or
country residence, or class. On the contrary, it is associated

3 All cases cited are from the author’s files unless otherwise indicated.
Cases are used throughout to illustrate, not to prove, a point.
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with cliqgue membership. Some cliques have a much higher
ratio of dates than others...

Some of the pairing off by adolescents may appear to an
observer to be more conflicting than cooperative in nature!
“Roughhouse love play” is characteristic of adolescent love
affairs. Various roughhouse acts are carried on in public,
making possible more intimate contact between the sexes than
would otherwise be publicly allowed.

A customary pattern is for a bay or girl to take something—
a comb or pencil—belonging to one of the other sex whom
he likes and refuse to give it back. The resulting love play
over the coveted object is permitted in public because of the
aspects of conflict involved in it; to the casual observer the
couple may appear to be involved in a good-natured fight. Other
boys and girls may tease each other too, but the resulting conflict
does not take on the thinly disguised aspects of love-making
present in the simulated conflict of those who like each other.

Another phase of this roughhouse pattern, as well as some
of the other trauma of first dates, is seen in the following
dating histories.

It happens to all girls, | guess. From jeans to party
dresses, from climbing trees and playing left field with
the neighborhood boys to dances, and from bubble gum
and yo-yos to movies and sodas with a boy!

It was in the beginning of eighth grade that | sort of
casually noticed that boys were sort of...well...cute.... To
my embarrassment, | found | had “crushes” on certain
boys and when they’d look at me or say “Hi” to me I'd
almost wished they hadn’t because | was miserably flus-
tered. Of course | chummed around with a few girls and
we began going to the football and basketball games and
also the dances afterward. It was always just all the kids.
Everyone mingled and no one was really paired off. Just
a big group. At these dances | found out that if | started
to dance with one of my girl friends, pretty soon a boy

4 Reprinted with permission from August B. Hollingshead, Elmtown’s
Youth. Copyright 1949, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., pp. 224-225.
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would cut in and although | was horrified at the thought
| decided | could stand it. It seemed to me that the boys
didn’t exactly converse with me, or any of the other girls
for that matter, but that they would insult me and get a
“charge” out of it. So I’d insult them right back. This and
the other forms of “goofing off” (pranks, jokes, etc.) kind
of broke the nervous tension. After the dances I'd walk
home with my girl friends—slowly!

I advanced to only one boy walking me home. At first
this was all there was to it. Merely a nice, uneasy, walk
home. But then there came a night when this boy walked
me home and asked for a date besides. | was thrilled and
very pleased with myself. | was petrified too, because |
kept getting visions of neither one of us saying anything,
and | didn’t know how to act on a date.

Another girl writes:

To associate with a group where boys were present
presented no real problem for | felt perfectly at ease with
them. Whether it was in the class-room or at a social
function, | mingled freely with the fellows as well as the
girls. But it was the thought of spending an entire evening
with a member of the opposite sex that suddenly made
me conscious of how clumsy my feet seemed to be and
how cold and clammy my hands were. Although | was
interested in making friends with the fellows, it was always
more or less a “brother-sister” relationship. As soon as |
felt the relationship was becoming more than this, and
that perhaps | might be asked for a date, | immediately
stopped being friendly and held myself somewhat aloof.

The day arrived, however, when my coolness seemed
to have no effect and | found myself faced with the problem
of accepting or declining a date from my first suitor. After
much urging and coaxing from a girl friend, | consented
to go. Although the fellow had always been a friend of
mine, | suddenly felt a total stranger to him, not knowing
what to say or do. | worried for fear my friends might
see me and the word get around that | had begun dating.
I was certain | could never face the situation again.

By the end of my sophomore year, | began realizing
that boys could be fun on a date, too, and the more dates
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I accepted, the more adequate | began feeling in this thing
called dating.

For first dates to be rather uncomfortable affairs is a fairly
universal experience. Crist reports in his study of 120 high
school students that about one-half said the first date was not
an entirely enjoyable event and the source of anxiety, fears,
frustrations, or worry for many. First daters are apt to be shy,
fear that they will do the wrong thing, will not know what
to say, and are apt to be over-cautious in any show of inti-
macy.’

But despite the discomforts, young people begin the pro-
cess of dating for a variety of reasons. As part of their social-
ization they acquire the notion that there is nothing more
thrilling this side of heaven than being in love and marrying,
especially being in love. The young person realizes that if this
state of bliss is ever to come to pass for him he must get
started in the dating game. Random dating, even with all its
trauma, is the way to begin, for in random dating one is not
obligated to continue the relationship if it does not measure
up to one’s expectations.

Crist found that dating in the early stages was eng