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CHAPT ER I

INTRODUCTION

The qu es tion of who da tes whom is one which has arous ed

considera ble popular a nd s cientif ic interest . The answer is

paradoxi cal, for ever yone kn ows that "l i ke mat es l i ke" and

tha t "birds of a fea t her f lock t oge ther" whil e it is also

equally clear tha t ""oppos i t es attrac t . " Both a s s er tions are

part ially val id when in the proper circumstan c es .

If by "like mates l ike" one means similarity b et ween

pe r son s in regard t o ch aracterist ics of ra ce , r eligion,

occupat ion, educati on a nd social s tatus , t hen the vi ew tha t

mates t end to be similar seems supported by the li terature .

Howeve r , i f t he phrase is used to describe similar i t y bet ween

persons in t heir psychological attitudes , traits , or needs ,

then the situa t i on is unauthenti cated . Th e pr obl em is to

deter mine the fact or s which i nfluen ce t he ma t e - sel ec ti on

process and to s ee whether s i mi l a r i t y or differEnce, or both

in some combination, are involved .

Interes t in und erstanding mat ing is an ex t en sion f rom

biology where l ower animals seem to t end t o b e similar in

si ze and vi t ali ty . On t he human l evel, t h er e is slight

evidenc e for l ikeness between mates in physical character 

istics . M. Sch ooley, 1936, p. 344, f ound l ow posit ive

correlations exist ed on height, weigh t , visual a cuity and

a ppearance. Ten variables have been investigat ed in
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' numer ous s t udi es dealing with mate-selecti on: age, race,

religion, ethni c origin , location of previous r esidence,

s oc i o-economic sta t us , extent of formal education , previous

mar ital status , physical beauty and ad justment level .

Resul ts of the s e studies l end support for similarity between

mates. It has not been demonstra ted, however, that t h e

s i mi lari ty rule should be applied t o psychological or per -

sona l i t y character i s t i cs . Because mates tend to have

simi larity in relig i on , r a ce , age , e t c . does not war r a nt

the conclusion tha t mates will tend t o be similarly aggressive,

dominant, order l y, etc . Rather what seems t o occur is that

after a group of males and females have been sorted based

upon s imilarity of facto rs, then the pools within which

select i on occ ur s have been formed . Then psychological factors

inf luen ce whi ch male or female wi l l be select ed from within

the common pools . Thi s psychological influence is next

cons i der ed.

Following t he suggestion that persons with complementary

psychic make-ups a re a t tra cted t o each other , Oberndorf, 1944,

p . 4 56, showed that matching occur r ed between persons who

a r e complementa ri l y ne uro t ic .

Winch , 1951, p . 331, develo ped a theory of mate -selection

using concept s of s i mi l ar i t y and complementariness . He

postulated:

Love is t he posi t ive emotion exper i enced by
one pe r s on (th e person loving , or the l over)
in an i nterpersona l relationship in which the
second person (the per s on loved , or l ove obj ect )
either (a ) meet s certai n important needs of
the f i rs t , or (b) mani f es t s or a ppear s (to t he
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first) to manifest personal attributes (e .g .
beauty, skills, or status) highly pri zed by
t he first, or both.

Winch f el t t hat, mat e-sel ection takes plac e from wi t hin

a "f i el d of eligibles"; the field is a gr oup of per sons who

were similar with respect to social charact eristics of race,

r el i g ion, education, occupation, etc . Then mat e- s el ect i on

woul d pass into a sEcond pha se (psychological) where comple-

mentariness of needs would oc cur. The complementariness of

psychological needs, such as abasement, achievement, auto-

nomy , dominance, and so on, means each individual s e eks

within hi s or her fie ld of el igibl e s for t ha t per son who

gives the greatest promise of pr oviding hi m or her wi t h max-

imum psychological gratification .

Winch based his findings upon t he study of twenty- f ive

marri ed couple s and although his r esults proved hi s comple

ment a r y theory, Schel l enb ur g and Bee , 1954 , p . 229 , i n an

evalua t i on of Wi nch ' s effort found that it appears likely

that the instruments used in Wi nch ' s inves t igation actual ly

do measur e highly similar phenomena, with s i g ni f i cantly

differ ent r esul t s limited chiefly to t he complementary

ne ed s pa t ter ns of mates. Perhaps the only conclusion

possib l e is t ha t t he theory of compl ementary needs cannot

be cons idered as adequately gr ounded empirically unti l it

is based on considerably more evidence than that provided

by t he 25 couples studied by Wi nch .

Thi s s t udy tries to improve on defi ciencies found in

earl i er s t udies and is different i n a number of wa ys . The

impro vements are : (1 ) Winch used project ive techniques
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(Ther ma t i c Appercept ion Test) an d a content analysi s of a

group i nt erv i ew which showed very low correlat i on wi th his

hypothesis . He a lso used a ques t i onnai r e to s eek out needs

an d t heir degree which proved to have a hi gh correl at ion wi t h

t he hypothesis . A revi sion of Wi nch ' s qu es t i onn a i re i s used

in this study . (2 ) Wi nch us ed marr ied coupl e s and then

attempt ed t o explain how the initial mate a t t r ac t i on pr oces s

(d a t i ng ) took pl a ce . He made no allowance f or t he changes

whi ch occur in a male-fema l e r elationshi p f r om initial meeting

thr ough da t i ng and fi na lly into marr iage . Thi s study uses

co l l eg e students who ar e not marri ed . I t at t em pt s onl y to

show tha t by using personality needs as t he major fact or

males and female s wil l enj oy each other ' s company whi l e on

a da t e . It makes no pr ovisions for l a t er date s or ma r riage .

(3 ) This study agrees with Wi nch ' s hypothes i s that compl e

mentariness is a s ignific ant f orce in mal e-female relat i on

sh i ps but uses different per s onal i ty a ssessment instrument s .

Winch 's or i g i na l questionnaire wa s modi fied to f or m t he

Clinical Interview Quest i onna i re which eli ci ts t he same

f ift een ne ed s measured by the s elf- r epor t Adjec tive Che ck

Lis t . Then by comparing both instrument s it could be d e t er 

mi ne d whether or not a common f actor (needs ) wer e be i ng

measur ed . (4) Lastly , these co l lege s tudents wer e s ent on

dates with one another aft er being matched closely (c ompl e

mentari l y ) us i ng pers onality prof iles of the fi fteen needs .

Half of the cou pl es wer e ma t ched employing t he Adjecti ve

Ch ec k Li st and the other half using the Cl inical Interview

Quest i onna i r e . No differences in the sub ject 's r a t i ngs of
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the dates sati s f a ct or ine s s ~s expected t o result although al l

t he da tes ar e antic i pa t ed to be successful .

This study investigates the i mportanc e of personality

on date selec t i on. The basi c theory underlying the study

i s t h e " compl ement a r i nes s" espoused by Winch . It is hypoth

e sized t ha t persons who posses s psychological needs which

complemen t one another (compl ement ar i ne s s ) will develop a

sat i s fying r el a t i onshi p when in each other ' s company while

on an arrang ed date . The success of the da t es is expec t ed

to be s i gni f ic antly in ex cess of chance in t he hypothesi zed

dir ec t ion . Chi sq uare is the statistic us ed to compute the

r esul t s .

The sub-hypot hesi s i s that by comparing the dates whi ch

the subjec t s r ated as satisfactory to t hose whi ch t hey rated

uns a tisfactory, the overall success of t he compl ement a r y

method will be supported or inval idated . Then by comparing

whether mor e or fewer of the couples who went on dat es based

upon th e Adject ive Check List rated them as satisfactory

compared t o t ho s e coupl es who went on da t es ba sed upon the

needs measured by t he Cl i nical I nt erv iew Ques t i onna i r e ,

whether or not both met hod s wer e equally successful woul d be

determin ed .



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Very l i t tl e has been r eported on college student dating

us i ng per s ona l i t y f actors. St ud i es showed eight factors

i nfluenced l ong t er m heterosexual relat ionships and this

s tudy i nvestigates ' t he i mportance of s ome of these fa ct ors

on the fi r st date . The survey of the literature covers two

areas: (1 ) s t udies showing similarity between mates on r a ce,

r elig ion, age, r es idence, education, ideal i mag es, common

va lues , and physical a t tractiveness, and (2 ) studies showing

diffe r enc es be t ween mates on personality needs an d t raits .

The subsequent secti ons are or gani zed acc ording to this

outl ine.

SIMILARITY IN SOC IAL CHARACTERISTI CS

The mor e s of American cul t ure f orce men and women to

sel ect mates of s i mi l ar cul t ura l , s ocial etc . , background .

Impor t ant f actor s already studi ed are : (1) r a c e , ( 2) r el i 

gion , (3) age, (4 ) prev i ous r esidenc e, ( 5) educat i on ,

(6) i deal imag es , (7 ) comm on values , and (8 ) phys i cal a ttrac 

tivenes s. These topics wi ll be t reated i n t he a bov e order.

Panunzio , 1942 , Holl i ngshead , 1950 , Bur ma , 1952 , and

Golden, 1954, fo und that, even t hough rac i a l int ermarriag e

is l eg a l , few whi t e-non- whi t e marr i ag es occur . Thus, al t hough

i nt err a cial mate- s elect ion may oc cur, social mor es eff ec t ively

6
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exert pressure in t he oppos ite direction wi th the r esul t

of few intermarr iages.

The second most powerful fa ctor affecting mate-sel ection

i s religious affiliation . With regard to religion Hollings 

head , 1950 , Kennedy, 1952, and Williamson, 1965 , found that

religion is a definite factor in de termining marital partner

selec t ion. Religion divides males and females of each race

i n t o sub- ca t egor i e s of Catholics , Jews, Protestants, and s o

on. They fo und that selection occurs chiefly from wi t h i n

ea ch pool .

After questions of race and religion, the third most

power ful factor which influences the selection process is

ag e . The mar i t a l choices of males ar e generally limited to

female s t he i r own age or a few years younger , whereas, the

marital ch oices of females are channelized t owar d men their

own age or a few years older than themselves . This sums up

t he conc lus i ons drawn from the results of studies by Glick

and Landau , 1949 , Holl i ngshead, 1951 , and Bowerman , 1953

on th e impor t anc e of age in mate-selection .

The fourt h f a c t or is geographic location. In more cases

than would be expected by chance , marriage mates are residents

of t he same neighbor hood . Ken ne dy , 1943, Koller , 1948, and

Mar che s and Tuber vil l e, 1953 per f ormed studies whi ch gave

support to geographi c clos enes s a s a fac tor in the mate

sel e ct ion pr oces s . This can be explained in pa r t by a

unique s t udy of th e da t ing pat t erns of urban coupl es . Clarke,

1951 , found that the same kind of pe ople genera l ly t end to

congregate in a given section of t he city and because of



t hi s, the locality may tend not only t o s el ect , but a l so t o

produce per s ons who ar e s i mi l ar in a ttitud e, behavi or pa t t er ns ,

and probabl y other fa ctor s .

The fift h fac tor is amount of educat i on . St udi es on

educa t i on , La nde s an d Day , 1945 a nd Met r opol i t an Life I nsur 

ance Company , 1945 showed t ha t women are l ikel y to mar ry at

an educa t i ona l l evel ab ove the i r own and men to marry a

person at an educational level bel ow thems el ves . But neither

choose a person to'o far a bo ve or below t h e i r own educational

l evel . Few non- coll eg e mal es mar r ied college edu cat ed

f ema les and t h e s ame pattern h el d true at higher educa t i on

l evels .

Next as a f ac t or i nf luenc ing the ma t i ng pr oces s i s

ideal i mag es. In an at t empt to show the influence of t he

ideal image on mate perception an d s election , Udry, 1965,

studi ed ideal images and f ound t hey are of little importanc e

as a determiner . Ins tead, t he i deal i mage changes t o be i n

agr eement wi th the model each new date par tner pres en ts .

Thus, i deal images are resultants of a rela tionship and mate

sel ec tion s e ems t o be based up on other var i a bl es.

Other fa ctors i nf l uenci ng th e mating proc ess are ad just

ment and I . Q. Snyder , 1966 , reports that couples who sel ec t ed

each other f or dat i ng wer e alike bef or e selec t i on on adjus t ment

level (self and social adjustment) and I . Q. s co r e .

Another fact or whi ch bears relationshi p to ma t e- s el ection

is shar ing of common va l ues. Value consen sus and partner

satis f ac tion among dating couples were studied by Coombs , 19 66 .

He reported t hat interper s ona l attr a ction f ac i lita t i ng mate-
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selection occurs when persons share or per ce i ve themselves

a s sharing similar value sys t ems .

The e ighth and fina l factor is physical attractiveness.

In studi es by Walster , Ar onson , Abrahams a nd Rot t mann , 1966,

and by Sewel l , Bowen and Lieb erffian , 1966, high correl a tions

existed betwe en a date partner 's physical appeal a nd liking

fo r the other . The i r studies showed that pe r sonality , a s

mea sured by the M.M . P.I . (ma scul i ni t y-femi ni ty and s oc ial

in t r ov er s i on scal es ) , a nd I . Q. (h i gh s chool M.S .A . T. scor es ) ,

a re not bet t er pr edi ctors of date sel ec t i on pr ef er ences than

physical beauty .

The abov e e i gh t factors des cr ibed the in i t ial pr oces s

of mate-selection, i . e . es t abl i s hment of common gr oups .

The second se ct i on of t h e mate- s election pr ocess occurs f rom

with i n the common gr oups and is ba sed on suc h f ac tors as

psychol og i ca l personali t y t r ai ts , d egree of needs , and intro

vert- ex t r over t ba lanc e .

PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTERI STI CS

The first person to suggest an intermeshing of psycho

log i ca l ne eds was Freud, 1925 . He suggested "anaclitic"

a nd "narcissistic" love . "Anaclitic" l ove is ex pr es s ed in

atti t ude s of self-derogation and reverential a dmi r a t i on

toward the loved one . In thi s type of l ove one is dependent

on the l ove d on e towar d wh om he can ex press his need to revere

and admire. "Narcissistic" l ove is self-lov e but the nar 

ci s sist has a gr ea t need to be admired by ot hers as well as

by h i ms elf . I n th is narc i s s i s t-ana cl i t i c typology , Fr eud
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posit d a com pl mentary r ~ l a t i on sh i p, i .e . , the dep ndent

person who ha s the n d to revere and admir is attrac d

to t he na r c issistic person who has a gr at need to be admired

and r cei ve adulation .

Oberndorf, 1944 , f ollowing the suggestion that persons

with compl ement a r y mak - ups are attracted to each other ,

proposed that matching occurs between those who are com le 

mentarily ne ur otic . For exampl e , a dependent ma l e wi t h

unresolved emot i onal ties to his mother would be attracted

to an aggre s sive and dominant woman burdened with conflicts

over her s ex r ol e .

As t heories of matt -S lection , Freud 's and Ob rndorf 's ,

are not sati s f a ctory be cause they describe attraction only

in terms of neurotics within a population .

More generally , Bernard , 1942 , d scribed dominanc a

a prim dimen s ion i n t he l ov relationshi . Bernard stat d

the desir e for r es ponse or acceptance depends on th differ

enti a l ab ili ty of p rsons to lIg i v€.lI Ohman , 19 2 proposed

that we are a ttra c t ed t o those who com l ete us psychologically .

e se ek in a mate t hose qualit i es which we do not possess .

And Gray , hypothesized in 1949 , that mate- s~l ction would be

complementary with r e s pec t to the typ s of ersonality for 

mulated by J ung (extrovert -introv r t , etc .) . His empi rical

finding s wer e not convincing .

The only compr ehensive s t udy of compl~mentarin ss

between mates was perf ormed by ~ 'inch , 958 . "inch sai t h

l ov of man f or woma n an d 'oman for man i basica ly s e f 

serving: the pr i ary pur pose is to ben fi t th e ov r not
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the be l oved. He studied tw enty - five married co uples a t

Nor t hwester n University over a fi ve month period a nd sough t

via intervi ewi ng and t est ing to valida t e t he complementary

ne eds t he ory . Wi nch had no specifi c knowledg e on any of the

subj ect s but was able t o match c or rec tly tw enty of the t went y

five c oupl e s based upon his theory .

Two steps occur i n t he proc ess of mate -selection . First,

social f a ct or s i n t he cul t ur e exe r t a n infl uence on the

popula ti on by pr e ssuri ng white to se lect whi t e , non-white

to s e l ect non -whi t e , Cathol ic s t o sele ct Catholic s , J ews t o

sele ct Jews , a nd Protestants to selec t Prote s tant s . Age ,

r esidenti a l propinquity , educat ion , i deal i mages , co mmo n

va lues , and physical appeal exert s i mi l a r influence s . Whe n

t he s e fact ors have exert ed t heir influence , a fi eld of

eligi ble s re s ul ts f rom wi t hin whi ch mate s s elect one a not he r

ba s ed u pon psychological f actors .

A the ory of psycho logi cal mate attracti on s t a te s t hat

ps ychological forces cause peop le t o s elect each other to

satisfy t he i r own needs . For exampl e , aggressive persons

s eek ot hers who need an aggressive person to dominate t hem .

The a ggressive seeker ga i ns pleasure by dominat ing a nd both

are satisfi ed .

We ha ve s een race , re ligion , physica l beauty , pe rs ona 

lity traits and s o on c ould influenc e mate-selection i n long

term r elations h i ps s uc h as stea dy da ting, en ga ged cou ples,

and marital part ne rs . This study will show if Some of these

factors operate on a first dat e . Eve nt hough s ome fact ors



such as phy s ical beauty , ideal i mages and so on do not

directly appl y t o this study , t h ey are of valu e a s ba ck

ground materiaL

I?



CH APTER II I

RESEARCH DESI GN

One r es ea r ch s tudy, Wi nch , 1955 , ha s been pub lishe d

-s howi ng the r elat i on s hi p betwee n social and ps ychologi ca l

f a ctor s as the y infl uence the mate-se l ection pr oce s s .

Wi nch hy pothes i ze d that co mpl ementarine s s meant a pe rs on

was attract ed t o a ma t e t o s eek s e l f -gr a t i f i ca t i on and the r e 

by gave the op pos ite ma t e satisfact ion . Wi nch , 1955 ,p .1 10 ,

s howed hi s need int e r vi ew was pos i t ive ly correla ted t o the

hypothesis by so muc h t hat chance would be expec ted to pro 

duce such r es ul t s no more than one in a t hou s and occurances .

However , hi s othe r techniques use d to dete rmine t he val idity

of t he hypothesis , name ly a case history a nd T.A .T . , ga ve

signif i ca nt de viations i n the co ntrary direc t ion . Overal l

r esult s were indeterminate .

I n contra st t o ot he r s t udie s , the prese nt study differ s

in t he fo l lowing ways: ( 1 ) The sub jects a re not ma r ried, (2)

The s ub jects a re eva luated on a s ingle date not a l ong-term

re l ationship such as marriage , (3 ) Personality is the prime

f ac t or us e d i n arranging dates not soc i a l factors and , (4)

This study uses the Gough -Hei lbrun ( 1965) Ad j ec t i ve Check

List scales plus Clinical Int e r view Ques t i ons .

HYPOTHESIS

This s t udy investigate d t he importance of personality

13



14

on da t e s el ec t i on. Based on Wi nch ' s compl ementarines s

theory, this study hypothesizes that persons who possess

s i milar but not identical personality need pr of i le s , mea sur ed

by either t he Adject ive Check List or Cl i nica l I nt er view

Ques t i onna i re, will devel op a satisfying relat ions hip wh en

in each other' s company while on an arranged date . The

success of t h e arranged dates i s expected to be s igni f i cantly

in excess of chance in the hypothes ized direction. Chi

square wa s used to compute the resul t s .

The sub -hypothesis i s that t he couples united based

upon the Ad j ective Chec k List pe rsonali t y pr of iles will r at e

dates suc cessful equally a s often as thos e coupl es un ited

using the Cl inical Interview Ques t i onna i r e personality pro

f iles . A 2x2 chi square cont i ngency t ab le was us ed t o

compare the results of each me t hod .

Compl emen t a r y : (c omplementarine s s) A condition wher e

the needs of per son A ar e satisfied by a n oppo s ite sexed

pe er (pers on B) and the ne eds of B sati s fy A in t his mut ual

relat ionshi p.

Satisfying : A rating of the date by each person showing

that t he date was pleasing to him or her .

Arrang ed : Based upon complementariness , coup l es are

ass igned to each other when t hey rec eive a postcard, sent

by t he ex perimenter, s tating t heir date 's name , addr es s ,

and t el ephone numb er .

Succ ess : This is t he criterion mea sur e of the study .

The a s s essment of success compri s es two f ac tors (1) t h e

evalua t i on of the person 's rating of the da te and , ( 2) the
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com par i s on of the t wo met ho s of a r rangi g Lhe a t Th

fir st is th succ ess of the out come of the otal n r of

da L s eva luat~d by chtcking Lh r turn mai l eval ua ti on h t

r ec i v d f r om each articipant . ach dat e i s termed sa t i -

f a c t ory, neutra l , or unsatisfactory for use i n computat i on .

The s cond is a com arison of the succ ess of th d a t~ s wh ich

occurred ba sed upon th Adj ective Ch ck List nd Clini cal

I nt rv i ew prof i les . . Da t es based upon on s t of pro f iles

are expect ed to be no more successf ul t han thos dat es wh ich

wer bas d upo n the other set of profil es . The arne mai l

ev al uat i on sh eets us d f or the total number of da t wer

used f or com par i ng the t wo ma t chi ng methods .

Chi The basic formula us d i n thi s study i s :

The f ormula di s cerns t he diffe r ence betw en observed and

xpec t ed ( chanc ) f r equen ci s .

The t ota l number of da t e s wa 21 . Chan ce would xp ct

10 . 5 to b succ essful and 10 .5 to be unsucc s s ful . Chi

squa r e was cal cul a t ed to se i f th e d i f fe r nCe was meani ngf ul .

To compar e t he date s arranged by t he Ad j ctive Ch ck

Li st profiles to th e Cl i ni cal I nt ervi w Que Lionnair ro -

fi l e me thod , a 2x2 Chi square contin ncy t abl e was us d .

Uniting : Th ychological ne ds used in thi study

were drawn f r om th e n ed scale conta i n d in th e Adjective

Ch ck Li s t . ~ach subj c t was a ssessed by t h Ad j cLive

Ch ck Lis t and he Cl i nical I nt rview to d ter i ne th i r

posi t i on on ea ch of t he se needs . e er s ona ity rof i
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drawn f or t h es e s cales ba s ed on ea ch meth od (Adject ive Check

Lis t and Cl i n i cal Intervi ew) was used t o mat ch couples on

th e basis of compl ementariness .

Adj ective Check Lis t : This is a 300 i tem s elf-report

ma ch ine scor £d f or m which all s ub j ect s completed . When

proc es s ed, a pe r s ona l ity pr of i l e of the person ' s lI s el f - i mage ll

on t he needs mea sur ed resul ted .

The checklist i s idiogr a ph i c and r equire s no t echnical

competence to complete yet is in sta ndardi zed f or m. Test

r et est reli ab ility . (Gough-Heil burn, 1965 , p . 133 ) using a

six month interva l, is reported a s + .70 by the s coring manual .

The validity of th is tes t is . 70 when t he Edwar ds Pers onal

Preference Schedule is used a s a criterion mea sure of thes e

ne eds.

Cl i ni ca l I nterview Qu es t i onna i r e : This is a two-page ,

fif teen i tem questi onnaire adminis tered to each person . The

r es pons e s were evaluated and a personality pr ofile was drawn

in accordance with t he way the observer s aw t he sub jec t .

SUB JECTS

The subjects were white , college s tudent s from the

gr eater Det r oi t area who wer e appr oached whil e studying at

t he Wayne State or University of Mi ch i gan library . They

wer e asked if they woul d like to lI par t i c i pa t e in a r esearch

proj ec t involving an actual date . lI Of those asked, twenty

one ma l es a nd twenty-one females became vol unt eer s fo r the

s t udy by filling out each of the following : (1) Adjective

Che ck Li s t , (2) Clinical Interview Que s t i onna i r e , (3) Personal
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Data Sheet , and a (4) Fol low- up Interv i ew Sheet t o be compl eted

after the dat e has occur red . A copy of each i s fo und i n t he

a ppe nd i x . (Appendix A)

The male group was t hen div i ded into a ten person sub

group A and an eleven pe rson sub-group B. On the bas is of

the Adj ective Check List personality profi les, sub -groups

A and B wer e equated . This meant i f sub-gro p A had a person

low in a l l the need s , then sub-gro up B had a person low in

all t he needs. The same pr ocedur e was t hen applied to the

21 fema l es .

To a r range t he matches , 10 of t he 21 mal e and 10 of the

21 f emal e Adjective Chec k Li st profiles were s pr ead out on

a larg e t abl e . Ma l e and female pr of i l es which were most

al i ke but not identical became couples who went on a date .

The s ame procedure was us ed on the remaining 11 males

and 11 f emales except the Clinical I nterv iew Qu es t i onna i r e

personalit y profiles were used in arranging the matches .

Thus 11 Ad j ect i ve Check List and 10 Cl inical I nter

view Que s t i onna i r e profiles were not used i n t he above

match ing . Inst ead th ey were u s ed t o compar e mail evalua ti on

sheet date r a t ings to predic t ed r a t ings af ter a l l t h e dates

ha d been completed .

PROCEDURE

Separate pers on ality profiles were developed for each

subject based upon the Adject ive Check List and Clinical

Qu es t i onna i r e Interview. The Ad j ect i ve Check List gave a

~ s e l f~ profile and the Clinical Ques t i onna i r e Interv iew showed
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an "obs erver" profile .

Pr ofiles for the Adject ive Check List were ar r i ved at

by ma iling the completed form t o Na t ional Comput er Sys t ems

for scoring .

Profiles for t he Cl i nical Interview Qu e s t i onna i r e were

dr awn according to pr e- es t abl i shed rules . To gain gr ea t er

re l i ab i l ity in t h e method of drawing , each profile was

tested by having another person, who had not s een the s ub

j ects, draw prof il es based up on a des cr i pt i on shee t of the

Cl in i cal Interview . This independent pr of i l e was then com

pared to the wr it er ' s profile t o s e e i f both were in agr eement .

Means wer e obtained f or t he two independently arrived

a t s et s of pr ofile s . The averag e mean pr of i l e was 54 . 60

for Ra t er A and 55 . 39 fo r Ra ter B. Mean va r i a t i on pe r prof i l e

was 0 .79 poi nts . Thus , pr a c t i cally compl et e agreement

exi s t ed . See appe nd i x f or r ul es, sample descr ipt i on sheet ,

a nd sample pr of i l e sh e ets . (Appe ndix B)

Af t er personal i t y pr of i les wer e compl ementaril y matched,

da t e s were arranged . Ea ch subj ect was sent his or her date ' s

name , address, t el e phone number and a pr e-addressed, stamped

envel ope and rating sheet which was to be f illed out and

re t ur ned af ter rating the date .

Retur ned rating sheets wer e evaluated t o determine :

(1 ) whether the overall number of da tes was suc cessful in

ex ces s of chance , using chi s quare to che ck results, and

( 2) wh ether t he Adje ct i ve Check List and Cl i nical Que s t i on

nai re I nt erv i ew methods were equally successful us ing a 2x2

ch i squa r e cont i ng enc y table to check result s .
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Determinat ion of th e suc ces s or f ai l ur e of a date was

made by analyzing th e r esponse to quest ion number two on

the eva l ua t i on sheet . Ques t i on two a sks, "How would you

rate the person who took you on the date ?". I f qu estion two was

r ated satisfactory or ve ry satisf actory by a cou pl e (p os s i ble

rat i ngs ar e very s a ti s f a ctory, sati sf a c t ory , neutral , unsa ti s

f a ctor y, and very unsatisfa ct or y) the da te wa s succ ~ s sful .

If one sub jec t r a t ed hi s or her partner un s a t i sfa ctory,

the date was consid ered unsucces sful and not i n suppor t of

t he maj or hypo t hes i s .

Compar i son of t he t wo matching methods, Adj ective Check

List and Clini ca l Ques t i onna i r e I nt ervi ew, was made usi ng

the same rati ng s which ch eck ed the maj or hypothesis . Both

met hods wer e expected t o be equally successf ul judged by

the number of mail eval uat i on she et s a tisfac t ory r atings

given .
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSI ON

Of the original sample of 21 couples , 16 out of ,a

poss i bl e 21 dates t ook place . Rea s ons for non-participation

were: (1) Two male s were i nducted into the Armed Ser vi ces

an d were unable to complet e their da t es, and, (2 ) Three

f emale s had be come engaged an d did not date their par t ner s .

EVALUATI ON OF RETURNS

Results of the 16 returned da te s are seen i n Table I

below . In arranging t he table, both partners ' ratings were

considered . If e i ther one of t hem r a ted t he date unsatis -

f actory or neutral, t he total date was considered not

successful and not i n suppor t of t he maj or hypot hes i s .

TABLE I

d D tf Th 16 A1 R t 'C b ' d M 1 A d Fom lne a e n ema e a lngs 0 e rrange a es
I

RATI NG SATISF ACTORY UNSA TI SFACTORY
Chance 8 8
Actual 13 3
XL 3 .12 3 .12
TOTAL 6 .24

N=16
*P= 5. 41= Significant at . 02 (df=l ) (6 . 64= Signifi cant a t . 01 )

Breakdown of this table occurs in the appendix 0

As s een f rom Table I , t he to t a l number of successful

date s ,13 out of 16 , exc eeds t he chance expec t a t i on of 50%

or 8 da t es. See Appendix C for computation of Chi s quare r esults .
20
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ADJECTIVE CHECK LIST VERSUS CLINICAL I T,RvIE

UESTI NAIRE hESULTS

The su - hypot he s i s stated : Tha cou les unit d on h

asis of the Adj c ive Check Lis ersonality profiles ill

r a t e th ir da es succ ssful eq ally as oft n as hos cou 1 s
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een a ch d using th Adj ~tiv vheck Lis rofil s . Of
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ba s ed upon the Clini cal Interview profi l e s . The differen~e

was computed and was not significant as i s shown in Table II .

TABLE II

x2= 3.84 TO ,BE .SIGNIFICANT AT . 0 5 (df=l)

I I I

RATING A ~C .L . C. I .Q. X2 P
Satisfactory '7 6 0 ,41 Not Signif i cant
Uns a t i s f a ct or y a 2

N-lb

DISCUSSION

The major hypothes i s , t hat dat es arranged using pers on -

ality as the prime fac tor would be rated suc c essf ul in ex cess

of chance expectation, i s s upported by t he r esults shown in

Table I . The t able shows 13 of the 1 6 date s wer e r ated

s uccessful . Thi s fig ure of 13 i s compared t o a chance pred i c

ti on of 8 successful date s and the difference i s s ign i f i can t

using a . 02 conf idence level. Si nc e f actor s of ag e , height ,

wei ght, physical beauty, soc i al ba ckgr ound , geographic loca -

t i on and so on were no t matched to suit each partner ,

personality needs probably influenced the 13 out of 16 dat e s

to be r a t ed s uccessful .

The sub-hypothesis , that dat es a rranged based upon the

Adjective Chec k List pe rsonality pr of i le s wo ul d be r ated

succ es s f ul equally as often as tho se da t es ba s ed upon th e

Cl inical Interview Que s t i onna i r e per s onal ity profiles, is

s uppor ted by the resu lt s shown in Tabl e II . Seven of th e

e i gh t Ad j ective Check Lis t based dat es were ra ted successful

and six of t he eight Clin i cal Interview Ques t i onna i r e ba s ed
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dat es were rated successful . Using a Chi square contingency

tabl e, the differ ence be t ween the two met hods was comput ed

and found to be not signi f i ca nt . Both methods appear able to

measure the personal ity needs of a subject a nd , i f the profi les

are matched a ccording to the c ompl ementary theory , to predict

which couples will have s u ccessf ul ly r at ed dates .

Practically, t her e is a s ignifi ca nt savi ngs in time u s ing

t he Adjective Check .List s i nce the subject comple t es it with

i n 15 minute s while a n a ve r age t i me of 40 minu t es per Clinical

Ques t i onna i re I ntervi ew is r equ ired.

EVALUATI ON OF THE NEGA TI VE DAT ES

Date 1 wa s r ated ne utra l by War r en O. and Suzanne J ••

His comment s showed obj ect i ons to his pa r tner 's heigh t , r e

ligion, age, and sport s interests . He sta t ed , "She wa s very

n i ce , but I am 6 '1 " and she wa s 4' 9" . We had a different

r el i g i on , I was 5 year s older and our sports inter est differed .

Maybe you forgot t o pr og r am t he s e charac t er i s t ic s i nto your

project ." He made no ob j ec t ion t o he r pe rsonal i ty and in

f ac t stated, "She was very ni ce . "

Her comment s objected t o his height and age . She said,

"I wi s hed he could ha ve been younger , a lso that he would have

been shorter ." Fur t her mor e , Suz anne J . fe lt , "He was not

us ed t o dating g i rls because he di dn 't act right . He was

nice but not the kind I would like to ha ve as a boyfriend,

just as a friend ."

Ne i ther partner ob j ec ted to personali ty , but d id object

to he i gh t , age, and r el igion which appear t o ha ve cau s ed the
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bad ratings in this case . The date r at i ng does not suppor~

the major hyp othesis .

Date 2 wa s rated unsatisfact ory by Karen S . and satis

f a ct or y by Alan B. . Her comment s ob j e ct ed to Ala n 's height

and beha vi or, She felt ,

"My da te was a few inches shor t er than I was .
I was a l ways feeling uncomfortable . This might
be t he rea s on I could no t have a good time . I
think the boy I went ou t wi th would have been a
ni ce guy if only he had been more at ease . He
was trying so hard . · At one point of the da te,
Al an made the r emar k, ' Am I scared of him? '"

It s eems the he ight incongrui ty was the basis f or t he b ad

dat e rating given by Karen S . •

Al an B. ob j ect Ed to height, religion , and social factors .

He stated,

" I did feel a little ill at ease by her being
tal l er than myself . Per ha ps we woul d have found
more i n common had we both been from the same
r eligious and social background . Don't get me
wrong, she is a g i r l you would not be asham ed t o
t ake anywhere (Alan s eems t o be referring t o phys
ical beaut y ) ."

Alan B. ob ject s mainly t o hei gh t differences between himself

and Karen , and t o r elig ious an d social discr epancies . These

non- ps ychol og i cal fa ctors a ppear to hav e caused the da t e t o

be r ated a s less than satisfactor y . Pos s ibl y t he da t e would

have b een r ated as a ccept abl e to bo th par ti es (not j us t to

Alan B. ) if rel i gion, he i gh t and socia l background wer e a l i ke.

The date r a t i ng does not s upport the major hypoth e s i s .

Date J was rated uns a t i s f a ct ory by Joseph A. a nd sa t i s 

fa ctor y by Sylv i a H.. J os e ph ob jected to hi s par t ner ' s l a ck

of s ense of humor, qui e t ness , and s ophist i ca t i on . He stated,
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"She was ver y hard t o t alk to. She had no
sense of humor. She s eemed too serious and
t r ied to a ct very sophisticated . My type of
da t e would have to be more down t o earth and
want t o go out and have f un . "

Jo s eph A. in t h i s case objects to Sylvia 's actions, t he

r eas on f or wh i ch are not known. However, J oseph added,

"It wasn ' t the best date I have ever had,
but it was n 't al l that bad . "

Hi s comment i ndi ca t es a moderate intolerance for Syl v i a .

He coul d have rated her as "ver y unsatisfactory" and been

more co nd emning. One cannot de termine the degree of dislike

fr om t he mail evaluation sheet statements but it is clear

that f or s ome reason, possibly personality traits, an incom

pa tibi l ity between them exists . The data sheets (sh eet s wi th

vital sta tistics) show that both Joseph and Sylvia were

alike on r eligi on, nationality, and height. A dissimilar

it em wa s age; Sylvia is 2 years older than Joseph .

Sylvia H. ' s only comment on the mail evaluation sheet

was t o r a te her pa r tner as sat i sfactory. However, her data

sheet , which she filled out before the date , said , " I need

a per s on who will give me confi dence ." Her l ow conf idence

(a need not evaluated i n t he ma tches) may have af fe ct ed the

out come of her da t e, i . e . it s la ck of success . No support i ng

inf or ma t i on i s ava ilabl e t o substantia t e this theory . The

da te outcome did not support t h e maj or hypothe s i s .

PREDICTI ON RESULTS VERSUS PREDICTI ON

Predi ction means the date was judged t o be s a t isfac t ory

or unsat i s f ac t ory usi ng the ex tra s et of profiles not used
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in arranging the a ctual dates . Rules us d in fo rmula~i ng

predictions wer that if the partners ' personality pr of i l s

wer highly similar a date r a t ing of very sa t i s f a c t or y or

sa ti s f a c t or y was g i ven . If th profiles w re mod r a t el y

s i milar, the date r at ing giv en was n utral to low s a tisfactory ,

and if t he personality profiles were highly dissimilar, a

da t e r a t i ng of unsa tisfacto r y to ve ry unsati s factory was given .

A rat i ng of l ow satisfac tory to ne utral is shown as unsatis -

f actor y in Table II I .

TABLE III

Comparison of Prediction
Results To Predicti on Ra t i ng s For 16 Arranged Dat e s

PREDICTION
RESULTS PREDI CT I ON

C. 1. Q. A.C .L . A. C.L . e.r:o:
!Sati s f a c t orv 6 7 :3 2
Un sat isf a ct orv 2 1 5 6
rl'ot al 8 8 8 8

fue ther us ing t he A.C .L or Cl i ni cal Interview Ques t i on-

na i re per s ona l i t y prof iles , l it tle predictive pow r ap ear s

to exi s t s i nce the predi ctions showed 5 out of 16 dat s to

be sati s f actor y and 13 ou t of 16 ac t ually wer e .

PR.t,DICTION

Si nce this was post hoc predicting , it is not possible

t o s ee cl ea r l y what r esults of the comparison of the pre 

d i ct i on t o a c t ua l da t s would have been i f an i ndepend ent

r a te r had be en us ed . I n f u ture studies t h e prediction should

be made bef ore mail va lua t i on sh eets are r Et urned, rcferably

by an i nd r nd ent obs er v r to a r riv a t maximum objec tiviy .
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OTHER FACTORS

Twenty-six per s ons (13 couples) reported dates which

were rated on t he mail evaluation forms as satisfactory or

very s a tisf actory . Ma i l evaluati on sheet comm ent s s howed

t hat t wo subjec t s a pproached t he dat i ng si t uat i on wi th a

ne ga t i ve ment a l s et , i . e . t he date would be unsuccessful .

The f ollowing are t he commen t s whi ch s up port this f i ndi ng .

Jame s T. s tat ed , "After hear ing var ious comments ab out other

prearr ang ed date s, I expected a l emon . However , she ex 

ceeded my expectations an d was attractive, entertaining, and

I am looking f or ward t o t he next date . " Janice H. in her

comment , s t ated , "I mus t admit at fi rs t I never expected to

get a date with anyone too int er esting , bu t you pr ove d me

wrong and I am glad --hope everyone ls e gets someone who

is a s much fun a s J ohn . " In bo th i ns tances, the mental set

was chang d f r om n ga tive t o posit ive by some unknown forc e.

A different comment wa s made by Frank D.. He compared

h is experience with t h pre s ent s tudy da t ing method to

a no t he r he had participated in . He s a i d , "I believe your

method of matching is better than Operation Mat ch (A matching

s er vic e cur r ent l y in vogue in l ocal colleges which is based

on facto rs of race , r eligion , educa t i on , and so on ; no

s ignific ant p rsonality factors are used) . Dennis S . stated ,

"Th i s type of da ting ser vi ce does have promise as the i nt r 

viewer can objectively a sse s s personal charact erist ics so t he

match is rea l i s ti c . " Both comm ent s were from persons who

had satisfactory da t es a nd showed thei r da t es wor ked out
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better in t he i r minds than chance meetings or met hods which

do no t use personality as a prime factor .

I n some cases, partners ob j ected to factors other than

height , religions, age , and sports interests . These other

f actor s were geographic l oca t i on , social background, and

weight . Probably these three dates would have been more

s a t i s f a c t or y if these factor s were held in common .

Physical beauty, a factor which was not match ed in the

study , was reported to be not as important as personality

by on e male subject . Frank D. said, "Camille was very

agreeable yet she was not terrifical l y beautiful physically.

I woul dn ' t want to change her, not even physically, after

go i ng out with her ."



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The maj or hypot hes i s was conclusively suppor ted by t he

rating s g iven to each da t e as seen in th e returned mail ev al

uat ion sheets . Eighty- one point two per cent (81 . 2%) of the

date s wer e r a t ed s a t isf a ct or y . Thi s was compared to ch ance

which predi ct ed a 50% s uccess figure . The difference was

cal culat ed (ch i sq uare ) and proved to be significant i n

support of the major hypot hesi s at a n . 02 conf i dence level.

The sub -hypo t hesis was co nc lusively supported by t he

same r atings which supported t he maj or hyp othes i s . Of the

16 dates which oc curr ed , 8 wer e based up on t he Ad j ect i ve

Check List and 8 were based upon t he Cl inical I ntervi ew

Qu e s t i onna i r e . Seven of the Adjecti ve Che ck List dates were

ra ted satisfactory and 6 of the Clinical dates were g i ven a

s a t isfactory rating . The differenc e in success bet ween the

Ad j ec tive gheck Lis t and Clinical methods was computed us i ng

a chi squa re contingency t able . The difference was not

s i gn ificant . This meant t ha t both i nstr uments pr obably

mea s ur ed with equa l effect iveness the same needs i n each of

t he subjects . One finding as a r es ul t of t he s t udy is t ha t

probabl y t o arrange an opt i mum date not onl y should the

partners be compl ementary t o each ot her in t heir pers onality ,

but t hey also should ha ve a number of other factors i n common .

29
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I t would appear that the couples should be a l ike on r ace ,

rel i gion, education, age , height , wei ght, social -cul tural 

e conomi c background, geographic location, and physical beauty .
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NCS ANSWER SHEET FOR - THE ADJECTIVE CHECK LIST-BY HARRISO N G. GOUGH

I 0 absent-minded

2 0 act ive

3 0 adaptable

4 0 adventurous

5 0 affec ted

6 0 affe ct ionate

7 0 aggress ive

8 0 aler t

9 0 aloo f

10 0 ambiti ous

11 0 anxious

12 0 apathetic

13 0 appreciat ive

14 0 argumentative

15 0 arrogant

16 0 artistic

17 0 assertive

18 0 attractive

19 0 autocratic

20 0 awkwa rd

2 1 0 bitter

22 0 blustery

23 0 boastful

24 0 bossy
25 0 calm

26 0 capable

27 0 careless

28 0 caut ious

29 0 changeable
30 0 charming

(fJ

n
I
o
;:?

(fJ
IT1
X

o
J>
-<
IT1

Z
J>
;::
IT1

91 0 foresighted 12 1 0 impulsive

92 0 forgetful 12 2 0 independent

9 3 0 forgiving 12 3 0 indi f ferent

9 4 0 formal 12 4 0 individualisti c

95 0 fran k 12 5 0 ind ust rious

96 0 frie nd ly 126 0 infanti le

97 0 frivo lous 12 7 0 informal

98 0 fu ssy 128 0 ingenious

99 0 generous 12 9 0 inh ib ited

100 0 gent le 130 0 in it iative

101 0 gloo my 131 0 insightful

10 2 0 good-lcokin 13 2 0 intelli gent

103 0 good-nat ure 13 3 0 interests narrow

104 0 gree dy 134 0 interests wide

10 5 0 handsome 13 5 0 intolerant

10 6 0 nard -head ed 136 0 inventive

107 0 hard -hearted 13 7 0 irres ponsible

10 8 0 hasty 138 0 irr itable

109 0 heads trong 13 9 0 jo lly

11 0 0 healthy 14 0 0 kind

II I 0 helpful 141 0 lazy

1 12 0 hig h-str ung 14 2 0 leisurely

11 3 0 honest 14 3 0 logical

1 14 0 host ile 144 0 loud

11 5 0 humorous 14 5 0 loyal

11 6 0 hu rried 14 6 0 mannerly

11 7 0 ideali sti c 14 7 0 mascul ine

11 8 0 im aginati ve 14 8 0 matu re

11 9 0 im mat ure 149 0 m eek

12 0 0 im pat ient 150 0 me th od ical
CONTINUE ON REVERSE SIDE

Copyright 1952 by Harriso n G. Gough , Ph .D.
Unive rsity of Ca lifornia, Berke ley

Published by Co nsu lt ing Psycho log ists Pre ss
577 Colleg e Ave.• Pa lo Alta . Calil.

Scored by Nationa l Compute r Syste ms ~

1015 South 6th Street. Minnea po lis 15. Minn. ~

E xample :

• Be su re to use a #2 112 or softer wr it ing pencil.

• Do N ot Us e Ball P oint or I nk .

• K eep you r Answer Sheet Clea n .

• Do not mak e st ra y marks.

• Erase e r ro rs com pletely .

• Fill the circle com pletely.

DIRECTION S FOR USING NCS ANSWER S H E E T
T hi s a nswer shee t con ta ins a list of 300 a d ject ives. P lea se rea d
th em qui ckl y a nd blacken in the circle beside ea ch one you would
co nsider to be se ll -desc ript ive. Do not wor ry a bout d upli ca t ion s,
cont rad iction s, a nd so forth. W ork qui ck ly a nd do not spend too &;
mu ch ti me on a nyone ad jec t ive . T ry to be fr a nk. a nd fill the IT1

circles fo r the ad ject ives which desc ribe yo u as yo u rea lly are. I
not a s yo u would like to be. BE SURE T O T UR N THE PAGE
OV ER and co nt in ue throu gh ad ject ive N o. 300 on th e reverse I
side.

DIRECTION S FOR USING N AM E G R ID
Prin t yo u r name in boxes a bove th e N a me G rid . Print yo u r La st
N ame fir st , lea ve a space betw een you r First a nd La st N am e.
Blacken in the co r respond ing let te r circles in ea ch row. Print
as much of yo ur name as poss ible in th e 15 spa ces .

6 1 0 dependent

6 2 0 despondent

63 0 de term ined

64 0 dign if ied

6 5 0 d iscreet

66 0 d isorderly

6 7 0 d issatisfied

68 0 distractible

69 0 d ist rustful

70 0 dominant

71 0 dreamy

72 0 dull

73 0 easy going

74 0 effeminate

75 0 efficient

7 6 0 egoti stica l

77 0 emotio nal

78 0 energet ic

79 0 enterpri sing

80 0 enthusiastic

8 1 0 evasive

82 0 excitable

8 3 0 fa ir-m inded

8 4 0 fau lt-f ind ing

8 5 0 fearful

86 0 fem in ine

8 7 0 f ickle

88 0 flirtat ious

8 9 0 fool ish

9 0 0 force ful
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3 1 0 chee rful

32 0 civili zed

3 3 0 clear-thinking

34 0 clever

. 35 0 coarse

36 0 cold

3 7 0 commonplace

38 0 complaining

39 0 compl icated

4 0 0 conceited

41 0 confident

4 2 0 conf used

4 3 0 conscientious

4 4 0 con servative

4 5 0 considera te

4 6 0 contented

4 7 0 con ve nt ional

4 8 0 cool

4 9 0 cooperat ive

50 0 courageou s

3 1 0 cowardly

52 0 cruel

5 3 0 cu rious

5 4 0 cyn ical

5 5 0 daring

5 6 0 deceitful

5 7 0 defensive

58 0 deliberate

59 0 demand ing

60 0 dependabl e
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• Be su re to use a #2 1h or softe r writ ing pencil.

• Do Not Use Ball Point or Ink.

• Kee p you r An swer heet Clea n.

• Do not make st ray marks.

• Erose e rro rs com pletely .

• Fill th e ci rcle com pletely .

151 0 mild 181 0 pract ical 2 11 o sarcastic 2 41 o sophi sticated 271 0 tough
15 2 0 mis ch ievous 18 2 0 praising 2 12 o self-centered 2 42 o spendthrift 272 0 trust ing
153 0 moderate 18 3 0 precise 213 o self -confident 2 43 o spineless 27 3 0 una ffec ted
154 0 modest 184 0 prejudiced 2 14 o self-controlled 2 4 4 o spontaneous 2 74 0 unam bi tiou s
15 5 0 moody 18 5 0 preoccupied 2 15 o self -denying 2 45 o spu nky 275 0 una ssumi ng
15 6 0 nagging 18 6 0 progress ive 2 16 o self-pity in g 2 4 6 o stable 2 76 0 unconventi onal
157 0 natural 18 7 0 prud ish 217 o self-pun ish ing 2 47 o steady 2 77 0 un de pendable
158 0 nervous 188 0 quarrelsome 21 8 o self-seeking 24 8 o stern 278 0 understa nding
159 0 noi sy 189 0 queer 219 o self ish 2 49 o st ingy 2 79 0 unemotional
160 0 obl iging 190 0 qu ick 220 o sen sit ive 2 50 o stolid 280 0 un exci ta ble
161 0 obnoxious 191 0 quiet 221 o sentimental 251 o strong 2 81 0 unfriendly
16 2 0 opinionated 19 2 0 qui tting 222 o ser ious 2 52 o stubborn 282 0 uninhi bi ted
163 0 op portun ist ic 193 0 rational 2 2 3 o severe 2 5 3 o submissive 283 0 un intell igent
16 4 0 optimistic 19 4 0 rattlebrained 22 4 o sexy 2 54 o suggest ible 28 4 0 unkind
165 o organized 195 0 realis tic 22 5 o shall ow 255 o sul ky 28 5 0 unrealistic
16 6 o original 19 6 0 reasonable 2 26 o sha rp-witted 2 56 o su persti tious 28 6 0 unsc rupulous
167 o outgo ing 197 0 rebellious 227 o sh iftless 2 57 o suspicious 287 0 un selfi sh
168 o outspoken 198 0 reckless 22 8 o show-off 2 5 8 o sympathetic 288 0 un stable
169 o painstaking 199 0 reflective 229 o sh rewd 2 59 o tactful 2 8 9 0 vind ictive
170 o patient 2 0 0 0 relaxed 230 o shy 260 o tac tless 2 9 0 0 ver sati le
171 o peaceable 201 0 reliable 23 1 o silent 2 61 o tal kative 291 o warm

172 o pecul iar 202 0 resentful 232 o simple 2 62 o tem peramental 292 o wary

173 o persevering 203 0 reserved 233 0 sincere 263 o tense 293 o weak

174 o persistent 20 4 0 resource ful 234 0 slipshod 264 o thankless 2 9 4 o wh iny

175 o pessim istic 2 0 5 0 responsi ble 235 0 slow 265 o tho rough 2 9 5 o wholesome

176 o planful 206 0 restless 236 0 sly 266 o thoughtful 296 0 wise

177 o pleasant 2 0 7 0 retiring 237 o smug 267 o thrifty 29 7 0 withdrawn

17 8 o pleasure-see king 2 0 8 0 rigid 238 o snobbish 2 6 8 o timid 298 o witty

179 o poised 209 0 robust 239 o soc iable 2 6 9 o tolerant 2 9 9 o worrying

18 0 o pol ished 210 0 rude 2 4 0 o soft-hearted 2 70 o touchy 3 00 o zany



Tel ephone _

Address--- - - - --- - --

- 1-

Nam e-----------------
Date---- - - - - - - --

1 .

2.

3.

4 .

5.

Ach-What kinds of deman ds do you make upo n your self to
get a job done ? (eg . competitiveness-fill out) (a)
s chool (b ) soc ial(c )self-rat ing total sens e

Dom-How do you go about gett ing your own way? (eg.roomate
self-rating) Over what pe ople have you had considera
ble i nf luence?-any close fr i ends, chi ldr en,.

End-Do you usually f i ni sh or leave t ill l a t er pr ojec t s
or assignments you feel "lukewarm" about ? (a )
school-lb)non-school -fi ni sh a t a l l-(c)self-rating

Order- In your activities what amount of importance do
you place on (a )nea t ne s s , or gan iza t i on , planning ?
- self-rating

Intracept-Tell me how much you try to understand your
own(and others ) behavior . -why?

&



-2-

6 . Nur turan -How much attention do you pay to children when
vi s i t i ng friends . Do you get into things which
lend emotional or mat erial help to others? - ego
co uns el or-l i ke-why?

7. Af f- Tel l me about your per s onal relationships (many? - some
sex?) l ike to be with people ? Why?

8 . H~ter-Mo stl y do yo u enjoy being with per sons your age of
oppo si t e sex or do you pre t ty much kee p to your s elf ?
eg o Bowl i ng - or other a ct i vity . Why?

9 . Exhibition - At a party, are you t he "Li fe of party" and t he
"Cent er of Attent ion" or by your s elf ? (Con
tinu ous) Life i ~ i s elf

10. Aut o-When you are f a ced wi t h important decisi ons , how do
you go about making i t ? (any help? ) self-rating .

11 . Agg r -At work or s chool (in your group ) are you s hy or
aggre s sive ? In a pe r son t o person s i t ua t i on eg o
date - sel f -ra t i ng



-3 -

12 . Chance-How do you feel about changes wh i ch affect you .
Do yo u like r outine in your life? I dea of change
and uncomfortness .

13. Su ccorance-When you feel badly do you s eek s ym pa t hy or
emotional support from others?

14 . Abase- When t hings go wrong , whose f ault do you think it is ?

1 5. Defer - In your people relationships do you en joy being
super i or or sub ordinate to others?

Other Remarks-anything ...missed?



SHEET A

- 34 -

I. PERSONAL DATA

Name Date
l ast first middle

Address Telephone
Number street city

Age Age y ou prefer to date 1 2

Color Color you prefer to date 1 2

Religion Faith you prefer to date 1 2

Nationality Nati onali ty you pe rfer to date 1 2

Height Weight Citizen
yes no

Sex Physical Defects

I I .

1. ~esc ri be briefly your goal in life------ - - - - - - - --- - ---

2 . Describe briefly prefe rred q ualities in your date(be r e al i s t i c ) _

3. Have you ever been convicted of a crime: If so, explain------- - - -

I II • EDUCATI ON

College(s) Attended Years Degree (s) Major

1 . Unde rgraduate minor (s) _

2. Gra duate Minor (s~---------------------------
IV. OTHER

1 . Write here anything you fe e l would be he l pful in evaluating your personality
t o a rrange the "Best" d a t e--------------------



DATE: _

FOLLOW UP I NTERVI EWWI TH----------------
1 . vffi AT I S YOUR RATING OF THE DATE \ffiICH WAS ARRANGED FOR YOU?

very sa t . s a tisfa ct . neutra l un s at. very unsat .

lA o WH Y?-------------------------

2 . HO\ WOULD YOU RATE THE PERSON vJH O TOOK YO U ON TH IS DATE?

very sat . sat i sfact . neutral un sat . very unsat .

2A . I S THERE ANY WAY I N WHI CH YOU WOULD HA VE WI SHED (HI M- HER)
TO BE DIFFER ENT?----------------- --

3 . DESCRI BE THE DATE (THE PLACE , YOUR FEELINGS , LAT ER TH OUGHTS)

4. ANY COMMENTS YOU WOULD LI KE TO ADD ?
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RUL ES TO BE FOLLOWED I N DRAWI NG PROFI LES FROM DESCRI PTIONS

1 . Read the sheet "Summary of i nterview wi t h "
and from this description as sign ratings on degree of the
particular need sh own . The r at i ngs are to be in the form
of marks on t he "Pr ofi l e Sheet " which i s en closed in the
package you receive .

2 . A score of 50 on the Profile Sheet (the darkest line
running hori zontally a cr os s the sheet approximately in
t he center of t he pag e ) i s considered average . For example ,
i n school studies this would be a C grade , an average
person i n degree of anyone particular need, an average
per s on in any sense such as s tat i stical , soci a l , ps yc hol o
gical , or need-wise.

3 . When r at i ng the person, only rate in incr ements of 10
poi nts . For example , C plus grade woul d be r ated on t he
60 l ine and the C student was r at ed on the 50 line and
t here should be no r a t i ngs on any of th e sheets bet we en
the 10 point difference l i nes . The reason for this is
t ha t it is not felt that s uch a fine di scrimination of
l e s s t han 10 poi n t s can be made utili zing t h i s rat i ng
fr om des criptions techniqu e and so t he t r ends are the
de sired r esult .

4 . On the Profile Sheet , onl y r ate the per so n on t h e f o l l owing
scales: Achievement (Ach )

Dom i na nce (Domi)
Endurance ( End)
Order(Ord)
Intraception (Int )
Nur t ur ance (Nurt)
Af f i l i a t i on (Aff)
Heter osexual ity (Het)
Exhibitionism (Exh )
Aut onomy (Aut o)
Aggress i veness (Agg)
Change (Cha )
Su ccor ance (Suc)
Abasem ent (Aba)
Deference (Def)

5. The r a t er should be aware that some of t he need s ar e oppo
sites : f or exampl e , often a person wh o is high on aggres
s i ven ess is l ow i n deference but also h igh in dominance.

6. Rat i ng a per son a t the 100 or 0 ex t r eme lines i s usually
an exc eptional cas e of degree of t hat need a nd not found
t oo oft en, if a t a l l, in a s ample of thi s size . (50 persons) .



·
SU~~RY OF I NTERVIEW WI TH

MARY Z.

Says pro j ect s she starts are always co mpl eted but some-

time s she "wait s un til t he last minut e t o s t art . "

In ge t t i ng he r own wa y , she sta t ed - "I tend to be s oft"

a nd let others get away wi t h things . She says - "I don ' t gi ve

up easi ly, I fini s h wha t I start but some t imes proc r ast i na t e . "

"Nea t ne s s is a mus t - unneces s a r y to be s l oppy or dirty

even poor people can be c l ean a nd ne a t " - organi zation and

planning are not a s imp ortant but do co unt .

In trying t o und erstand her own behavio r - "Sometimes I

think about why I did something . " "I th ink a bout othe r

peoples ' behavior if it bother s me or i s wonderful . "

She says, " I like children- I ' m majoring in elementary

educati on" and she helps by counsel ing t hem. Mary ha s "very

many frie nds- I ' m very fo r tunate " - I like t o share my t ime

wi t h people - I like mak i ng people happy ."

When aske d if s he pre f erred be ing alone t o be i ng wi t h

a ma l e date s he repli ed , "de pends-i f not t oo interested, t he n

by myself a nd vice -versa . "

At a pa rty s he's almost the "Li f e of the party" with

fr iends or strangers .

Whe n fac ed with i mpor t ant dec is ions s he says, " I usually

s eek s omeone e l se ' s a dvic e but I think about it myself t oo-

de c i si on i s us ua l l y a combinati on of bot h . "

Wi t h classmates and dates s he is not very fo rwa rd . She

l ikes ch a nges- "I don ' t li ke r outine . " When she fee ls badly



she says, ' I tend t o seek em ot i ona l suppor t from others . "

\\Then t hings go wr ong, If Somet i mes its my own fa ult, s ome

times the other guyS. 1f In her relationshi ps wi th peopl e ,

she says -If I l ike to t hink we (girls ) are all equa l " and "I 'd

r a t her t he bo y be sup er i or . "

(Tone of I nterv i ew: Cooper a t i ve , I nterested)

2
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1 . CHI SQUARE CALC ULATI ONS:

X2 = (O- E) 2 X2 = (0_E)2
E E

X2 = (13-8 )2 X2 = (3-8) 2
8 8

x2 = (5 )2 X2 = (5)2
8 8

x2 = 25 X2 = 25
8 8

x2 3 .1 2 X2 = 3 .12

x2 = 6 . 24 WHI CH IS SI GNIFIC ANT AT .02 (df=l)
N=16

2 . 2x2 CONTINGENCY TABLE

(ad-bc )2 N
(a+b) (c+d)(a+c)( b+d)

A.C .L . C. I. Q.
~AT a c

7 6
'-I N- 1 2
SAT b d

(7x2 - 1x6)2 16
(7+1)( 6+2 )( 7+6 ) (1+2)

(14 - 6)2 16
(8) (8) (13 ) (3 )

(8)2 16
2496 - 0 . 41 = NOT SIGNIFICANT
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RELATI ONSHIP OF AGE , HEI GHT- WEI GHT, REL I GION ,

AND EDUCATION TO DATE RATING (A. C. L. BASED D~TES )

Years of
College

Dat es Age Height Wei ght Reli gi on Educat i on Rat i ng

1 . War r en O. 23 6 '1 " 160 CATH . 5 N.
and

Suzanne J . 19 4 '9 Tl 89k PROT. 2 N.

2. Douglas B. 22 6 '0" 160 PRO T. 3 S.
and

Susan K. 18 5 ' 8" 140 CATH . 1. S.2

3 . Dennis S. 25 6 "1" 200 CATH. 5 V.S.
an d not

Judi t h R. 19 5 ' 7" given PROT . 2 S.

4 . Edward G. 22 5 ' 11" 155 CA TB . 5 S.
and

Hel en S. 21 5'7" 138 CATH. 2 S.

5. Mike P. 20 6 '1 ~ " 160 PROT. 3 S.
and not

Mary L. 22 5' 4" given PROT. 1. S.?

6 . Paul Z. 24 6 '2 " 180 not gi ven 4 S.
and

Camille F. 19 5 '7!" 120 CATH. 1 S.

7 . Ernest P. 19 5 ' 6 ~ " 170 JE1Il 2 V.S .
and

Barbara E. 19 5'5 " 130 NONE 1 S.

8 . Jef f. G. 20 5 '8" 145 CATH . 3 S.
and

Mar y Lou Z. 19 5 '0" 110 CA TH . 1! S.



,RELATI ONSH I P OF AG , HEIGH T- ~ EIGHT , RELIGI N

·AND EDUCATION TO DATE RAT I NG (CLI NI CALLY BA SED DATES )

'Years of
Col l ge

Dat es Age Height Wei ght Religion Educa t i on Rat ing

l. Jo hn M. 20 5 '8! " 105 PROT. 2 V.S .
and

Janic e H. 19 5 ' 5" 120 PROT . 2 V. S.

2. J ames T. 20 5 '10~ " 185 PROT. 1 V.S .
and

Janet C. 21 5' 4" 110 PROT. 3 S.

3 . Frank D. 21 5 '11" 170 CATH . 1 ~ V.S .
and

Cam i l l e C. 19 5'2" 112 CATH. 1 S.~

4 . Ala n B. 20 5 '6" 135 J EW. 2 S.
and

Karen S. 19 5 ' 7" 137 CATH. 1 U. S.

5. Jo s eph A. 18 5 ' 11" 160 CATH . 1! U. S .
and

Sylvia H. 20 5' 3" 120 CATH . 2 S.

6 . Leo B. 23 6 '0" 165 PROT . 4 S.
and

Carol S . 20 5'3 ! " 120 PROT. 1 ~ S.

7 . Frank R. 22 6 '0" 225 CATH . 3 S .
and

Mad eline L. 19 5 '4" 120 CATH . 1 S.

8 . Wi ll i am K. 20 5'11 " 200 NONE 2 S.
and

Susan N. 18 5' 6" 118 PR OT . 2 S.



PREDICTION VERSUS PREDI CTION RATING

Pr edi ct i on
Results Rating Pr edi ct ion

Pred icted
Ra t i ng

1 .

2 .

John M.
an d

Jan i ce 11.

J ames T.
and

Janet C.

Ver y
sa tisfac t or y

Very
satisfactory

Very
sat i sfa c t or y
Satisfactory

Prof i l es
moderately
s i milar

Profil es
moderately
similar

neut r al
or

l ow
sa t i s f a c t or y

neut r al
or

l ow
satisfac t or y

3 . Frand D. Very
and s a tisfactory

Cam i l l e C. Satisfac tory

4. Alan B. Sat isfactory
and

Kar en S . unsatisfactory

5. Joseph A. Uns a t isfa ct or y
an d

Syl via H. SaLisfactory

6 . Leo B. Satisfactory
an d

Carol S. Sa t i sfactory

Profiles
highly
similar

Profiles
highly
similar

Pr ofiles
moderately
similar

Profiles
moderately
s imi l ar

s atisfa ct ory
or

very sati s factory

neutral
or

very satisf a c t ory

neut ra l
or

low satisfa ctorv

neut r al or
l ow

satisfactor y

7.

8 .

9.

10.

Fr a nk R. Sat isfa ctory
and

Madeline L, Sa t i s f a ctory

William K. Sat isfacto r y
an d

Sus an N. Sa t i s fac tor y

War r en O. Neut r al
and

Suzanne J . Neut r a l

Douglas B. Sa t isf a ct or y
and

Sus an K• . Sa t i s f a ct or y

Prof iles
moderately
high similar

Profiles
moderat ely
high s imilar

Pr of iles
moder a tely
simila r

Pr ofil es
modera t ely
simi l a r

low
satisfac t ory

ve ry sa t isfactory
t o

s a t i s f a ct ory

neutral or low
sat isf a c t or y

neutra l to low
satisfactory

11. Denn is S .
and

Judi th R.

Very satisfact orY'Profi les
moder a t el y

Satisfactor y s imi l ar

neutral to low
sati s f a ct ory

1 2. Edwa r d G. Satisfactory
and

Helen L. Sa t i s f a ct or y

Profiles
moderately
similar

ne utral t o l ow
sati s factory
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13 . Mi k e P. Satisfac tory Profile s very s atisfactory
and highly t o sa tisfac t ory

Mar y L. Sa t i s fa ctory s imilar

14 . Paul Z. Sa t i s f a ct ory Pr ofile s neutr a l to l ow
and moderately satisfactory

Camille F. Sa t i sfa ct or y s i milar

15. Ernest P. Very Profiles un sat i s f ac t or y t o
and Sa t i s fa ct ory ve ry very unsatisfactory

Barbara E. Satisfactory dissimilar

16 . Jeff G. Satisfactory Profiles very s a tisf a ct ory
and high ly t o satisfactory

Mary Lou Z. Satisfactory s i mi l a r
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