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ABSTRACT
The purpece of this deseriptive study was to determine the
premarital sexual permlsslyrqess of a population sampling of e

Qlasg v Studen A, ‘\\Cvgti{ ¥ o M) 18 Cam g
sedents at Wisconsin State University-laCrosse.

The subjects used were 109 unmarried, on campus University students.
A1l subjects were administered a questionnaire. Premarital Sexual
Permigsiveness scales devised by Reiss were used as measures of the

respondents permissiveness.

~ﬁn”"’lj5§§%fas TEde ufthe Tesults TEing-tabtes—of~proportions
and-testIng ToT" ?g“ﬂTfAuautr using z §¢6T¥88, Analysis of the means
and standard dev1at1@ns using t tests of significance wé?é L =20
performed. |

Results ef th;é& an&lys;s indicateﬂ an overall permissiveness
based om caltal agreemeﬂt t@ the scale statements of 53.3% for the
males and 39 0% agreement for the females. Female respondents were
less perm1331ve than male respondentc when answering st&temeﬂus of
the Premarital Sexual Permissiveness scales. Temale respondents were
not more equalitarian than males when answering statements of the

Premarital Sexual Permissiveness scales. Older respondents were

not mere equalitarian than younger respendents.

iii

71 01852



P N

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The writer wishes to express his sincere appreciation to

Dr. Norene Smith, Associate Dean of Students, for her guidance
and advisement during this study. He wishes to thank Dr. Ira |
L. Reiss for permission to use the questionmnaire and scales
used in this study. He also recognizes gratefully the efforts
and patience of his wife Barbara, during this study.

" To the students‘who.participated in this study, the writer

expresses his thanks for their willingness to help.

iv



CHAPTER

I.

II.
III.
IV,

v.

TABIE OF CONTENTS

INTTR OD UCTI O}J L] . * * - L] L d *» L4 -

Stetement of the Problem

Purpose. * ¢ 5 8 ® & o * &
Heed o o o o o o o o o o o o
DelimitationS. «» o o o o o o
Definition Of Terms. . v e
Assumptions and Hypotheses .

Limitationse ¢ ¢ « ¢ o o &
REVIEW OF LITERATURE. 4+ o ¢ «

PROCEDURE L d L 4 . L] L . . - ' L ] .

s B o e o @ »

« @ s+ & & o o

« & ® & & e @

. - * L] - * -

RESULTS AND ARNALYSIS OF DATA., o« & o o @

e e # e & & s

SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

BIBLIOGRAPHY €« ¢ v e 8 s s e & 8 e . » o w e s s e e

APPENDIX * . * L3 L] - * L . . 'A.' - L 2 L] L . * " L4

N

. L] ® - - L] -

. - . ® L ] ] -

. L] ° * L] . L 3

. L L 4 L 2 & L] ..
L 4 L * * - L] L J

W
B8

t: O MLWVLWNDHE +



TABIE OF TABIES
TABLE - PAGE

1. Means, Standard Deviations, and t Scores of Male :
and Female Permissive Scale TYPES « o o o o« o o o o6 ¢ o o 17

2. Distribution of Guttman~-Scale Type on Universal
Five-Item Scale by Sex for Male and Female
Responses...'..................-...20

3. Proportion of Male and Femsle Scale Types for
Men and Women Low Permissives « o o o o o o o 2 o o o oo o 21

L. Proportion of Male and Femsle Scale Types for
. Men and Women Low and High Permissives « o o o o o o » « o 24

5. Proportion of Male and Female Scale Types
(One Type Away) With Respect to Sex and Age o « o « o o » o 20

6., Total Agreement to Coital Statements for
Male and Female Scales by Men and Women « o o o o o o o o o 28



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The study of human sexual relationship examines situations
in which individuals‘constantly make choices reguarding their
sexual attitudes and behavior. To some extent, then, the study
of sexual relationships are applicable to many sociologiéal and
psychological aspects of man's life. However, conventional sexual
morality has hampered the empirical study of the sexual relation-
ship, causing a void in knowledge of this subject. Students of
human tehavior, and especially educators, have a fesponsibility
to their‘profession to gain more than just imp;essions and
generalizatioﬁs reguarding student attitudes and feelings. The
more that is known about students the more effective those students
can be educated. The chief concern of this study was to investigate
the sexual attitudes of students at Wigconsin State Uni§ersity -
La Crosse in order to gain more information aboﬁt that group of
students. This information which in turn.might te helpful to
éther educators.
Statement of the problem

This study was an investigation of the Premarital Sexual
Permissiveness (PSP) of a sampling of the 1969-70 summer student

tody of Wisconsin State University *- La Crosse,

Purpose .

The purpose of this study was twofold: First, to determine

the PSP of a sampling of the 1969-70 summer student body at
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Wisconsin State University - lLa Crosse and to note what differencesl
in permissiveness, if any, occured in relation to age and sex of
the students. Second, to determine the degree of equalitarianism
the siudents manifisted.
Need

Until recently, the study of thé human sexual relstionship
has been severly curtailed in the United States. Reasons for this
fact are many, but the conventional moral tradition of our country
has been the prime cause (Reiss, 1967, p. 2). Research indicates
.8 changing sexual morality developing in the youth today. Kinsey's

studies; especially, point up this change not so much in behavior

-
-

as in attitudes (Reiss, 1967, p. 11). -

\>*§ince sex is one key motive irn human behavior, sexual attitudes
‘relate to the concepts of love and family, and indirectly tie in
with many of our social systems (Reiss, 1967, p. 5). The sexual
4r01e of an individual can, therefore, affect his self-concept, his
attitudes toward school, and his occupational choice.

~ For educators, then, sex research can help give a better

| Qnderstanding of the types of students with which they are dealing
‘and‘perhaps indicate how best to help'those students adjust‘té
1ife situations. | | :

Delimitations

 Subjects for the study were drawn from a population sampling
of the summer students at Wisconsin -State University - la Crosse .

The study was conducted during the summer semester of the 1969-70



school yéar at Wisconsin State .University - la Crosse., The study
included toth male and female respondants. Only unmarried students
were used in the sample. The study was conducted under the auspices.
of Wisconsin State University - La Crosse as an educational research

project. Subjects were given an anonymous, self administered

L//fgg/most common definitions of terms have been employed.
Norms. Standards of behavior that are held by a group.
Values. That which a group believes ought to be desired.

b//zgtitudes. Tendencies to act that are presumably based on

one's norm and values (Davis, 1950, -ps 38).

Permigsiveness, Allowing freedom of choice. It refers to

both an open minded detachment and a passive acceptance of involvement
(Websters Unabridged Dictionary).

y///égualitar;anism. The degree of equality between the sexes,

i///Petting. Sexually stimulating behavior more intimate than
kiss%ng and simple hugging tut not including full sexual relations.
;///§§;ggg Affection. Affection which is stronger than physicai
attraction or average fondness or "liking", but less strong than
the emotional state which you would call love.

}//’ngg. The emotional state which is more intense than strong
affectiog\and which you would define as love.

s

Assuﬁgﬂﬁons and Hypotheses

It was assumed that the twelve point Gutiman scale devised
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by Reiss is & valid measure of PSP (Appendix). Another assumption
was that less deception would be attempted concerning questions of
attitude rather than.behavior. Further, it was assumed that the
fecontrived" flve-item scale dévised by Reiss is a valid universal
measure‘of‘PSP (Appendix),

Four basic hypotheses were proposed.

Hypothesis Number One. Female respondents will be less per-

missive than males.

Hypothesis Fumber Two. Female respondents will be more equal-

itarian,

Hypothesis Number Three. The older respondents will be more
© permissive and more equalitarian.

Hypothesis Number Four. The overall permissiveness based on coital

agreement would be lower than 30% for females and 50% for males.
Limitations h

A major concern was the honesty of the respondents to ﬁhe
questionnaire. However, evidence indicates there seems to be a much
greater willingness to talk more freely about sex today than in
past years OReisé, 1966).

Another contamination due to prefabrication of answers is
possible but rather small in degree. A check on the truthfulness
was adminlstered with’the last two items on the questionnaire
(Appendix),

The issue of causality was not the concern of the study. The

difficulty in ascertaining causality requires more data and testing



than the scope of the study permitted. This study dealt with the
attitudes of respondants towsrd PSP and the relationships were -

analyzed with that in mind.



CHAPIER IIX
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Awareness of the human sexual relationship has teen at a low
level for many years in the United States. Feeling sex an unsafe
area of study, the researchers have stayed clear of empirical
investigations for fear of disturbing the existing moral order.

Prior to World War II, most research in the area was produced
primari]y‘by physicians, psychiatrists, psychologists, anthropologists,
and joﬁrnalists. The studies of Krofft-Ebing, Ellis and Freud were
the most influential during that period of time. However, thése
studies had ﬁoral undertones and were severly censured by the more
conservative féptions of society (Reiss, 1967, p. 2). Some of the
~most important post war works were the pioneer studies of Kinsey,
Pomeroy, Martinvand Gebhard. Even these studies were intensely
censured by the public minority (Himmehock and Fava, 1955). It
was a combination of Kinsey and a moveﬁent in the country téward
greater liberalism which recently has seen more sex research being
attempted. In fact, in the past few years, investigatofs doing
population research have noted that questions reguarding sexual
behavior are being answered more easily than questions reguarding
family income (Freedman, Whelpton and Campbell, 1959) (Freedman,
1965).

Eérlier studies showed more about the premarital sexual
behavior than about the attitudes of respondants. Studies by ‘

Terman (1938), Bergess and Wallin (1953), Kinsey et al., (1948,



1953), Erhmann (1959), Kirkendall (1961), and Christensen and
Carpenter (1962), while using non-probality samples indicate certain V
basic facts that have been assumed to be applicable for Americans.
It has been found that premarital coitus is more common for males
than for females and for Negroes than for whites (Reiss, 1964,
p. 688-98). Another finding is that affection is a more important
factor in motivating the female to perform sexually than it is in
motivating the male (Erhmann, 1959). Further evidence shows different
sdcio-cultural_factors influence different sexual behaviors and
attitudes. For example, it has been found that relations, wherein
the male has a. higher social class than the female, are more likely
to involve premarital coitus than the reverse of this (Erhmann, 1959,
De 144~69), Religiousness has been found to be an inhibiting in-
fluence on sexual permissiveness (Kinsey et at., 1953, p. 304-07).

} Evidence also indicates that the consequences of coitus vary according
" 4o the standards an individual holds (Christensen and Carpenter, 1962)
| (Reiss, 1960), Studies have also reported similarities of sexual
standards and behavior in certain social groups (Erhmann, 1959)
(Kinsey et at., 1948, 1953).

| Siudies dealing with perceived sexual permissiveness of parents,
peers and close friends have indicated relationships forming attitude
crystalization (Bell and Buerkle, 1961). The studies of Bossard
and Boll (1956) and Elder and Bowerman (1963) have shown that family
characteristics have an important impact on attitude formatioﬁ.

Brim in 1958, suggests that birth order may affect sexual permissiveness.



He found that older siblings of the opposite sex affect an in-
dividuals sexual permissiveness.

Masters and Johnson in 1966, studied the physiological aspects
of the human sexual fcsponse cycle., Their work produced a break
through in public opinion, similar to the Kinsey study of the 1940fs.
The study disproved many of the myths previously held in relation
to the sexual experience. Another study by Masters and Johnson,
'acheduled-to be-published-in-1976, dsals with the psychological
aspects of sexuality and should give some insight into some
attitudinal feelings of the respondents (Brecker, 1969).

' Another signifiéant finding in several studies is that re-
gional pgtterﬁs of" the United States may exist reguarding premarital
intimacy; Namely, the East end West are more liberal, the South

is most ?onservative, and the Midwest is moderate on permissiveness
(Reiss, 1964, 1967) (Rreemsrr;-1966)(Greene, 1964 ).

The above studies indicate that relatively little has been
found out about the sexual relationship in general and about pre-
maritalwpermissiveness in particular; The climate of the country
is changing and while somelinvestigaﬁors say there‘appears to be a
"gsexual revoluﬁion“ in the country, others say that the change is
'just a gradual evolvement of armor_‘e‘_ ‘equalitari’_an system (Reiss, 1967,
P. 176); In March of 1968, John H. Gagvon, senior research sociol-
ogist at the Institute for Sex Research, Indiania, and his collegue

William Simon wrote in the Annpals of the American Academy of

Political and Social Service, "t present, there are uneven signs



of a shift in rates of premarital intercourse in our society- a
shift toward increasing incidences of premarital intercourse on the
part of the female,"

Attitudinal Studies

Kinsey showed that little change has occurred in coital tehavior
since the 1920's, but that attitudes apparently have changed more
since then (Reiss, 1960, 1966). Two studies, Bromley and Britten
(1938), and Freedman (1965) have found that atout 25% females and
50% males indicated they were non-virgins. Studies by Rockwood
and Ford'(l945), fandis (1958), and Erhmann (1959) attempted to
classify sexual attitudes but the schema proved inadequate (Reiss, 1960).

In 1ookiﬁg at permissiveness, investigators have devoted the
most attention to the incidence of coitus not only because society
has viewed it as a major breakpoint in premarital behavior, but
also because while defiﬁitions of petting vary, definitions of
coitus do not (Packard, 1968).

Kinsey (1948) reported that 25% of the 21 years old surveyed
had experienced coitus. A study by Landis (1963) found the incidence
of premarital coitus for the females at 12%. Ehrmamnn (1960)
reported incidence for males 65%,for females 13%. Ehrmann's
survey was 1imited to one Southern University. A study by Freedman
(1958) reported female incidence at Vassar to be éZ%. Freeman (1966)
found a surprisingly high incidence in the study of 800 college .
senior women. He reported that 55% of the females had experienced

coitus. The report also suggested that women pace their sexual
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behavior according to how far away they perceive marriage to be.
-’ Studies dealing with attitudes toward premarital sexual

permissiveness are noteworthy. Erhmarn (1959) found that 53%
of his male respondents favored virginity. Landis (1963) found
53% opposed premarital coitus. A survey of Columbia College
seniors (Columbian, 1964) indicated that 83% favored premarital

coitus. Freeman (1966) reported in his study that between 40-64%
| favored premarital coitus depending on the amount of affection.

One of the most comprehensive studies of recent years was

done by Reiss (1967). The study had two basic purposes: 1) to
develop and test a ;;asufe of premarital sexual permissiveness, and
2) to examine socio-cultural correlates of premarital sexual
permissiveness. and propose & theory of premarital sexuality.
’.fhat probability sampling of both high school and college students
and adults had the following results. In the Iowa Collegc study,
32% of the females and 64% of the males accepted coitus (Reiss, 1967,
p. 105). In a simllar study at the University of Iowa wmth a
larger sample, 23% of the females and 63% of the males accepted
coitus (Hampe, 1967)., Reiss also reported that affection played
a large part in’accéptance of coitus. A range of percents from
21% for no affection to 52% for engaged males and 11% for no affection
to 44% for engaged females was noted in the student sample. His
ffindingé for the adult sample were about twj to three times lower
than the student sample. Thig suggested thaf the adults studied

were generally less permissive than the students.



CHAPTER III
PROCEDURE

This study was an investigation of the premarital sexual
permissiveness of a group of students from Wisconsin State University -
La Crosse. The descfiptive‘study was intended to find out the level
of permissiveness and the amount of equalitarianism of the respondents.
Differences in age, sex and school classification were analyzed.

The sample was obtained from the official summer school listing
of on campus residents. The population sample consisted of 80 male
residents from Coaté Hall end 72 female residents from Drake Hall,:

The participants ranged invage from 17 years to 24 years. Only
unmarried respondents were used for the study.
A %'  Thevreseérchen;sclected the male and female premarital sexual
permissiveness scales of Ira L. Reiss as the tool to measure the
level of permissiveness of the respondents. The scales designed by
Reiss have been tested for feliability and validity and it is assumed
that they are a Guttman scale and t;at théy provide a valid measure-
ment of premarital sexual permissiveness (Reiss, 1967). They are
{unidimensional and allow all respondents to be compared in terms of
" being more or less permissiveéwahc~dimensionwto~be'measuréd was PSP,

for the degree of permissiveness seemed to be most important in a

comparison of sexual beliefs, g%,g

In the American culture today, permissiveness was felt to
include both a matter of physlcal activity and of the conditioms
under which individuals would accept such physical activity.

Permissiveness depended, therefore, on the intimacy of tha physical
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act and on the conditions under which it occurs. The most import-
and condition was comsidered to be the amount of affection present
in the felationship. The male and female Guttman scales are based
on questions concerning the individusls acceptance of various
physical acts under variéus conditions of affection.
c&ikFor the purpose of this study physical acts were divided into
fhree.categoriés; kissing, petting, and coitus. Conditions of affect-
jon were divided into four categories; eﬁgagement, love, strong -
- affection, and no affection. Bach of the three physical conditions
were qualified by each of the four conditions of affection making
" a total of twelve statements which the respondents were asked to
agree or disagree with. These twelve statements are the basis of
. both the male and female PSP scales; The only difference in each
being the sex referent which meant that the subject was to respond
for a male in the first part and a female in the second part of the
quéstionnaire.' A copy of the scales appears in the appendix for
referencé. ﬁ\‘;
’4;~ The to&l used by the researchery to determine the scale type
of each individual‘was the "contrived" five-item scale which was also
developed by Reiss. _The—"contrivedt{five-itemscale was-found to be
a universal scale and it was further assumed that the five=item
scale was & valid indicator of the respondentS“PSP scaie“type;
.The scale was developed by using only those items which formed a
Guttman ééale, that is only those items in which agreement to a

higher ranking item involves agreement with all lower ranking items.
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- | The-"contrived“ five-item scale then consisted of five items or '
combined item: (5,6),(7),(9,10),(11), and 12, These items,
when answered, would pléce the respondent into one of six permissive
scale types, depending on the agreement\indicated to each question.
The range of the permissive scale was O through 5, zero being the
type in which there was no agreement to any of theifive items and
five being the type in which there was complete agreement to all
items. For example, aﬁ‘individual answéring agreé to item 5 or 6
and answering agree to item 7, would be classified as a permissive
scale type two. Anether example, an individual answering agree 1o

items 5 or 6, 7, 9, 10, and 11 would be a permissive scale type
. ™ v

- N
SRRICYR

fcur.Ag
. By tabulating the individuals responses to the male and female
permissive scales into the "contrived" five-item scale, the researcher
- was able to derive a permissive score for esach respondent. ~Thie_
permissive score or scale type ranged from O through 5 or from low
;ta high permissive‘ A scale type for both same sex permissiveness
and Tor perceived opposite sex permissiveness was obtained. These
scale types were then used to ﬁnasure the individuals éelf permissiﬁe—

T

ness and also to compare self with opposite sex permissiveness as a

.,

measure of equalitarianism. .
The questionnaire used was based on one used in a study that
Reiss did in 1960 at an Iowa college. The :eséarcher wrote for and

received permission frem Relss to use that Iowa College Student

Sample Questionnaire. The scope of the present research study did -
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not permit the use of that entire questionnaire, therefore, a
modified version was developed that included the premarital sexual
permissive scales and also éertain personal information. A copy
of the questionnaire appears in the Appendix for reference.

The questionnaire was distributed to each member of the two
resident halls in their mail boxes. It was requested in the cover
.1etter (Appendix) that the questionnaire be returned to a sealed
| box placed in the lobby no later than 4 P.M. the next day. A return
of 59 males and 60 femsles was received after two follow up notes
vere distribute@, through the use of their mail boxes. Each follow
up pfocess gaVé the respondents an additional 24 hours to reply. Five
of the male returns and five of fhe female returns were married students
and therefore were disreguarded for the study. There were three
incomplete returns, two male and one female but they were analyzed
using "No" answer responses. The questions not answered were items
1 and 2 of Part III of the questionnaire. These were found on the
last page and evidently were overlooked. A separate category for
no answer responses was included in the results along with the
agree and disagree categories. The total number of respondents used

by the researcher then was 54 males and 55 females.

The respondents questionnaires were separated by sex. Using
the M"contrived" five-item scale model the respordents ! answers
were tabulated and a scale type was derived for both same sex -

permissiveness and for perceived opposite sex permissiveness.
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*The scale type ranged from O through 5 with types O through 2

indicating low permissiveness and scale types 3 through 5 indicat-

ing high permissivenéss. The data was also key punched and the

. responses were tabulated giving breakdowns by sex, age, and school

clagsification. An analysis was made of the results using tables of
proportions. The z test of significance was performed to test for
any significant difference between proportions at the .C5 level,
When means and standard deviations were computed thé t test of
significance was performed to test for any significant difference.
The ;05 lével of significance was used.

Further énalysis was made to ascertain differences in permis-

siveness between male and female respondents. Both same sex and

" opposite sex permissiveness were compared. Equalitarianism was also

measured during this comparison. The age of the respondents was
compared to note any differences in permissiveness between different
age groups.

Finally an analysis of the total responses with regard to
agreement with coital items 9, 10, 11, 12, of the scale or items
5, 8, 11, 2, of the questionnaire was made to find out the overall

permissiveness level for both men and women.




CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS CF DATA
Results pertaining to the four major hypothesis are presented
in subsequent tables in this Chapter and in the Appendix.' Analysis
of these results follows their presentation. .

Hypothesis Number One

The first hypothesis stated that the female respondent will be
less permissive than the male. This general hypothesis was support-
ed by an analysis of the premarital sexual permissiveness scales
and the "eontrived" five-item scale.

The respondents were separated by sex. Each individual re-
spondent was ﬁhen placed into a scale type depending on how.he
responded to the "contrived" five-item permissive scale. This was
done for both male and female permissive scales, therefore, giving
each respondent a scale type for same sex permissiveness and one for
opposite sex permissiveness. The range of the five-item scale was
0-5.

Using the scale types obtained from the PSP scales, the means
and standard deviations were computed for both male and female
same sex permissiveness and opposite sex permissiveness (Table 1).
When males described their perception of other males permissiveness
by responding to the "contrived" five-item scale of the male and
female permissive scales, their mean agreement was 4.02 with a
standard deviation of 1.70. When males described their perceptionv

of female permissiveness by responding to the Weontrived" five-item
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TABIE 1

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t SCORES
OF MAIE AND FEMALE PERMISSIVE SCAIE TYPES

PERMISSIVE SCALE TYPES

Male-Male Female-Female t Score

Mean = 4.02. Mean - 2.38 . - 634
$.D. = 1.70 S.D. = 1.05

Nz 54 N =55

Male-Female Feﬁale;Male "t Score
Mean = 3.69 Mean - 2.67 - R.55%
S.D. = 2.9 S.De = 1.31

P.OE - 1096

% Significant
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scale of the male and female permissiveness scales, their mean

agreement was 3.69 with a standard deviation of 2.94. When females

describedAtheir perception of male permissiveness by responding to
the "contrived" five-item scale of the male and female permissiveness
scales, their mean agreement was 2,67 with a standard deviation of
1.31. When females described their perception of other females

| permissiveness by respohding to the "contrived" five-item scale of
the male and female permissiveness scales, their mean agreement was
2.38 with a standard deviation of 1.05.

When the mean agreement of males describing their perception
of other males permissiveness waé compared to the mean agreement of
females describing their perception of other females permissiveness,
the mean difference of (4.02 - 2.38) 1.66 was tested for sign-
ificance. The t score of .63/ was found to be not significant at
the .05 level. This suggested that there d4id not appear to be sign-
ificant differences between how males perceived themselves and how
females perceived themselves,

When the mean agreement of males describing their perception
of females was compared to the mean agreement of females describing
their perception of males, the mean difference of (3.69 - 2.67)

‘1.02 was given a t test of significance. The 1 score of 2.55 was
found to be significant at the .05 level. This suggested that males
perceive females to be significantly less permissive than females
perceive males to be. This supported Hypothesis One. It also was
8 finding which was expected for the double standard heritage of

the culture which permits males to be more permissive than females.
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A further breakdown of this data noted in Tables 2 and 3 again
suggeated that the female was less permissive than the male, An
analysis of the total number of permissive scale types for both males
and females showed tﬁe following résults.

The total number of each scale type was computed for both males
describing other males and males describing females. A total was
also computed for females describing males and for females describing
other females. These totﬁls are shown in Table 2. The scale was
dichotomously divided into low and high permissiveness with O
through 2 being low and 3 through 5 being high. Proportions were
then computed for both the low and high permissiveness. When looking
at the low side of the scale, the males saw 13% of themselves as low
and 16.7% of the females as low. Also on the low side of the scale,
the females saw 45.5% §f the males as low and 52.7% of themselves
as low. When looking at the high side of the scele, the males saw
87% of themselves as high and 83.7% of the females as high. Also
on the high side of the scaie, the females saw 54.5% of the males as
high and 47.3% of themselves as high.

When the proportions of males describing themselves as low (13),
was compared to the proportion of females describing themselves as
low (52.7), the difference in proportions (39.7) w as teéted with a
z test of significance. The z score of 26.64 was found to be sign-
ificant at the .05 level. This indicated that males saw themselves
a8 significantly more permissive than they saw females. It appeared,
also, that females saw themselves as significantly less permissive ‘

than they saw males.



TABIE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF GUTTMAN-SCAIE TYPE ON

UNIVERSAL FIVE-ITEM SCAIE BY SEX
FCR MAIE AND FEMAIE RESPONSES

20

PERMISSIVE
oW SCAIE TYPE HIGH
o) 1 2 3 4 5
Males

Men 0 0 7 7 13 27
Women 0 2 7 11 20 14

Females o
Men 4 5 16 14 12 4
Women 5 6 18 16 9 1




TABIE 3

PROPCRTION OF MAIE AND FEMAIE SCAIE TYFES
FOR MEN AND WOMEN LOW PERMISSIVES

Male-Male | Femalg—Female z Score

13 5247 26,64%

Male~Female 7 Female-Male z Score

16.7 | 4545 19.33%
P.05 = 1.9 |

¥ Significant
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| When the proportion of males describing females as low (16.7)
was compared to the propoftion'of females describing males as low
(45.5), the difference in proportions (28.8) was tested for sign-
ificance. The z score of 19.33 was significant at the .05 level. :
This suggested that males perceived females to be significantly
less permissive than themselves. It also appeared that females
ﬁerceived males to be significantly mere permissive than themselves.

The results of the breakdown of male and female permissive scale

types suggests that female respondgnts were less permissive than
malé respondents. These dgta, therefore, significantly sﬁpported
Hypothesis Cne.

Hypothesis Number Tweo

The second hypothesis stated that female respendents were
mere equalitarian then males. This meant that there should be a
smaller difference between same sex scale and opposite sex scale
for females than for males. In other words, the difference in scale
types between females describing themselveé and females describing
males would be smaller than the difference between males describing
themselves and males describing females.

When the propertion of males describing themselves as low |
permissives (13) was compsred to the pr&p@rtion of ﬁales describing
females as low permissives (16.7), the difference in proportions
- (3.7) was given a z test of significance. The 2 score of 3.46 was
found to be zignificant at the .05 level., When the preportien of

females describing males as low permissives (45.5) was compared to
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the proportion of females describing themselves as low permissives

(52.7), the difference in proportions (7.2) was given a z test of
gignificance. The z‘score of 4.02 was found to be sighificant at
the .05 level.

When the proportion of males describing themselves as high
permissives (87) was compared to the proportion of males describing
females as high permissives (83.7), the difference in prdportions (3.3)
was given a z test of significance. The z score of 3.15 was found to
be significant at the .05 level. When the proportion of females
describing males as high permissives (54.7) was compared to the
proportion of females describing_themselves as high permissives (47.3),
the difference in proportions,(7.4) was given a z test of sigﬁificance.
The z score of 4,14 was found to be significant at.the .05 level.

When low permissives (Table 4) were investigated the difference
between females‘describing themselves and females describing males
was 3.5 greater (7.2-3.7) than the difference between males déscrib-
ing themselves and males describing females. When looking at the
high permissives the difference is 4.1 greater (7.4-3.3).

It appeared that since the above differences weré»all signifiéant,
that the female in this study was less equalitarian than the male and
responded on the male scales in ways indicating:that they give men
more permissi?enéss then they give themselves.l Therefore,'the'
hypothesis was rejected.

Hypothesis Number Three

The third hypothesis stated that the older respondents will be
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TABIE 4

PROPORTION OF MAIE AND FEMAIE SCALE
TYPES FOR MEN AND WOMEN
LOW AND HIGH PERMISSIVES

Male ' Female ‘ z Score
Low
Men 13 16.7 ) 3-46*
Women  45.5 52,7 C 4.02¢
High
Women 5447 47.3 Leld¥
N 54 55
P.O5 = 1.96

* Significant
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more permissive and more equalitarian, The difference in scale

placement for the males of at least one scale type away are shown in

- Table 5, With a cut off at 21 years of age the differences between

those below 21 and those 21 and above are not significant.

The differences in scale types, one type away, were computed
by analyzing the data obtained from thg PSP scales of the question-
naire and the "contrived" five-item scale. The differences were
totaled for males and feméles below 21 years and for males and‘females
21 years and above, There were 11 males and 9 females below 21
years. In the 21 and above range there were 8 males and 4 females.
Prdportions were then computed for btoth males and females. The
results of thcse‘computations were shown in Table 5,

Out.of 36 male respondents below the age of 21, there were 11
who had a same sex scale type which was at least one scale type
away from the opposite sex scale type. Out of 18 male respondentsa
21 years and above, there were 8 who had a seme sex gscale type which

was at least one scale type away from the opposite sex scale type.

"~ Out of 38 female respondents below 21 years, there were 9 who had

a same sex scale type which was at least one scale type aWay from
the opposite sex scale type, Out of 17 female respondents 21 years

and above, there were 4 who had a same sex scale type which was at

. least one gcale type away from the opposite sex scale type.

When the proportion of males below 21 years was compared to the
proportion of males 21 years and above, the difference in proportions

(3.8) was given a 3z test of significance. The z score of 1.39 was
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~ TABIE 5

PROPORTION OF MAIE AND FEMAIE SCAIE TYPES (ONE TYPE AWAY) WITH
RESPECT TO SEX AND AGE

Below 21 years 2] years and above
N N N’zﬂ
Males 11 30.6 8 A 1439
(N = 36) (N = 18)
Females 9 21.1 A 23.5 «93

(N = 38)- ' (N = 17)

P.05 = 1.96
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found to be not significant at the .05 level. When the proportion

of females below 21 years was compared to the proportion of females
2] years and sbove, the difference in proportions 2./ was given a
z test of significancé. The z score of .93 was found to be not
significant at the .05 level, |

This suggested that both males and females showed no significant
differences with regard to age to the difference in scéle types of
at least one scale type away. It appeared, then, that older respond-
ents were not more permigsive than the younger respondents. The
hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis Number Four

The fourth hypothesis stated that the overall permissiveness
based on coital agreement of both male and female respondents would
be lower than 30% for females and 50% for males.

To see if the data supported this hypothesis the researcher
tabulated the agree responses for the four coital statements; items
9, 10, 11, 12 of the scales or items 5, 8, 12, 2 of the guestionnaire,
for both male and female respondents. These items were the engaged,
love, strong affection and no affection responses to coital or full
sexual relationship statements that compromised the coital responses,

A proportion was then computed using the total responses as a
base. The results of total msle and female agreement to the coital
statements regarding‘both male and females is shown in Table 6. When
men responded to item 5 of the male scale in the questionnaire,

65.1% agreed. When men responded to item 8 of the questionnaire,




TABIE 6

TOTAL AGREEMENT TO COITAL STATEMENTS

FOR MAIE AND FEMAIE SCALES
BY MEN AFD WOMEN

28

A % Male % Female
Questionnaire Response to Response to
Item Number . Male Scale Female Scale
5 (Engaged) | 1 65.1 61l.4
g (Love) 62.4, 57.8
12 (Strong Affection) 52.3 41.3
2 (No Affection) 33.1 16.5
Mean - 53.3 , ~ Mean = 39.0
N = 54 N=55
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62..% agreed. When men responded to item 12 of the questionnaire,

52.3% agreed. When men responded to item 2 of the male scale in the
questionnaire, 33.1% agreed. The mean agreement of men responding

to the male scales for the four coital statements was 53.3%. When
women responded to item 5. of the femalevscale in the gquestionnaire,
61.4% agreed. When women responded to item 8 of the scaie'in the
questionnaire, 57.8% agreed. When women responded to item 12 of the
questionnaire, 41.3% agreed. When women responded to item 2 of

the female scale in the questionnaire, 16.5% agreed. The mean agree-
ment and women responding to the four coital statements of the

female scale in the questionnaire was 39.0%.

The relafively high mean agreement to the coital statements by
females was not expected., As was reported in the review of litera-
ture; previous studies have indicated an agreement to coital state-
ments of about 30% for females and 50% for males, The 39% female
response for this study may have been an indication of an increas-
ing trend toward a higher level of permissiveness being reflected
in the country. It may also have been due to prefabrication of
answers by some respondénts.

The mean agreement of males to the coital statements was slightly
above expected results., On the whole then the results indicate a
moderately high level of permissiveness and therefore do not support
hypothesis four.,

Another interesting finding noted in Table 6 is the decreasing
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level of permissiveness on the affection scale of the coital
responées. For both males and females over 50% responding permitted
‘coitus under the coﬁditimns of being cngaged, being in leve, or having
strong éffection; enly one excepti@n, the females resp@ndihg te item
12, hed a 41.3% agreement. Item 2 which is the no affection coitai
response showed a 33.1% male and 16.5% female agreement response.

A check on truthfulness was made with the last twoe statements
of the questionnaire; When asked*if the questiennaire had aqcurately
&sscssed the essence of their beliefs about sexual behavier, men and
women responded with a 44.0% agreement and a 55.1% disagreement.
Responding to the same question, males had a 55.8% agree and a 44.2%
disagreement., Females responding te thq same question had a 34.5%
agree and a 65.5% disagreement. |

When asked if a serious investigator could rely on the truth-
fulness of answers that members of the group were giving the questien-
naire, men and women responded with & 70.1% agree and a 29.9%‘dis~
agreement; Male respondents to the same question had a 71.2% agree
and a 28.8% disagreement., Females respending to the same questien
had a 69.1% agree and a 30.9% disagreement.

This suggests that>ab0ut two-thirds of the respondents felt the
questionnaire was obtaining true answers but that less than one-half

felt it was getting at their true beliefs.,




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this descriptive study was to determine the
premarital sekual permissiveness of a sampling of the summer schooi
student body at Wisconsin State University-La Crosse to note what
differences in permissiveness occur in relation to age and sex of
the gtudents. A second purpose was to determine the degree of eéual-
itarianism that the students manifested.

A total of 109 sﬁbjects, 54 male‘and 55 female, all unmerried
undergraduates or graduate summer school students comprised the
population sample; The subjects ranged from 17 to 24 plus years of
iagc. All subjects were given an anonymous self administered question-
naire containing male and female premarital sexual permissiveness
scales, | *

A "contrived" five-iten scaie was employed to determine the
same sex or individual permissiveness scele type and the opposite
sex or equalitarian permissiveness sca]e‘type for each respondent.

An analysis was made of the scale types, using tables of proport-

ions, to note any differences between age and sex of the réspondents

in regard to their permissiveness. An overall permissiveness 1cveli
was obtained using percentages of the coital responses to the question-
naire,

Conclusions based on the analysis of tables and proportions

drawn from the premarital sexual permissive scale were:




1.

3.

o
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Femaie respondents were gsignificantly less permissive than
male respdndents when answering statements of the PSP scales,
Female respondents were not more equalitarian than males
when answering statements of the PSP scales. |
Older respondents were not more equalitarian than younger
reépondents.

The overall premarital sexual permissiveness based on coital

‘agreement to statements of the PSP scales showed 53.3%

agreement for the males and 39.0% agreement for the females.
This finding was moderately high for females and about

average for males as compared to findings from previous

_studies.

As a result of this study the following recommendations are made:

1.

2.

That the sample used in further studies of this kind be a

larger, random sampling of both on campus and off campus
students. This would enable the researéher to make more
generalizations‘concerning the results of the data.

That the questionnairg be revised to include more personal
data such as family background, religion,>and major area of
study. Also that the answers to the PSP scales be given a
six way cholce to permit respondents to more fully describe
their beliefs, | |

That the cover letter be revised to explain more fully the




AN

33

nature of the study and insure a more honest and objective
response.

That a measure of the respondents seiual standards be
examined. Such a measure could be indirectly obtained from
analysis of the PSP scales with regard to thevexisting

premarital sexual standards of the country.
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- MALE AND FEMALE PREMARITAL SEXUAL PRRMISSIVENESS SCALES

Male

1.

2.

3.

be

54

6.

7.

8.

9.

Standards (Both Men and Women Check This Section)

I believe that kissing is acceptable for the mAle before

marriage when he(isvengaged to be married,

Agree: (1)Strong, (2)Medium, (3)Slight

Disagree: (1)Strong, (2)Medium, (B)Slight

I believe that kissing is acceptable for the male before
- marriage when he is in love.
(The same six-way choice found in statement 1, follows
every statement.) |
I Sélieve that kissing is acceptable for the male before
marriage when he feels strong affection for his partne%.
i velieve that kisséng is acceptable for the male before
mafriage even if he does not feel particularly affectionals
toward hie partner.
I believe that pettingvis acceptable for the male before
marriage when he is engaged to be married.
I believe that petting is acceptable for the male before
marriage Qhen he is in love. , ‘
I believe that petting ié acceptable for the male before
marriage when he feels strong affection for his partner.
I believe that petting is acceptable for the male refore
marrisge even if he does not feel particularly affectionate
toward his partner.

I believe that full sexual relations are acceptable for the



10.

11.

12.

39
male before marriage when he is engaged to be married.
I believe that full sexual relations are acceptable for the
male before marriage when he is in love.
I believe that full sexual relations are acceptable for the
male before marriage when he feels strong affection for his
partner,
I believe that full sexual relations are acceptable for the
male before mérriage even if he does not feel particularly

affectionate toward his partner.

Femsle Standards (Both Men and Women Check This Section)

(The same twelve items occur here except that the female is the

sex referent.)
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"CONTRIVEDY FIVE-ITEM SCALE

Permissive Scale Type*®

Questionnaire Scale ‘

Item # Item # 0 1 2 3 4 5
10.or 1 5 or 6 or both - A A A F A
Lo 7 - - A A A
5 or 8 | 9 or 10 or both A T
12 | 11 - - - - A
2 2 .

# A plus (#) sign indicates agreement withithe item.
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June 22, 1970

Dear Student,

You have been chosen from this University's population to
participate in a research study. The purpose of the study is to
investigate the level of sexual permissiveness on this campus.

The questionnaire is to be completely anonymous, so please
do not sign your name., We are concerned about general patterns,
not individual responses. The questionnaire will be treated
confidentially and your honesty is of upmost importeance to the
results of the study.

There will be a slotted, sealed box at the main desk of your-
residence hall for you to return the questionnaire, Please return
it not later than 4 P.M. June 23, 1970.

Thank you for your co-operation and your time in answering
these questions. ' '

Sincerely,

John C. Reedich
Graduate Student

Student Personnel Services
WoU=La Crosgse



Part 1

Personal Data

1. Classification
(1)_____ Freshman
(2)______Sophomore
(3)_____Junior
(4)_____Senior

2. Marital Status
(1)______Single male
(2)_____Single female
(3)_____Married male
(4)_;_~__Married female
(5)_____Divorced male
(6)______Divorced female

3. Age
(1)____Below 18
(2)_____18-20
(3) 21
(4)_____22-23

(5) 2/, or older
Part II

MALE SEXUAL STANDARDS (Everyonme Should Answer This Section Regard-
less of Their Sex) :

Instructions: In this section we are interested in obtaining
your personal befiefs, After each question decide whether you
agree or disagree,

Definitions: In order to be sure we are defining terms the
same way, we will define petting: sexually stimulating behavior more




intimate than kissing and simple hugging but not including full
sexual relations. Strong affection: affection which is stronger
than physical attraction or average fondness or "liking", but less
strong than the emotional state which you would call love. ILove:
the emotional state which is more intense than strong affection and
which you would define as love.

Remember, we are not interested in what you tolerate in others,
we are interested in your personal beliefs., Please answer that way.
Please also keep in mind the definitions. '

1, I believe that petting is acceptable for the male before
marriage when he is in love.
(1)_____Agree
(2)____Disagree
2. I believe that full sexual relations is acceptable for the
male before marriage when he is not particularly affectionaté
toward his partner.
@

(2) Disagree

Agree

3. I believe that kissing is acceptable for the male before
merriage when he is engaged to be married.
(i)______Agree. |
(2)______Disagree

4e I believe that pettiing is acceptable for the male before
marriage when he is strongly affectionate toward his partner.
(1)______Agree
(2)______Disagree

5. ‘I believe that full sexual relations is acceptable for the =
male before marriage when he is engaged to be mgrried

. to his partner.

(l)______Agreé

(2) Disagree
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6. I believe that kissing is acceptable for the male before

marrisge when he is in love,
(1) Apree

(2) __Disagree

7. I believe that petting is acceptable for the male tefore

" marriage when he is not particularly affectionate toward

his partner.
(1)_ Agree

(2) Disagree
8. I believe that full sexual relations is acceptable for the

male before marriage when he is in love.

(1)______Agree
(2). Disagree

9. I believe that kissing is acceptable for the male before

marriage when he is not particularly affectionate toward

his partner.
(1)_____Agree
(2)____ Disagree )
10. I believe that petting is acceptable for the male before
marriage when he is engaged to be married.
(1)____ _Agree
(2)______Disagree
11. I believe that.kissing is acceptable for the male before

marriage when he feels strong affection for his partner.

(1) Agree
(2)

Disagree




7.

8.

9

10,

1l.
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to her pariner.

(1)
(2) Disagree

Agree

I believe that kissing is acceptable for the female before
marriage when she is in love.

(1 )_.‘_____...Agree

()_____Disagree

I believe that petting is acceptable for the female before
marriage when she is not particularly affectionate toward
her partner.

(1) _Agree

(2)______Disagrees

I believe that full sexual relations is acceptable for the
female before marriage when she is in love. |
(1)

(2) Disagree

Agree

I believe that kissing is acceptable for the female before
marriage when she is not particularly affectionate toward
her partner.

(1)______Agree

(2)______Disagree

I believe that petting is acceptable for the female before
marriage when she is engaged to be married.

(1)______Agres

(2)______Disagree

I believe that kissing is acceptable for the female before
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marriage when she feels strong affection toward her partner.
(1)_____Agree
(2)______Disagree

12. I believe that full sexual relations is acceptable for the
female before marriage when she is strongly affectionate
toward her partner.
(1)

(2) Disagree

Agree

Part III
1. Do you feel that this questionnaire has accurately
asasessed the essence of your beliefs about sexual behavior?

(1) Yes

) Yo

2. Do you feel that a serious investigator can rely on the
truthfulness of answers that members of this class are
giving to this questionnaire?

1) Yes

(2) No
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UNIVERSITY OF inTwSOfa,

. MINNESOTA FAMILY S§TUDY CENTER
1014 SOCXAL SCIENCES BUILDING * MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55455

April 28, 1970

John C. Reedich
Graduate Student

926 Winneeshiek Rd.
La Crosse, WI 54601

Dear Mr. Reedich:

You have my permission to use appendix B from my
book, The Social Context of Premarital Sexual
Permissiveness for your seminar paper. I will be
most interested in your results. Please keep me
posted.

Sincerely,

i) D
{QL A \./.\’Q,.;:)

- N
Ira L. Reiss
Director and
Professor of Sociology

ILR:elr . -









