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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

The mate selectlon process in American soclety has
been characterized as individualistic and personality cen-
tered (Winch, 1971), which suggests that two individuals
declde by themselves, and 1deally on the basis of love, to
marry. In fact, many other varlables are in operation.
According to Winch, the two principles of ethnocentric pre-
ference and incest avoidance, in joint operation, define a
field of eliglibles from which one may choose a marriage
partner. Homogamy (homos, same + gamia, marrying) 1is a
consequence of the principle of ethnocentric preference.
Coombs defines homogamy as "primarily a reflection of the
desire, consclous or unconscious, for each person to as-
soclate with those who share his basic values" (1962: 155).

If the field of eligibles is defined through the
principles of incest avoidance and ethnocentric preference,
then how 1is the seléction of a mate made from the field of
eligibles? According to Winch, there is evidence to sup-
port his theory that this cholce is made on the basis of
the “complementarity of personal needs" (1971: 488).

An added dimension of the mate selection process can
be gained by focusing on the roles played by parents and

peers. While the individual chooses nis or her potential



spouse on the basis of his or her standards (in which
the parents are often influential), Goode suggests that
the person he or she chooses "is 1likely to be more eli-
gible as a mate according to general social norms and

as Judzed by peers and parents, than the average indivi-

dual with whom the youngster formerly indulged in love-
play" (1959: 43; my emphasis). The problem to be in-
vestigated, then, 1s what role do parents play in the
mate selection process in American society, and how is

thelr influence manifested?

The Importance of the Problem

Because of the contention that mate selection in our
soclety 1s a matter of individual choice, 1little attention
has been paid to the role of parents and peers in this
process. Many researchers agree with Winch's theory (1971)
that in a society with a relatively isolated nuclear fam-
11y, the family plays only a minimal role in mate selection.
He finds this to be true of American society. Despite
Winch's assertion, a substantial number of researéhers
(Udry, 1972; Goode, 1968; Sussman, 1953; Coombs, 1962)
acknowledge that the roles of parents and peers are influ-
ential in determining mate selection, and it appears to be
a common belief that parents and peers are instrumental in

supporting the norm of homogamy. Little research evidence



exists, however, that describes just how their influence
1s exerted in a soclety which stresses the ideology of an
Individual choice based on "love."

In spite of the extensive literature in the field of
mate selection, only minimal research has been undertaken
regarding parental Influence on mate selection. The most
recent study was undertaken by Coombs in 1962. It appears,
then, that a definite need exists for a more up-to-date
study. Since there is a lack of literature and research
regarding the subject matter, an exploratory study was
undertaken to gain insight into this theoretically impor-

tant area.

Review of the Iiterature

In Amerlcan soclety, marriage i1s considered a very
important 1ife goal. The 1ndividual is inundated by the
media concerning the importance of marriage. 1In addition,
there are often great pressures from friends and relatives
concerning marriage plans. The pressures on a female to
make a "good match" may be greater than those exerted on a
male, because a female's status 1s defined by the social
position of the male she marries, and in terms of her re-
lationship to her husband. Parsons described this derived
status by pointing out that "the woman's fundamental status
is that of her husband's wife, the mother of his children

e « « " (Parsons, in Coser, 1964: 257). This characteriza-



tion may be changing somewhat due to the rise of feminism,
but marriage still appears to be a desired goal in our
soclety.

Qur marriage oriented soclety expects a young person
to date and eventually marry someone who 1s compatible,
thus assuring marital happiness. Young people commence
dating at an increasingly early age and with greater fre-
quency than has been true in the past. Xephart (1966)
found in his study of college students that more than half
of his sample (both male and female) had had their first
date by the age of thirteen, and were soon thereafter
dating frequently.

Dating, although a falrly recent innovation, 1s very
important in American society because it is one of the
first steps in the mate selection process. Dating has also
been characterized as "the 'window-shopping'-period--it
carries no commitment to buy the merchandise on display"
(Winch, 1952: 435).

According to Leonard Benson, the idea of dating has
emerged because of new soclial conditions. He describes

these as: "the growth of an adolescent youth culture; the

general stress on love in contemporary society; the rise of

sex equality; and voluntarism in mate selection® (1971: 52).

One of the reasons for the increasing importance of dating
in our soclety 1s the stress on romantic love as the basis

for marriage. In order to fall in love, individuals must



assoclate with each other.

The steady rise in frequency of dating 1s a reflection
of the changing nature of courtship behavior during the past
two centurles. ‘T'he norm in colonlal America assumed that
"parents were responsible for the marriagze arrangements of
their children'" (Burgess, et al., 1971: 267). As the eco-
nomic and social conditions of the young nation changed, so
did the mating behavior. By the early 1800's, increasing
emphasls was placed on freedom of cholce of the marital
partner. Near the end of the nlineteenth century, 'the ex-
pectation of companionship between boys and girls before
marriage was well established" (Burgess, et al.: 1971, 267).
This trend toward less parental contrel in the mate selec-
tion process has continued until today parents ideally do
not exert any direct control over the courtship process.
This, however, does not imply that parents do not affect
their chilld's selection of a marriage partner. Instead,
the influence is more indirect, and can be manifested by
three general means. ‘the parents may attempt to control
the social contacts of thelr offspring; they may oppose a
match and attempt to break it up; or the child may con-
sciously or unconsciously select a mate who he or she feels
will meet the approval of the parents (Burgess, et al.,
1971: 298). The parents usually communicate to their
children, throush soclialization, those standards which they

find acceptable; in other words, they transmit their ex-
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pectations.

The concept of force of expectations holds that '"the
behavior of a person in a particular situation 1s motivated
by attitudes and ideas formed in his various experlences
from birth to the time of acting in that situation®
(Burgess, et al., 1971: 241). Although Bburgess et al.
theorized that the force of expectations was the most power-
ful single pressure on mate selection, they also postulate
that presently in the United States every type of parental
role in mate selection may be found (Burgess, et al., 1971:
298). Of these, the most prevalent is the positivistic
role In which the parent tassisted and encouraged the de-
velopment of relatlonships of which they approved and ad-
vised rather than dictated the child's choices" (Blood,
1972: 290).

We may find, then, that parental roles generally will
be positivistic and democratic, as supported by Bates in his
study, "Parental Roles in Courtship" (1942). This view 1s
further confirmed by Sussman's (1953) assertion, stemming
from his study of parents, that parents more often dls-
couraged, rather than prohibited, marriages of which they
disapproved. 1In those rare cases where parents acted in an
authoritarian manner by prohibiting marriages, their off-
spring often eloped or were secretly married (Bates, 1942:

L8L) .




Furthermore, parents may be seen as instrumental in
upholding the idea of homogamy. By teaching their chilldren
standards for selecting a partner, they insure, perhaps
unconscliously, that the individual chosen will be a member
of their social class, raclal group, religious group, or
from the same general background. Chilldren are inculcated
with certaln characteristics of a desirable match, and
therefore, althouzh parents do not insist that they choose
a certaln mate, theilr values are transmitted to their off-
spring. The resulting 1ldea is often expressed: "I trust you
to choose the 'right' person."

Through this "trust," then, parental influence has be-
come indirect rather than direct. According to Bates (1942),
at least a generation ago most childrern were bound to ex-
perience direct parental control on mate selection, yet a
generation later he found that through the indirect control
over the associations of their offspring, parents would help
determine an appropriate field of eligibles. The process of
mate selection, then, increasingly 1Is based on self-
selection, but the selection 1s often from a group of ell-
gibles which are chosen by utilizing the values instilled
by the parents. Goode supports this contentlon when he
suggests that "In our society, parents threaten, cajole,
wheedle, bribe, and persuade their children to 'go with
the right people,' durinz both the early love play and later

courtship phases. Frimarily, they seek to control love



relationships by influencing the informal social contacts of
their children: moving to appropriate nelghborhoods and
schools, gliving parties and helping make out invitation
lists, by making their children aware that certain individu-
als have ineligibility traits (race, religion, manners,
clothing, and so on)" (1968: 256).

While parents may '"seek to control love relationshilps"
in the same manner, "the peer group can support or undercut
parental influence, depending on whether the general values
of parents and peer groups are alike or different. When the
values are essentlally the same, the indlvidual will, pre-~
sumably, suffer only minimal conflict finding a proper kind
of love partner. But when parents and peers differ, the
potential for conflict 1s great, depending upon the influ-
erice and meaningfulness of each of the pressure groups for
the individual" (Bell, 1967: 126).

In other words, if Bell and Goode are correct 1n their
description of the role parents and peers play in the mate
selection process, parents and peers act as legitimizers
and validators of the individual's feelings of "belng in
love," which 1s then used as the flinal criterion for select-
ing a marriage partner from the fleld of eligibles. While
"being in love®" may be perceived as self-defined, there is
reason to believe that awareness of love must be validated

and legitimized by significant others (e.g. Cohen, 1964).



This study willl view the parents' roles as legitimizing
or sanctlioning. This behavior is characterized by iadel as
tany tendency to deviate on the part of one actor will be
met and corrected by the punitive sanctions provided by the
other; conformity or ‘normality' will in turn be rewarded
and hence reinforced" (hadel, 1965: 51). we might expect,
then, that parents will act to validate or invalidate their
offspring's selectlion of a potential mate, rather than dic-
tating the choice, and that their indirect influence will
be manifested in two ways: by the standards they instill in

their chilldren and by theilr role as validator.




CHAPTER I1

RESEARCH PROCEDUL#S AnD RESPOLDZELT CHARACTERISTICS

Besearch Desigon

Since there 1s a lack of literature and research, es=-
peclally contemporary research, regardinz the problem of
interest, an exploratory study was undertaken. An explora-
tory study seeks "to gain familiarity with a phenomenon or
to achlieve new insights into it, often in order to formu-
late a more precise research problem or to develop hypothe-
ses" (Selltiz, et al., 1959: 50). Since the goal of the
study was to achlieve insight into parental influence on
mate selection, this particular research design appeared to

be the most feasible and appropriate.

Selection of the Sample

The sample consisted of fifty married students
(twenty-five males and twenty-five females) who were en-
rolled at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University during tall and/or Wwinter quarter of the 1973-
1974 academic year. As a list of married students could
not be obtained from the regzistrar because of confidenti-
ality of records, the selection of subjects was made 1in
the following manner. A systematic random selection of
270 names was made from the student directory by employling

a table of random numbers to select the first rame, and

10



11

then counting off every sixtieth name, in order to reach a
total of 270 out of a student body of roughly 16,000. It
was felt that 270 names would include at least 50 married
students. Names were eliminated if the address given in
the student directory was on-campus, on the assumption that
students 1living on-campus were unmarried, and if any had
married since the directory was published, their number
would be quite small. Also, names were eliminated from the
list If there was no number listed. It is recognized that
this procedure introduced a bias in the population selected
for study.

There are three possible reasons why an individual
might not have a telephone number listed. 'The first is
that he of she had a telephone, or planned to have one in-
stalled, but the number was not known at Fall registration,
when information for the directory was gathered. It is
doubtful that there are any significant differences be-
tween these individuals and others listed in the directory.
The second possibility, that the student might not be able
to afford a phone, may in fact introduce a bias, in that
individuals with lower-middle or lower class backgrounds
may be excluded. However, there 1s a substantial propor-
tion of class IV and V subjects in the sample. The third
possibility is that individuals who value their privacy
might not have a phone, or might have an unlisted phone

number. If this is the case, a bias might have been
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introduced if such individuals were nume rous. However,
since the numrber of names excluded was very small, it
follows that the proportion of married students excluded
was also very small, and therefore if a bias was intro-
duced, it was minimal.

The students chosen were contacted by phone and each
was asked whether he or she was married. If the answer
was poslitive, he or she was asked to meet the researcher
at a mutually convenient time. All but four male subjects
agreed to be interviewed. The four who refused gave lack
of time as their reason. Interviews were conducted in the
subject's home, hls or her school office, or the research-
er's office.

After each individual was interviewed, permission was
sought to mail his or her parents a questionnaire. Of the
fifty subjects interviewed, forty-three gave permission.
Reasons given for refusal included a concern that their
parents not be bothered, or that thelr parents would not
respond to a questionnaire. One subject felt that her
parents had "bad feelings! about her marriage and did not
want to re-open the subject. In all cases, the subjects!
feelings were respected, and no pressure was applied for
thelr compliance.

A questionnaire, with a cover letter explalning the
study, was malled to the parents of those students who had

granted permission. Due to a lack of time and finances,



13

only one mailing was made. If both parents were living,
two questionnaires were sent, witn a request that each
parent fi1l1l out a questionnaire. (wine parents were de-
ceased.) In the one case of divorced parents, a question-
nailre was sent to each parent. One parent was elimlnated
from the sample because she was living outside of the
United States. At first it was felt that step-parents
should be asked to fill out a questiornaire, but after the
interviews were conducted, it became apparent that in those
cases of subjects who had step-parents, the step-parents
had 1little influence because they had not been a part of
the family for a long period. A total of seventy-six
questionnaires were sent. Of these, fifty-five were re-

turned, a return rate of seventy-two per cent (See Table

I).

The Instruments

The interview instrument consisted of a combination of
fixed-resporse and open-ended questions, and also included
two scales: & scale measuring attitude toward discipline ex-
ercised by parents, and a scale measuring belief in femi-
nism (See Appendix II). ‘These scales, however, were not
used in the aralysis of the data.

Excluding the scales, the final interview schedule con-
sisted of eighty items, many of which were added after pre-

testing the original schedule. ‘'ne original interview
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TABLE I

RETURN RATE OF PARENTAL QUESTIONNAIRES

Student Number humber Return

Refusals flailed Returned Rate
Male 3 34 23 67 .65%
Female L L2 32 76.10%

TOTAL

~

76 55 72.30%
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schedule was revised considerably after pre-testing, and it
was at this point that the decision was made to add the two
scales (See Appendix I and II).

The filrst part of the final interview schedule was aim-
ed malnly at getting background data, including such vari-
ables as sex, age, urban-rural background, social economic
status of the parents and the subjects themselves, and items
indicating how often parents and subjects communicated by
visiting, writing, or phoning. The other items were open-
ended questions concerning courtship behavior and relations
with parents during the pre-marriage stage. The final sum-
mary question was, "Do you think your parents had any influ-
ence on who you dated or married, and what was the influ-

ence?V

The Parental Questionnaire

The parental questionnalre consisted of twenty-nine
fixed-response and open-ended questions concerning parental
perception of influence on the child's courtship (See
Appendix IV). This questionnaire was pre-tested on parents
of married children in the Blacksburg area. After pre-
testing, a few minor alterations were made (See Appendix
III and IV). It was hoped that by getting input from both
the parents and their offspring, two perspectives would be
gained; that is, parental perception of their influence and

the offspring's perception of parental influence.
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Characteristics of the Sample: Student Kespondents

Age
In this category, there was a very wide range (twenty-
three years) since the younrest subject was nineteen and
the oldest forty-two. ‘The average age was 24.4 years, and
the median age 23.1 years. There was not much difference
between the ages of mates; the average difference was 1.4
years and the maximum difference was five years. Table II
i1llustrates selected age characteristics of the subjects
and thelr mates. Since there was qulte a range in age, it
might also be expected that there would be a wide range in
length of time the respondents had been married. This was

the case: a range of one month to eighteen years.

Class Standing

Twenty-two (44%) of the sample were graduate stu-
dents, of which sixteen (73%) were enrolled in a iMaster's
program and twenty-seven per cent in a doctoral program
(See Table III). Fifty-two per cent of the sample was
comprised of undergraduate students. The large number
of graduate students in the sample reflects the fact
that a larger proportion of graduate students are mar-
ried.

The subjects were enrolled in thirty-two different
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TABLE 11

SELECTED AGE CiHARACTERISTICS OF SUBJxCIS AnD THEIR MATES

Arce of Age of Age at Aze at
Age Subject riate Lrpagenent® harriage
20 and under 9 L 25 25
21 to 25 26 34 21 23
26 to 30 10 7 2 2
31 to 35 L 4 0 0
35 and over 1 1 0 0
TOTAL 50 50 48 50

*#Two subjects indicated that fthey were never formally
engaged.
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TABLE IT1

PRESENT CLASS STANDING OF STUDS:T KRESPONDENTS

Number of Percentage
Class Sub jects of Sample
Freshman L 8%
Sophomore 3 6%
Junior 10 20%
Senior 9 18%
Graduated 2% L
Master's 16 32%
Doctoral 6 12%
TOTAL 50 1004

¥These two individuals had graduated and are presently
enrolled in non-degree granting progsrams.
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ma jors. For clarification and simplification, these majors
were classiflied according to the colleges within the uni-
versity. The following results were obtained: eleven (22%)
were enrolled in the College of Arts and Scliences; eleven
(22%) in the College of Business; seven (144) in the College
of Agriculture; seven (14%) in the College of Education;

six (12%) in the College of Engineering; five (10%) in the
College of Home Economics; and three (6%) in the College of

Architecture.

Quarterly Cumulative Average

Possibly because of the large proportion of graduate
students included in the sample, the mean Quarterly
Cumulative Average (QCA) 3.22 was quite high. Surprisingly,
the mode for the sample was 4.0, probably again reflecting
the large proportion of graduate students. Forty-four
per cent of the sample had a QCA of 3.5 or above, which
seems quite unusual. It has been postulated that marital
status may be related to academic performance, that is,
that married students tend to perform better than single
students. In a review of the literature, liarshall and
King (1966) found that the findings were inconclusive.

Some studies indicated that married students achieved high-
er academically, some that single students achleved high-
er, while others concluded that there was no difference,

and that marital status was not related to academic
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achlevement. Silince the results of these studles are con-
tradictory, we can only speculate whether marital status,

class standing, or some other variable is in operation.

Religion

The sample was comprised mainly of Protestants (See
Table IV) with Catholics making up the second largest
group. There were no Jewlish students included in the
sample. One respondent gave his religious preference as
"other, " stating that he felt he was religious but that he
could not classify himself as any of the glven categories,
as he felt that he had developed '"my own kind of religion.™

The subjects and theilr parents were about equally
distributed into the different religious classifications
except for the category 'mone." Eight (16%) of the re-
spondents placed themselves in thls category, while only
four (8%) classified their mothers in this manner, and
three (6%) classified their fathers as having no religious
preference. ‘The fairly high number of no preference in
religion possibly reflected the disenchantment felt by
youth toward organized religion. Or possibly, they per-
celve themselves as having no religious preference, but in

actual fact would fit into one of the other categories.

Social Economic Status

It was decided to view the social economic status of



TABLE 1V

RELIGIOUS ArFILIATION OF RESPONDEST, MATE, AND PAHENTS

Religion Eespondent mate rpother ather

Protestant 32 (64w) 36 (72%) 34 (68w) 37 (74%)

Catholic 9 (154) 7 (14%) 13 (264) 9 (18%)
Other 1 (24) 3 (6%) 1 (2x) 1 (2p)
None 8 (164) b (8x) 2 (by) 3 (6p)

TOTAL 50 (100%) 50 (100%)

h
(@]

(100%) 50 (100%)
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the parents as the indicator, since this indicated the back-

ground in which the students were raised, and because stu-
dents are still In the process of establishing Lhelr own
gtatug. Hollleshead's I'wo Facltor lodex of Bocinl Position

was used to measure SeS (Hollingshead and iedlich, 1958).
This index utilizes father's occupation and education, and
assigns a welght to each factor. 1In this manner, a re-
searcher may determine class status. The continuum obtain-
ed may be broken into five soclal classes, with Class I be-
ing the highest and Class V the lowest.

A fairly large proportion (16%) of individuals were
ranked in Class I (See Table V). '"This might be a tru re-
flection of the social economic background of the respon-
dents, since college students are generally from upper-
middle and middle class backgrounds. There 1s some ques-
tion though, whether students might tend to idealize thelir
father's occupation with the consequence that the rank as-
signed by utilizing Hollingshead's Index may be higher
than their actual SES status.

The distribution of the soclal classes was fairly
normal, with almost as large a Class V distribution as
Class I. Five (104%) of the sample were ranked as belong-
ing to Class V. 'This was not expected, since a college
population 1s generally seen as being middle-class in
background. The inclusion of Class V individuals in the

sample may show the changing nature of the background of



TABIE V

SOCTAL ECONOMIC STATUS OF SULJECTS

Social Number of rercentage
LClass Subjects of Sample
I 8 164
I1 8 164
ITI 18 364
IV 11 224
| \') 5 10%

TOTAL 50 100
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college students, that is, that more lower class students

have the opportunity to attend college.

Rural Urban Rackzround

The majority of respondents (50%) were raised in
Standard lietropolitan Statistical Areas, cities ranging
from a population size of 50,000 to metropolitan areas
(See Table VI). A fairly large proportion (284%) were
raised in rural areas, ranging from open country to towns
with less than 2,500 inhabitants. ‘Iwenty~two per cent
were raised in medium sized towns or citles with popula-
tions size ranging from twenty-five hundred to 49,999.
Although the largest number of respondents are from urban
areas, there are a substantial number of respondents with
rural backgrcunds, and consequently, we have a diverse

sample in terms of rural-urban backzrourd.

The samnple, then, ls reasoriably diverse, except in the
areas of race and reli<ion, which are dlistorted primarily
because of the kind of students attending v. P. I. & S. U.
There are, in fact, very few Jewlsh and Black students in
attendance, and the Catholic population 1s quite low. The
average respondevnt, therefore, was a white, middle-class
urban Protesiant. 4 substantial number of respondents,
however, were from rural backgrounds and/or lower or upper

class honmes.



HURAL-UnBAN BACKGROULD Of

Size of
Town

Open Country
Less than 999
1000 to 2499
2500 to 4999
5000 to 9999
10,000 to 49,999
50,000 to 99,999

Metropolitan

TOTAL

25

TABLE VI

Number of
Subjects

7

R =

~ O N

18

50

SUBJECTS

Percentage
of Sample

14%
8%
6%
2%
b

165%

14 %

365

100%
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The student group was particuiarly diverse in terms of
age, length of time married, and major subject of study.
It 1s fair to say, then, that given the built in bias of a
sample drawn from students at a state university, thils

sample exhibited a reasonable range of backeround charac-

teristics.



CHAPTER TI1l

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

In keeping with the exploratory nature of the study,
contingency tables will be utilized, and descriptive statis-
tics will be employed to present the data. In addition,
quotes from the student interviews and parental question-
naires will be used to 1llustrate the various ways in which
parents attempted to, or actually influenced the mate selec-
tion process of their children. In this way, we may become
more familiar with this theoretically lmportant area, and
may use the knowledge galined as a baslis for specifying
future research.

The data collected for this study supported many of
the research findings of other studies on mate selection.
For example, respondent marriages occured between indi-
viduals with homogamous social characteristics. The data
also showed that respondents feel that the choice of a mar-
riage partner is an individual decision which is based on
the personal characteristics of the mate. This was shown
by the fact that forty-nine (98%) of the student respondents
indicated that they themselves had had the most important
influence orn their choice of marriage partner. Forty-four
(86%) indicated that they married because they found plea-
sure in their pre-marital relationship. [our students (8%)

indicated that they had been seeing their prospective mates

2
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often, and therefore decided to set married. ‘The other
three (6%) sald that the marriaze would solve problems. In
one case there was a pre-marital pregsnancy, and in the other
two instances, the Individuals were 1iving together and
partly because of parental disapproval, decided to marry.

Although the data supported many of the findings of
previous research, they also supported the contention of
- thls study: that parents do have influence on the mate
selection behavior of their children. When students were
asked who, other than themselves, exerted the most influ-
ence in théir choice of a mate, sixteen (32x%) said friends,
fourteen (28%) said either mother, father, or both parents,
eleven (22%) said none. The other respornses were divided
among siblings, relatives, spouse, other adults and self
(See Table VII). Although friends were ranked higher by
four per cent as the second individuals to Influence choice
of marriage partner, the results were different for the
third most influential individual. Here twenty-four (48%)
saw no one as influencing them, and twelve (24%) saw
parents, whereas only five (10%) mentioned friends. The
other individuals mentioned were siblings, relatives, and
other adults.

Once again, we find evidence that individuals feel that
the cholce of marriage partner is a very personal one, and
they make this choice on their own. Yet, when the students

were asked whether their parents influenced wno they dated



RANKINLG

Individual

Self

Spouse

None

Father
Mother

Both Parents
Siblings
Relatives
Friends

Other Adults

TOTAL

29

TABLE VI

1

OrF INDIVIDUALS COLSIDERED INKFLUENTIAL

IN THE DECISION T0O iidkhkY
Rank

rirst Second

L9 (984) 1 (24)
1 (24) 3 (6%)
0 (0%) 11 (224)
0 (0z) 2 (hx)
0 (0%) 3 (64)
0 (04) 9 (18%)
0 (0%) 3 (6%)
0 (0%) 1 (24%)
0 (04) 16 (32%)
0 (0:2) 1 (2%)
50 (100%) 50 (100%)

dhird

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
24 (48x%)
0 (0%)
2 (kx)
10 (20%)
L (8%)
2 (4%)
5 (10%)
3 (6%)

50 (1004)



or married, the overwhelming majority, thirty-five (70%)
responded that their parents had influenced the choice of
dating or marriage partner and only fifteen (30%) responded
negatively (See Table VIII).

When parents were questioned as to whether they per-
celved themselves as influencing their child's choice of
dating or marriaze partner, twenty (36.3%) indicated yes,
thirty-four (61.8%) felt that they had not, and one was not
sure.

When asked the general question, "Do you think that
most parents try to influence thelr sons or daughters to
date certain kinds of people?" the following results were
obtained. ‘rhirty-three (60%) responded yes, eleven (20%)
no, and eleven (20%) had no opinion. e find then, that
sixty per cent of parents felt that parents generally at-
tempt to Influence the dating behavior of their children,
while only thirty-six per cent felt that they themselves
had exerted influence. Of the sixty per cent who felt that
parents tried to influence dating, fifteen (45.5%) felt
that they had been influential, seventeen (51.5%) felt they
had not been influential, and one respondent (3%) was not
sure (See Table Ix). Of those who felt that parents do not
try to influence dating, two (18.2x) felt that they were
influential and nine (81.8%) felt they were not influential.
There were ten parents who had no opinion, three (30%) of

those felt they were influential and seven (70%) felt they
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TABLE VIII

PARENTAL AbD STUDENT FPERCEPTION OF PARELTAL INELUENCE

Influence
No Influence

Not Sure

TOTAL

Students Parents

35 (70%) 20 (56.3%)
15 (304) 34 (61.8%)
0 (0% 1 (1.8%)

50 (100%) 55 (100%)



THE RELATIOUSHIP
PARENTS!

Others!
Influence

No Response
Yes
No

No Opinion

TOTAL

TLFLURLCE

]

Yes
0 (0x)
15(45.5%)
2(18.2:%)

3(30.0%)

20

BETHREN

32

TABLy 14

PARENTS' PEHCEPTION OF OTHER
AND FERCEPTION OF Oul. INFLUENCE
Own
Influence
no wot Sure lotals
1 (100%) 0 (0%) 1 (24)
17 (51.5%) 1(3.0%) 33 (60%)
9 (81.8x) 0 (0%) 32 (20p%)
7 (70.0%) 0 (Ok) 10 (18%)

pL" 1

55 (1004)
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were not influential. There appears to be a difference,
then, between those parents who felt that parents generally
try to influence and those who did not feel this way.

There was an even distribution of perception of influence
and non-influence among parents who felt the norm was that
parents do try to influence. An especlilally interesting
finding was among parents who felt that the norm was not to
influence dating behavior. Here, nine (81.8%) felt that
they were not influential and only two (18.2%) felt they
were influential.

Although twenty (36.3%) parents perceived that they
influenced the mate selection process of their children,
thirty-five students (70%) perceived their parents as being
influential. How do we account for the differences in per-
ception of influence between parent and child? It might be
that parents influenced thelr children without realizing
the extent of their influence. Although the child might not
have verbalized these influences to the parent, he or she
may have acted on cues recelved from parents. Another al-
ternative was that parents were only considering direct in-
fluences when they responded to the questionnaire, thinking
only of the situational influences, rather than the long
term experiences of thelir children during socialization and
the force of expectations of‘the parents. ‘This might be a
plausible explanation, since all the parents indicated that

they had raised their children with standards and values to
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help choose a marriage partner. lurthermore, judging from
parents' comments on the questionnaires, they did indeed
feel that they had influenced their children in indirect,
and to some extent, direct ways.

The seventy per cent of students who perceived parental
influence indicated that the influence was more indirect
than direct. 4dhirty (85%) indicated that their parents had
taught them standards and values. One respondent indicated
that "because of the way I was brought up, I was taught
certaln values; therefore, I looked for similar values in
other people. I wouldn't go out with someone extremely dif-
ferent.®* Other types of influences gziven involved discus-~
sion of datines partners with parents, the fact that parents
informed the respondent if they did not approve of the
individual dated, and parental opposition to dating of
disapproved individuals.

It appears, then, that parents influence their chil-
drens' datirgs and mating behavior tnrough the process of
soclalization. ‘ihey teach children the values and standards
which they feel are relevant to dating and mate selection.
By setting standards and approving or disapproving of in-
dividuals, they validate thelr childrerns! choices. Parents
indicated that tney met most of their childrens!' casual
dates--forty-eight (87.3%) of them met most of the indi-
viduals dated by the child. A corresponding forty-three

(86%) students indicated parental interaction with dates.



We may postulate from these hiah percertares that it is im-
portant for both the parents and the students that the in-
dividuals being dated are met by the parents.

Not only did parents interact, but also overwhelmingly
approved of date selection. ‘I'wenty-nine (58«) students in-
dicated that their parents approved of casual dates, twelve
(24%) responded that parents did not approve, one that they
usually approved and eight (16%) did not know. Farents
perceived a hisher approval rate: forty-three (78.24%) ex-
pressed approval, nine (16.4%) disapproval, and one re-
spondent felt that she was not well acquainted with all of
the individuals.

When the students were asked if they introduced their
potential spouses to thelr parents, forty-nine (984) indica-
ted that that they had done so. ‘the approval rate for mates
was much higher than for casual dates. torty-elght (98%)
of students relt tnat their parents had approved of their
mates. 1t appears then, that the more seriously a relation-
ship is defined by the child, the higher percentaze of in-
dividuals are met by the parents. iurthermore, the more
serious a relationship (i.e. if the individual is viewed as
a potential spouse), the higher the approval rate. Can it
be that throuih cues received from parents, the students
conform more to the standards set by parents in serious
relationships? If this is indeed the case, we may conclude

that parents, throusrh the process of approval and disappro-
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val, both intluence and validate the selection of a mate

for their children.

Types of Influence

Having established that students percelve thelr parents
as Influential in the mate selection process, how can we
classify these influences? burgess et al. (1971) offer
three general categories: the controlling of social con-
tacts, opposition to undesired matches, and the corscious
or unconscious selection of a mate who the child feels will
meet the approval of parents. <These catezories wlll be
utilized in the discussion of data concerning types of

influences.

Controlling Social Contacts

By controlling the social contacts of a child the
parent defines a field of eligibles for the child, and is
instrumental in supporting the prir.ciple of homogamy. The
data suggest that control of soclial contacts can be mani-
fested in at least two ways: by approval ard disapproval
of individuals, often expressed by invitine their childrens!
friends to their homes, and by the parental expectations of
background and personality characteristics.

Parents could encourage a given relatlionship by show-
ing thelr approval and by encouraging turther contact with

the date. One mother's comment showed how this was mani-
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fested. She felt that she showed her approval '"by en-
couraging future dates and making them feel welcome by in-
viting them to our home." Parents overwhelmingly agreed
that they showed thelr approval of an individual by inviting
them to their home. ‘I'wenty-five (55.84) indicated that they
invited them home, and an additional eight (18%) indicated
that they were friendly to those individuals of whom they
approved. (1t should be noted that not approving does not
necessarily imply disapproving.)

The parents further controlled social contacts by com-
municating to their children their judgements of people
with whom the children should not associate. According to
one parental respondent, this is achleved '"by encouraging
or expressing disapproval of less desirables in various
ways, subtle and otherwise.® The general feeling is ex-
pressed by the following comments from parents: "“"From the
time your children are young, I think most parents want them
to associate with both boys and girls with character--
hopefully, that's what we parents do," or "Our daughter
knew what type boys we expected her to associate with."

Parents indicate very strongly what types of people are
considered undesirable. ‘hey expect their children to as-
soclate with people similar to themselves. When asked,
"Did you expect your son or daughter to select a spouse from
a background similar to their own?" the response was over-

whelmingly positive. Forty-four (80,4) said yes, six (10.9%)
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no, and five (9.1%) had no opinion. It appears that chil-
dren do indeed marry individuals from the same background.
When parents were asked if thelr son or daushter-in-law was
from the same background, forty-eilght (87.374) responded yes,
four (7.3%) in some respects, and only one (1.8%) said no.
There were tour (7.34) no responses. How much parents are
responsible for the similarity cannot be measured with the
data gathered; however, the literature suggests that parents
are instrumental in maintaining homogamy (ikckland, in
Sussman, 1974: 321).

The general feeling among parents is expressed by this
mother's remark: "host ‘good' parents want thelir children
to date persors of similar backgrounds.'" iihlile parents
tended to comment in general terms such as "Ypolinting out the
advantages of a relationship with a certain type of indi-
vidual, as opposed to another," students gave more concrete
statements reyarding '"type of individual." For example, one
female student commented, "I wouldn't bring home guys with
long hair," and another stated, "I couldn't bring home a
hippie." HRerarding religious background, onie student said
that she "wouldn't date a Catholic or a Jew, because I
thought my parents wouldn't want me to date someone not
Protestant." we might infer, then, that parents did indeed
succeed in controlling the social contacts of their chil-

dren, since the approval rate of individuals met by the

parents was quite hish.
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Opposition to Undesired pintches

The data suggested that disapproval was much more overt
than approval. O0Often, students would just assume that par-
ents approved because they showed no signs of disapproval.
Sixteen (32%) students stated that they knew thelr parents
approved of individuals because there were no signs to the
contrary. When asked how they knew that parents disapproved,
of the twelve (24%) that saild their parents disapproved,
nine (75%) stated that parents verbalized their disapproval
and three (25%) sald that parents showed disapproval in
thelr actlons. lione of the students said that they did not
know. It appears then, that parents may be silent when they
approve, but are quite direct about thelr expressions of
disapproval.

The students were asked how they reacted if thelr par-
ents indicated they disapproved of a date. Iour (33.34)
of the respondents indicated that they yilelded to thelr par-
ents, and six (504%) either tried to argue or persuade their
parents. 'Two (16.6%) 1gnored their parents. Since ten
(83.3%) reacted in some way, elther by yielding or by try-
ing to persuade their parents, we miecht postulate that
students attached importance to thelr parents'!' reactions,
and wanted to please them.

Parents, in turn, did not prohibit marriage, but
rather, discouraced marriage. ‘this finding supports

Sussman's (1953) contention that parents more often dis-
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courage marriazes than prohibit them. The sample was un-
usual, because in general, the students tended to view the
parents very positively. They divulsred very little infor-
mation about open contlict between the generations. Despilte
the lack of contlict, there were guite specific signs of
discouragement from parents.

Accordiniz to the student respondents, there was dis-
couragement of marrlares, but the discouragement was not
very effective. ‘Twelve marriages were discouraged, but 1t
appeared that the opposition was not so much to the mate,
but to the time of marriage. Eleven of the twelve students
(92.3%4) felt that their parents discourased the marriage,
but 1ﬁdicated that thelr parents approved ot the mate. In
general then, those parents who discouraged a narriage
tended to do so because of timing rather than because of
the prospective mate.

There was one case of a female (Catholic respondent
whose parents were very opposed to her marriage to a
divorced Catnolic man. ‘Ihe irony of the situation was that
because she was living with him, they encouraged the mar-
riage. They would rather have her married to a man of whon
they dlsapproved than have her "living in sin." One may
postulate that in extenuating circumstances (living to-
gether, unwanted pre-marital pregnancy), parents may en-

courage a match of which they disapprove biecause of ex-~
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pedlency and social propriety.

Disapproval of, and opposition to, an individual was,
however, expressed by parents in a few cases. The cate-
gories of the three types of influences suggested by
Burgess et al. wére not mutually exclusive because often,
parents would try to break up a relationshlp by attempting
to control the social contacts of their children. for ex-
ample, one father 1nd1¢ated that he showed hls disapproval
"by asking him / the son_/ not to go to their home and not
to bring that person to my home." One parent lndicated
that he showed his disapproval *'by telling my son what I
did not 1like about his date." Another parent opposed one
of his daughter's dates "by telling her he didn't seem the
right type of guy for her.n

When asked how parents discouraged the dating of a
certain individual, one parent stated "by showing my dis-
like for this parson when he brought them to my home." A
mother "retused to let her go everywnere he / the date_/
asked her to o. [~ne_7 made 1t known at home that we were
not fond of the boy." One mother sald that although she
d1d not discourage her daughter from going out with any-
one, "I wouid nave had they been black."

Although parents did not often admit that they dis-
couraged thelir children from dating or marrying anyone,
when they objected, they made thelr wishes quite clear to

their children. When parents were asked 1f they had any



friends or relatives who directly influenced their sons or
daughters not to marry, seventeen (30x) said yes. Means of
discouragement included forbidding the child to see the op-
posed individual, having the child visit out of town, and
indicating that an individual was not "good enough." 1In
one extreme case, the parents allowed an avortion, so that
a pre-marital pregnancy would be terminated; therefore,
there would be no social pressure for the marriage.

We find, then, that parents do indeed discourage those
matches of which they disapprove. According to these par-
ents, however, there were not many matches of which they
disapproved, indicating that parents are mostly successful

in controllins the social contacts of their children.

Effect of Parental Approval on late Selection

Of the thirty-five student resporidents who indicated
that their parents influenced théir mating or dating be=-
havior, thirty (85%) indicated that their parents had taught
them values and standards with which to choose a mate, and
that these had indeed affected thelr choice of a mate. The
students generally, whether they percelved parental influ-
ence or not, perceived a very high rate (96«) of parental
approval of their eventual selection of a mate. we can
say, therefor¢, that whether they knew it or not, the stu-

dents succeedacd to a remarkable degree in fulfilling their

parents' expectations.
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This desire to please parerts is reflected in one
female student respondent's comment, "You look for paren-
tal approval, and want approval when you're dating or
plan to marry." Another male student respordent also ex-
pressed thls feeliny;: "when you consider ;etting married,
you imagine how your parents would react to it.!" The de-
sire to please parents was expressed by one respondent
who sald "my parents were against smoking and drinking,
s0 I never dated anyone who smoked or drank."

Parents also expressed the feeling that their chil-
dren chose mates who would meet thelir expectations. One
rarent commerted, "by the stardards we set for ourselves,
we belleve thils influerced our son to 1cok for a person
that met these standards. ‘“this he knew would please us,
and in the end be better for him."

We find then for our sample, that parents do lndeed
influence the mate selection of their children in both
direct and indirect ways. ‘lhe indirect ways are more
prevalent, and often are not recognized by eilther the
parent or the child. The three types of influences dis-
cussed earlier, although not mutually exclusive, offer
the researcher a useful basis for classifying types of
parental influences. when these three types of influences
are examined, we find that there is support for Goode's

contention that the mate selected "is l1ikely to be more
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eligible as a mate according to zeneral social norms and

as judged by . . . parents" (Goode, 1959 :4k4).



CHAP T 1

DISCUSSION AND CoLCLUSTIONS

Discussion

We have found evidence to support the thesis that par-
ents do influence their children's choice of marriage part-
ner. Although this research sugpgests that mate selection
1s perceived by respondents as an individual cholce and as
personality-centered, when we probe deeper we find that par-
ents have significant input into the process. This study,
thus, questions uinch's contention that 'we should antici-
pate little participation by persons other than the bride
and groom, and should expect the cholice to be made on the
basis of mutual congeniality and mutual love” (winch, 1971:
262), and other "individual choice" explanations of the
process of mate selection 1In American soclety.

We find instead that parents do indeed participate in
their children's mate selection by first helping determine
an appropriate field of eligibles and then, through indi-
rect means, these same parents act as validators and le-
gitimizers of their children's fchoice" of a potential
marital partner. Our findings do, then, support other re-
searchers' assertions that parents are influential in de-
termining mate selection (e.g., Goode, 1959; Sussman, 1953;
Coombs, 1962; Udry, 1971).

Although parents 1n contemporary soclety apparently do

45



not play as active a role as parcuts in Colonial America
(Burgess, et als 19/1), 1t is ftallaclous to assume that they
do not have an impact on their children's choice of mate.
Rather than directly and doermatically determining the cholce,
their influence i1s apparently indirect and 1s manifested
through the force of expectations which are a part of the
soclalization experience. This irdirect parental influence
can partly be understood within the context of the typology
suggested by burgess et al., 1971: riamely, through the con-
trol of social contacts, direct and indirect opposition to
an undesired match and the conscious selection by the child
of a mate who he or she feels will meet the approval of
parents.

In these ways, parents play iuoportant roles in the mate
selection process of their children. Through validating and
leglitimizing thelr children's choice, they insure that their
children choose someone who the parents define as acceptable
and who meets thie standards set by parents.

The findiry,s of the study are rurther explicated when
viewed within the sociological research dealing with other
substantive foc¢i, such as social roles, swall zgzroups, so-
cialization ard kinship. Some sociolosists (e.g., Parsons,
1949) suggested that the adolescent peer zroup serves as a
"weaning mechar.isn" for emancipation of the adolescent from
the dependence of the family. An eupirical study of this

hypothesis was undertaken by Charles Hobart (1958) who con-



cluded that this hypothesis was valid for males, but not
for females. He suprested that the concept of Y"weaning
mechanism" was in rnecd of modification. ‘I'ne present re-
search suggests that parents continue to play an important
role as a reference group even beyond adolescence, and that
parents act as validators of their child's choice of spouse.

In validatiné the cholce of mate, parents set and/or
enforce standards for behavior. {he family can be viewed
as a small group and this study may be related to small
groups research. The way 1n which the parents attempt to
influence méte selection has important ramifications for the
student of small groups. It is an 1llustration of one of
the hypotheses of‘small groups theory that "the small group
strongly influences the behavior of its members by setting
and/or enforcing standards (norms) for proper behavior by
its members'" (Berelson and Steiner, 1964: 331).

This setting and enforcing of norms 1s one of the func-
tlons of the family. ‘The family, through the process of
socialization, provides continulty of the socliety's culture.
The implications of this study for socialization theory is
that it appears that parents are t'successful' in the so-
clalization process because they influence the behavior of
their children in an area which has characteristically been
viewed in American soclety as very personal--the cholce of
a mate. If parents have such strong influence regarding

mate selection, it may be postulated that their influence
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overall, in the 1ivos of the children is very pervasive.
Since it is s enerally accepted that "oplnions, attitudes
and bellefs are 'irherited' froa ore's parents, [—that_7
people learn them early in life and the learning persists
into adulthood" (Berelson and Steiner, 190l 562), this
study suggests that varents do, indeed, have very great 1ln-
fluence orn the lives of their children, g¢greater, perhaps,
than many sociolocists have perceivaed.

The family in contemporary American socliety has often
been characterized as less influential because it has lost
many of its tunctions, since many of tne needs whicn have
previously teen provided by the fainlly are now met by out-
side agencies. Yrarsons and Bales (1U55) nave suggested that
because of tnis decrease of family functions, a rnew type of
family structure has developed. They characterize this new
type as Yone in which the family 1s more speclialized than
before, hut rot in any general sense less important, because
the soclety i1s depcrdent more exclusively on 1t for the per-
formance or certain of its vital turctiors* (rarsons and
Bales, 1955: v).

It is possible that ore sienificant chanre i1s that the
family has uecome nore expressive, since some of its instru-
mental functions have beern relecated to tie larzer society.
Parsons and iiiles gllude to a sinilar idea wher. they state
that %"the t..« reneratiors are, by virtue of tne isolation of

the nuclear ramily, thrown more closely on each other"
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(Parsons and tales, 1955: 20). 'th2 inplications of the
present study for the study of the family and kinship may
be that kirship relations are still situationally signifi-
cant and consequently, the parerts still Iinfluence mate
selection. ‘fwo studies undertaken durine the 1950's by
Sussman (1953) and Young and vWilmott (1957) supported the
thesis that kinship relations are still strong in industrial
society. The present study tends to suppert the idea that
kin still exert an influence on the aecision of who to marry
and that the fawmily, contrary to predictions of a decline,
may still exert great general influence on the lives of

young people.

Conclusions

Althousrh cortemporary ideolozy in American soclety
holds that the selection of a mate is an individual cholce,
seventy per cent of trne student respondents percelved
parental influence o: their cholce ot datirne or marriage
partner. It is suirested by the literature that soclolo-
glsts have tended to accept the characteriZation of mate
selection as lteaelngz individual centered and have ignored the
important roles played by parents.

It is recognlizcd that a student sample 1s not repre-
sentative of the population of the United sStates, and there-
fore, it is su:rested that further studies pe undertaken

with a representative sample to ascertain ir students might



be an unique oroup, percelving parental influence, while
other groups may respond guite diiterently. JAdditional
variables which might be examined include socio-economic
status, race, sex, religlous atfiliation, ethnic group, and
age at marriare to ascertaln whether there are differences
among individuals with different soclal characteristics.

It 1s also sugrested that men and women in all stages
of the mate selection process be chosen as subjects, since
they would be experiencing the influence, rather than look-
ing back orn 1t. FPFurthermore, a larger representative sample
should be selected in order to test the slgnificance of re-
lationships between independent and dependent variables.

It might also be useful to construct a scale of parental
influence, possibly developing the various issues ralsed by
the present research. Thls researcher feels that further
research in the neglected area of parental influence on mate
selection can prove to be i1lluminating, rewardinsg, and bene-

ficial to the field of the sociology of the family.
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Iecreiiviow SCHEDUL &

Sex of respondunt

Age Are at crergrement  Ave at marriage
Age of mate __ __ Ienath of time married ___ Children

Ma jor Ma jor of mate

Class standing Class standing when married

Present Q. C. A.

Religion: Yrotestant
Catnholic

Jewlsh

Cther

How often, on the average, do you atterd church?

(1) never
(2) seldom
(3) once a month
(4) once every two wceks
(5) weekly
(6) more than once a week
In terms of religion, do you classify (1) devout
yourself as: (2) moderately devout
(3) 1iractive
Religion of mate trotestant
{atholic o
Jewlish
(ther

How often on tne averawre does your spouse attend church

never

seldom

or;.ce a month

once every two weeks
weekly

more tharn once a week

_— T o~
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In terms of religion, do you (1) devout
classify your umate as () moderately devout
(3) 1inactive

Income of parents per year

Occupation of father mother

For what percent of your childhood,
if any, did your mother work? (1) not at all
(2) part-time some of the

time

(3) full-time some of the.
time

(4) part-time all of the
time

(5) full-time all of the
time

Education of father Educatlion of mother

What proportion of your school
expenses, ir any, did you pay? (1) none
(2) 25% or less
(3) 26% to 50%
(4) 51% to 75%
(5) more than 75%
Ethnic background of father:

Ethnic background of mother:

Ethnic background of mate:

What is the size of the town
where you spent most of your 1life?

less than 5000
5001-10,000
16,901-20,000
20,001-50,000
50,001-100,000
over 100,000

P P S~~~
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Education of mate

Where were you 1iving whlle dating your spouse Home
Away
Both

How many siblings do you have? What 1s your rank?

What were thelr sexes




Did you date nany (rou-hly how wmuny) members of the
opposite sct before warriase?

Did your parvents approve of all these individuals?
How did they cshow their approval? disapproval?
Did they aporove of your marriasze partner?

How did they show approval? disapproval?

Did your parents enccurage/discourasze you to date certain
members of thz opposite sex? Why? 1HowW?

Did you seriously date anyone other than your marriage
partner?

Why did this (these) relationship(s) end?

Did you uswially introduce your dates to yocur parents? Did
they approv:?

Are you very close to your parents?

Do you usually seek your parents' approval in decision-
making?

Do you have uary friends? Did your frierds approve of your
marriage? tow do you know?




Do you consider yourself (your wite) to be a feminist?
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Lot VIEw SCAEDUT <
Sex: (1) Lale (2) lFemale

Age of Respordent

Age of late

Age at Engarement

o+ e e

Age at Marrliage

e o > ottt it

Length of tiwe married Jonths

Number of chilldren __

Ages of Children

Ma jor A

Class Standinc (1) v___ (2) So___ (3) Jr__
(%) Sr___ (5) Graduated ___

Class Standirz wher married e

(1) F ___ (2) So ___ (3) Jr (4) sSr

(5) Graduated ____

Present Q.C.a.

Mate's Q.C.A. _ _ (if applicable)

Mother's Kelislon: (1) Protestart ___ (2) Catholic ____
(3) Jewish __ (%) Other
(5) kone __

Father's helivion: (1) Protesgcant _ _ (2) Catholic __
(3) Jewisn __ (4) Otner
(5) hone ____

How often, on the averare, does your mother attend church?

(1) Never (4) Orice every tuo weeks

(2) Seldom (5) weekly

(3) Once a ionth (6) iore than once a week

How often, on utne averase, does your father attend church?
(1) Never (4) Once every two weeks

(2) Seldom (5) vieekly

(3) Once a nonrth (6) iore than once a week
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In terms of religion, do you classity your mother as:
(1) devout (2) wmoderately devout (3) 1inactive

In terms of relision, do you classify your father asg:
(1) devout (2) moderately devout (3) 1inactive

How often, orn the averare, do you attend church?
(1) never (4) Once every two weeks
(2) seldom (5) weekly

(3) Once a month (6) iore than orice a week

In terms of rellizion, do you classify yourself as:

(1) devout (2) moderately devout (3) 1inactive
What 1s your religion?

(1) Protestant (4) Other

(2) Catholic (5) rone

(3) Jewisu

What 1s your mate's religion?

(1) Protestant (4) Other
(2) Catholic (5) Lione
(3) Jewisn

What 1s your uate's occupation or major? _

What 1s the hirhest year of education attained by your
mate?

Frofessional
Grade School dish School Collere or_Graduate
123 45067¢ 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

What 1s the hishest year of education attained by your
mother?

Grade School Hish School Collere rrofessional
or Graduate
123456723 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

What 1s the hicsnhest year of education attained by your
father?

Grade School di.rn School ollege Frofessioal

or Graduate
123456786 910 11 12 13 1% 15 16 17 16 19 20




What 1s your father's occupationy

What kind ot orizarization does he work for:
(») none, self-ecuployed
(b) busircss or commercial enterprise
(c) pgovernmental asency or bur.-au
(d) armed rorces
(e) educational institution

(f) other

é
For what percent of your childhood, if any, did your mother

) not at all

) part-time scme of the time
) full-time some of the tine
)
)

part-time all of the time
full-time all of the time

s your mother's occupation?

What kind of organization does she work for:
(a) none, self-employed

(b) Dbusiness or commercial enterprise
(c) goverrmental or commercial erterprise
(d) armed forces
(e) educational institution
(f) other

What 1s your mother's income

What i1s your father's income

what 1s your (and spouse's) income

What proportion of your school experses, if any (do) did you

Pay?
(1) none (4) 51 to 755
(2) 25% or less (5) more than 75

(3) 26% to 50¢

Graduate (if applicable)

(1) None (4) 51% to 75k
(2) 25% or less (5) more than 75
(3) 26% to 50%




Where did you live ivhen you sreu upv

(1) open courtry

2) small villare less than or cqual to YUY
(3) large villace 1000-2499

(4)  small toun 2500-4999

(5) 1large tourn 5S000-%9Y99

(6) small city 10,000-49,999

(7) 1large city 50,000-99,999

(8) metropolitar arcva of 100,000 ¢ more

Where were you 1livirge when you were datin;s your spouse?
(1) home (#) away (3) Uvotn

How many siblirrs do you nhave?

What are their sexegc?

What is your rank?

Roughly how many memhbers of the opposite sex did you date
casually (3 or less times)

How many people did yocu date more geriouslyv? (3 or more
times)

How many ot tie ceople that you datz:d did you consider as
a potential spouss?

Why did (this) these relationship(s) end?

Where did you meet your spouse?

(1) church (5) at home

(2) general horme conmunity (v)  throurh friends
(3) school (V) tunrousrh relatives
(4) work

Did your parcrts me .t any of the peorple you dated
casually? _

Did they anprove at all of these individuals?

How do you krow they approvedy
How did you incw thev disapproved?
How did you react ir they disapprovedr

(1) yield to parertal wishes
(2) tried to ariue or persuade parents

While you were courtirs> did you visit the nome of your
parents? __ _



How often __

Home of spouse's parents

o4

How often

How long did you date your mate before marriage months

During this period did your parerts encouraze you in any
way to get marricadr

Did they discourage you from getting warried? How?

Did

your frierds encourage you to net married? How?

Did your friernds discourage you from settins married? How?

Did your parents approve of mate? How did you
know?

If they disapproved, how did you react?

(1)
(2)

Why
(1)
(2)
(3)
(L)
(5)
(6)
How
How
How

How

How
How

Are

yvyield to parental wishes
tried to ari-ue or persuade parents

did you vel narried?

found pleasure in the relaticnsnip

pressure trom close friends

pressure from parents

everybody expected us to get marrled

we'd lbeen seeinz a lot of each other and decided to get
married

it solved a lot of problems

far do you live from your parertsg? miles

far do you live from your in-laws? mlles

never
seldom

once a month
once every

two weeks
weekly

more than once
a week

often de¢ you write parents?

often do you write in-laws

P W
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often do you comumuriicate by phone with parents?
often d¢ you communicate by prhone with in-laws?

both your parents livines?




Are your parents divorced? _

Which parent was awaried custody?

Which individual hal the most important intluence in
helping you docide to marry your nate?

2nd most iniportant _

3rd most important ___

(1) father (6) friends

(2) mother (7) teachers

(3) Dboth parents (8) other adults
(&) brothers anl sisters () self

(5) relatives-cousins, aunts,

uncles, . iandparents

Who 1s the sost important to consult on dating problems?

2nd most 1nportant

Where were yocu born?

Please indicate your judgment regsarding the discipline or
control exercised by your parents in the frfollowins manner:
If you consider your parents actual practice in regzard to
the particular supervisory or control activity discussed
in a statement to be an example of Good Supervision on the
part of your parents, please circle the word "Good" in the
column to ttie rirht orf the statements; 1f vou conslder
your parents' practice an example of ralirly Good Supervision,
circle the uocrd "Fair"; and if arn examnple of toor Super-
vision, circle tne word "Foor" in the column to the right
of the statcitents. rlcase note that your judzoments as to
whether your parents' supervisory practice was good, failr,
or poor snonld refer to your parents!' actual practice, and
not to the statement as it stands.

Good Fair Poor

My parents trizd to direct all my activities 1 2 3
My parents pcraicted we to make my oun declis- 1 2 3
lons.

My parents periitted me to do thinzs on my 1 2 3
own responu:ihility

My parents irnsisted upon choosins my rriends 1 2 3
for me

My parents irave me a sreat deal of freedon 1 2 3
My parents rnovor punished me for disobeying 1 2 3

his commards




ool PFair Poor

My parents let me solve my own problems in 1 2 3
difficult situations

My parents let me do arything I please ] 2 3
When I cam¢ aome, my father oftern wanted ] 2 3
to know where | had been

My parents closely supervised the out—-of- 1 2 3
school activities of his children

My parents would not allow me to decide 1 2 3
important things for myself

My parents always required me to tell then 1 2 3
where I was 7oirz and wnat I was avout to do

My parents would not let their children go 1 2 3
out often erougsh

My parents gave their children everything 1 2 3
they wanted

My parents made me come home too early in 1 2 3
the evening

My parents forced their children to do too 1 2 3
many things against their will

My parents used too strict discipline upon 1 2 3
their children

My parents too often insisted upon my doing 1 2 3
things their way

My parents nagred me too much 1 2 3

You are requested to check from the followling list those
statements which you accept as expressing your own personal
way of thinking and feeling. Opinions differ and your own
view 1s as good as that of anybody else. 1If you feel in a
certaln way rheck the statements wnich express that feeling
and leave other spaces blank. If there are statements which
you accept and feel strongly about then check them twice.

Women have the right to compete with men in every sphere of
economic activity.

As head of the household the father should have final auth-
ority over his children.

Disposal of real property of common earrings by the husband
without his consent of the wife should pe forbidden by law.
Parental authority and responsibility rfor discipline of the
children should be equally divlided between husband and wife.
The influx of women into the business world in direct compet-
ition with men should be¢ discourarced.

The relative amounts of time and energy to be devoted to
household duties on the one hand and to a career on the
other should be determined by personal desires and interests
rather than by sex.
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Women have the right to decide for themselves what is
proper 1in feminine dress.

A woman who continues to work outside the home after marriage
is shirking f.er fundamental duty to home and children.
Retention by a wife of her maiden rame is selfish and
fanatical.

Contemporary soclilal problems are cryirg out for increased
soclal participation by womer.

The husband should be regarded as the legal representative
of the family group 1ln all matters of law.

Women should not be allowed entire freedom 1n thelr cholce
of occupation.

Women should be glven equal opportunities with men for
vocational and professional training.

Regardless of sex, there should be equal pay for equal work.
A husband has the right to expect that his wife be obliging
and dutiful at all times.

Do you think your parents had any influence on who you
dated or married, and what was the influence?
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Fhw=-TwsT FARENTAL (U TTONNAT ke

Please fill out this questlonneire by placing a check in
the blank next to the answer whict expresses your opinions
and feelinys. If the question does not huve a blank,
please ancwer thoe gueastion in a few sentences or less,
There are no right or wrong answergs; we want Lo sec what
you opinions and fecllngs are.

Person(s) rilling cut this questionnaire,.
wotner
father
_ ctepmother
stepfather

[T

————

1. Did you mcet most of the individuals your son or daugh-
ter dated?

yes

no

other (please explaln)

2, Did you approve of all the individuals you met?
yes

no

not applicable

other (please explain)

]

3, How did you show your approval?

4, Did you disapprove of any of the individuals dated by
your son or daughter?

yes

no

not applicabvle

other (please explain)

]

5. How did you ccnvey your disapproval?

6. Did you ever encourage your son or daughter to date
a certain individual?

yes

G

other (please explalin)

7. If you encouraged dating of a certain individual, how
did you encourage your son or daughter to date this
individual?

8. Did your son or daughter date this individual?
yes
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no
notl aprllicabile

9. Have you c¢ver alscouraged your son or daughter from
dating a certain individual?

y G

Lo

ottier (pleace specify)

10, If you alscourugcd your scn ol uasughler, how did you
do this¥

11, Did you«¢ scoun or daughter continue to date this {these)
indivicucli(8) despite your dlevapprovel?
________ yei

L0

ot applicabvle
cther (pleasc cexplain)

12, Did you wvver encourage your son or daugnter to marry
a certalun inailvidual?

yes

G

_____ other (pleese cuyplala)

13, If you vicouragea your son or diaughtor to aarry a
certain ladividual, how dia you uaoc thicy

14, Did your zsoun or duughter warry this indiviaual?
yos
LG

Lot applicatle

15. Have you wvel divcouraged your 306 0o Jdaaghter from
marrylti- o certuia lunalviduals

yes

Lot

ciner (pleasce vxpialn)

16, If you cver discouraged the .aarriaxe, now did you do

this?
17. Did ycur .on o waughter warey this laaiviauvalz
L yus
no

T not applicaule
18, Do you feol that you were intlucntlal in determining
who your ccn or aaughter datud and/or warried?

leu S
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IO
other (pleasc _xplain)

19, In what wuy do you feel you were influential?

20, Did you evxpuct your son or aaughter to sclect a
spouse i'rom a bLuckground slwmilar Lo ycur ownt
o yen
- no
no opinion
other (please explaln)

21, Do you iuvel tnal you raised your son/daughter with
certaiu values and standards to help them choose a
marriage partosiy

yed

e

1o opinion

other (please ecxplaln)

22, Do you 1u¢el that your son or ausuxhter-in-law is from
a backgiround similar to your cun?

yueo

Lo

Lo oplnion

othier (please cxplain)

23, Do you think thut most parents try to infliluence their
sons ol daughters to date certuain kinds of peorle?
_____ yos
1.0
no opinion
—___ G ther

24, If yes, now uo you think they do sov

25, Do you _croonwdly wnow of scumeone, i'riends or relatlves
of yours, for cwawple, who dircctly influenced their
son or Jduiizhter to marry & speclific p2rscny

yes

10

clher

26, If yes, unuw dld tney do so¥

27. Do you porecnally know of somcone, [ricndg or relatives
of yours, for <ziauple, who dircctly intfluenced thelr
son or laughter not to warry & speclfiic person?

yes
Lo



-
N

cther

28, If yes, how ald they do so?

29. If you have any additional comments, please wrlte
thew dcwn in thls sgace,
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COVEK LETTeR FOR FALWNTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

PARSNTAL QUESTIONNAIRW



Dear ’

I am presently working on my thnesis for a haster's de-
gree at Virelinia Tecn. I have recently irnterviewed your

son/daughter, , In cornection with this

project. o couwplete my research, 1 would appreclate your
f111ing out the enciosed forms and returning them in the en-
velope provided at your earliest possible convenience.

My thesis, the questionnaire 1 used in interviewing
your son/daughter, and the enclosed questionnalre have all
been approved by my graduate commlittee. One of thelr de-
mands was that I hold all information recelved in strictest
confidence, and that I use no names in my research or thesis.
Therefore, your replies, like those of your son/daughter,
will remain completely anonymous. Your son/daughter will
not, of course, ever see your questionnailre.

Please notice that there are two forms enclosed. I
would very much appreciate it if one form could be 1ndepen=-
dently filled out by each parent, but should this prove not
possible, I would be happy to have only one form returned.

Finally, I respectfully request that you do not dis-
cuss your answers with your son/dauchter at this time, as
this might affect the outcome of the results. Please be as-
sured that your cooperation in thils project 1is very much ap-

preciated.

Yours sincerely,



)

LALWNTAL QUEGLTCRNNAT fus

Please fill out thi.s questionnaire by plscing a check in
the blank next to tue answer which exprusses your opinions
and feelinys, (Trne questions refer to ycur son or daugh-
ter who wags Ilntervicwea., 1If you wish to wake gtatements
sbout your other chiildren, please indicate that your
replies refer to ycur other children,) 1If the question
does not have u rvlanhk, pleasc ancwoer the question 1n a

few sentcenccer or lese, There are no ripot or wrong answers,
We want to scvce what your opinlons cna feclings are.,

Person(s) fiifing out this questionnzire,
wotuer
. ‘tather
ctecmother
stepfather

1. Did you meet wost of the individuals your son or
daughter cated?

yes

Le

other (rlease explain)

2, Did you approve of all the indiviauals you met?
yos
{io
e not applicacle
ctner (plesce exyplain)

3, How did ycou siiow your approvealy

4, Did you dirapjreve of any of the Individuals dated by
your scn i1 aauxib.ter?
yes
I.¢
____ uot applicablcu
ctrner (pleace cxplain)

5. How did ycu ceonvey your dicapprovel?

6. Did you cvui encourage your son or daughter to date
a certoin inalviaual?
yes
1.C

other (pleace explain)

7. If you vriccuraged dating of o ceirtaln individual, how
did you cucouraso your son or duushter to date this
Individueli
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8. Did your son or daughter date this individual?
yes

Lo

not applicable

O, Havo you cvor dincourapod your son o doaphlar From
dotlluy o corlaln Tadtvidualy

yeu

no

other (please specify)

10. If you discouraged your son or daughter, how did you
do this?

11, Did your son or daughter continue to date this (these)
individual(s) despite your disepproval?

yes

no

not applicable

other (please explain)

]

12, Did you ever encourage your son or daugnter to marry
a certain individual?

yes

_______no
_ other (please explain)

13, If you encouraged your son or daughter to marry a
certain individual, how did you do this?

14, Did yocur son or daughter marry this individual?
yes

no

not applicable

|

15, Have you ever discouraged your son or daughter from
marrying a certain individual?

yes

no

other (please explain)

16, If you discouraged the marriage, how did you do this?

17. Did your son or daughter marry this individual?
yes

.o

not applicable

18. Do you feel that you were influential in determining
who your son or daughter dated and/or married?



19.
20.

21,

22,

23.

24,

25.

26,

77

yee

LG

other (plesse uxplain)

e i e

BNt

In what way do you feel you werc influential?

Did you cxpuct vour son or aaughter Lo select a spouse
from « Lackyround similar to hil:e or hers?
e U8
no
no opinion
other (pleese explain)

-

——— i

Do you fecl that you railsed your son/deughter with
certain vauluee and standards to hely them choose a
marriage rcrtner?
yes
_____mno

no opinion
other (please explain)

Do you teel that your son or duu¢hter-1n-law is from
a backgrcuia siuillar to your scn's or daughter's?
yes

no

1o opinion

othier (please cxplain)

Do you thini that wmost parents try to influence their
sons or duughters to date certalu kinde of pecple?
yes

1.0

1o oplnion

______ cther

If yea, Iicw do you think they uo so¥

Do you peirsonally khnow of sowmecnc, friends or relatives
of yours, for exearple, who directly infiuenced their
son or dauxhliter to marry a specillic persont

yes

Lo

otnuer

If yeu, hcw ald tney do so¥

Do you ypeicouvally kncw of souweone, 1'1icnds or relatlives
of yours, tor esauple, who aircctly 1niluenced their
son or uaux#i ter pot to mwarry a specific person?

yes

0o

other
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27, If yes, how dld they do so¥

28, If you have any aaditional ccmments, please write
then: down in this gspace,



The vita has been removed from
the scanned document



PARENTAL INFLUEHCE ON AT SELECTION:

Al ELPTORA10HY STUDY
by
tagdalena leyburgh

(ABSTrACT)

The data sathered for this exploratory study of paren-
tal influence on mate selection supported the thesis that
parents influerice thelr childrens' mate selection. Fifty
married university students were interviewed and fifty-
five of their parents returned mailed questionnaires. Al-
though students irdicated that they, themselves, had chosen
thelr spouses, seventy per cent of the students percieved
parental influence on their choice of mate. Thirty-six
per cent of the parents felt that they had influenced their
childrens' cholice of a spouse. It was postulated that
parents through soclialization and by acting as validators
of theilr childrens' choices-~-by encouraginz approved match-
es and discourazing opposed matches, exerted influence.
Three types of influence were found which were classified
according to Burgess' typology of parental influence: con-
trolling of social contacts, opposition to disapproved
matches, and the child's consclious desire to choose a mate
his or her parents would approve. In these ways, by de-

termining an appropriate field of eligibles, the parents




directly and indirectly had input into theilr childrens'
choice of mates. 1he -reat ma jority of parents met the
individuals dated and/or courted Ly thair children. Of
these parents, nmost approved of the individuals met; if
they disapproved thney communicatsd thelir feelings very
overtly.

The "individual cholice" explorations of mate selec-
tion are quesiioned, and it is sursested that a study
with a larger represcntative sample be undertaken to as-
certain parental influence on mate selectloan for the

populatior.
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