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ABSTRACT 
Using data from a sample of 74 undergraduates (54% Women, 46% Men), I 

examine relational expectations held toward married and cohabiting couples, and how 

expectations vary for women and men.  The hypotheses include:  H1 Cohabiting 

respondents will report higher expectations for cohabiting targets and married 

respondents will report higher expectations in the married targets; H2 Women 

respondents will report higher expectations toward women and men targets than men 

report.  The study design involved 474 students; with the criteria for selection of 

respondents, 400 respondents were omitted from analyses.  The results indicate 

support for H1 regarding relationship status in the case of physical expectations, and 

support for H2 regarding respondent gender in the case of social/leisure expectations 

and verbal expectations.   
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Cohabitation is increasing rapidly and has been steadily rising since the 1960s 

(Eggebeen, 2005; Pinsof, 2002; Seltzer, 2004; Smock, 2000; Wilhelm, 1998; Wu, 1999). 

Along with the increase in cohabitation there has been an increase in the number of 

people delaying marriage until their late 20s or early 30s (Bumpass & Lu, 2000; Coontz, 

2004; Pinsof, 2002; Smock, 2004). Because of these changes, family formation patterns 

within the United States have changed, along with changes in beliefs about cohabitation 

and marriage. These changes spark questions regarding relational expectations partners 

should fulfill within a marital or cohabiting relationship.  

Family formation patterns are changing, in part, due to relational expectations 

becoming less traditional. According to Hohmann-Marriott (2006), “Overall, cohabiting 

couples appear to be less traditional than married couples. This is evident in the 

partnerships that cohabitors form, as well as in their expectations for the relationship” (p. 

1015). Traditional refers to the formed partnership (married), the presence of children in 

the household, expectations for the relationship (e.g., bearing children, buying a home, 

and not being open to the possibility of divorce), and establishing relationship on 

principle of gender inequality (gendered division of labor) (Hohmann-Marriott, 2006). 

The primary belief used to be that women and men had to marry before they could live 

with each other (Coontz, 2005), but today many couples live together as a precursor to 

marriage, an alternative to marriage, or to determine whether they are compatible for 

marriage (Dempsey & de Vaus, 2004; Edin & Kefalas, 2005). Financial benefits are 

1
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another reason couples cohabit, especially among those of low socioeconomic status 

(SES) (Coontz, 2005; Edin & Kefalas, 2005). Even for other couples without financial 

strain, women and men who cohabit do not have to pay rent and bills for their own place 

of residence; instead, they are able to split the cost of living with their partner (assuming 

both partners contribute financially). Because of the change in beliefs regarding marriage 

and cohabitation, there is continued change in beliefs of how individuals should behave 

within each relationship type. Beliefs of how committed relationship partners should 

behave may vary for different people, but there should be some consistency about 

relational beliefs depending on the social norms that are in place.   

Theoretical Framework 

Symbolic Interactionism will help guide the exploration of relational expectations 

by examining beliefs held about marital and cohabiting relationships, depending on the 

role of the particular individual within the relationship. Roles are defined as, “the 

normative expectations attached to a specific position in a social structure” (White & 

Klein, 2002, p. 69). The roles that will be addressed include being a married woman, 

married man, cohabiting women, or cohabiting man. In other words, the combinations of 

relationships status (married or cohabiting) and sex (women or men) are used to 

determine the roles under investigation in this study.  

Symbolic Interactionism is used with this research because the theory examines 

how people progresses while assigning meaning to things around them and how their 

roles as a person are defined by their environment (lived experience). Lived experience is 

influenced by social constructions and symbolism is attached to various entities (e.g., 

women/men, wife/husband, and cohabiting partners). For example, the lived experience 

2
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of women, as wives, wanting to bear children may be influenced, in part by the social 

construction regarding the expectations of a wife within our society (wives should be 

mothers). “As the name suggests, ‘symbolic interactionism’ focuses on the connection 

between symbols (i.e., shared meanings) and interactions (i.e., verbal and nonverbal 

actions and communications). It essentially is a frame of reference for understanding how 

humans, in concert with one another, create symbolic worlds and how these worlds, in 

turn, shape human behavior” (LaRossa and Reitzes, 1993, p. 135-136). The idea of 

symbols refers to the way people assign meaning to objects and relationships; symbols 

may be something concrete that represents something abstract. For example, to a 

cohabiting couple the act of living together may symbolize their plans of being married 

some day. A married couple, on the other hand, may symbolize living together differently 

than a cohabiting couple, viewing their commitment to one another through marriage.   

According to LaRossa and Reitzes (1993) symbolic interactionism has 3 themes 

and 7 assumptions. The first theme focuses on the importance of meanings for human 

behavior, the second theme focuses on the development and importance of self concept, 

and the third theme focuses on assumptions about society (this theme will be used 

primarily with this research). The sixth assumption (individuals and small groups are 

influenced by larger cultural and societal processes) focuses on the interplay between 

societal processes and how people (women and men) construct their marriage and 

cohabiting relationships. This assumption will be used to address the idea that, as 

individuals we glean our identities from the social groups around us; the concept of doing 

gender may appear due to the gendered beliefs and expectations held by social groups 

around us.  

3
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 Symbolic Interactionism will bring clarity to the roles (wife, husband, cohabiting 

woman, cohabiting men, as well as the role of gender (women or men) and examine how 

expectations are similar or different across relationship types as well as across participant 

sex. This theoretical framework will help illuminate agreements concerning relational 

expectations held toward certain roles. This theory was chosen because of the 

concentration it places on roles. Each role under consideration (wife, husband, cohabiting 

woman, and cohabiting man) may vary in the extent to which it is agreed upon. In 

addition, individuals may compare their roles to the roles of others; this comparison may 

cause distinctions between relational types and may alter role expectations. Hochschild 

(1997) demonstrated that some individuals compare themselves to their role counterparts 

across gender (e.g., a married woman might compare herself to her husband, her role 

counterpart), and other people compare themselves within gender and across roles (e.g., a 

cohabiting women might compare her role to that of a married woman). For example, 

cohabiters may alter their role behaviors and expectations when compared to married 

individuals. How a cohabiter views herself or himself compared to a married individual 

may have an impact on their believed relational expectations.  

Role Behaviors and Relational Expectations. “Roles specify not only knowledge, 

ability, and motivation (Brim, 1966), but also expectations about the proper extent, 

direction, and duration of feelings and emotions (Hochschild, 1979)” (LaRossa & 

Reitzes, 1993, p. 147). As symbolic interaction theory would suggest, beliefs, feelings, 

and behavior are constantly being constructed and revised according to social change and 

people’s actual experience. There are different types of role behaviors about which 

people can have expectations; in this study, I do not focus on household tasks or other 

4
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sorts of behaviors, but rather, expectations concerning how the couple will relate socially 

and emotionally to each other.  

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to expand the knowledge of relational expectations. 

Specifically, it examined relational expectations held by married and cohabiting 

individuals. In short, this research examined similarities and differences that exist with 

regard to expectations in marital and cohabiting relationships and how these differences 

vary according to gender. This research regarding relational expectations of married and 

cohabiting women and men is important, because, in a time of rapid social change, 

educators, researchers, and counselors need to understand beliefs people have concerning 

these relationship types. Awareness of these expectations will give professionals an 

innovative look at how married and cohabiting couples are viewed within our society, 

and will enable them to assess and educate couples on issues they face or positions they 

hold concerning various topics. For example, if expectations are very similar across 

married and cohabiting respondents, it will illustrate that a relationship is a relationship 

regardless of the label attached by society (married or cohabiting). The opposite of this is, 

if expectations are very different across married and cohabiting respondents, it will 

indicate there is variation of relational expectations depending on relationship type and 

the societal label. Gathering information on the continued change of family formation 

will impact future research, as well as help professionals understand future family 

formations, in particular, how couples understand and evaluate the way they relate to 

each other socially and emotionally, depending on their gender and relationship status 

(married or cohabiting).  

5

5



Texas Tech University, Jennifer Rojas, May 2007 

 

The ambiguity that can come from not examining relational expectations might 

contribute to the lack of awareness of societal norms concerning these two relationship 

types. This may also be the case with regards to the changing meaning of cohabitation 

within the literature. This research inquired into marital and cohabiting relationship 

“norms”, as well as gendered “norms” within committed romantic relationships. Because 

of this, the present research is able to counter or diminish some negative consequences of 

specified relationship types, such as marriage and cohabitation.  

The questions examined were:  

1. To what extent do expectations held by married individuals and cohabiting 

individuals differ?  

2. How do women’s relational expectations differ or are similar from men’s 

relational expectations toward individuals within married and cohabiting 

relationships? 

6
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Marriage  

Scholars have a range of definitions of marriage. Marriage is defined through the 

legally sanctioned tie between a man and a woman; this definition has been changed and 

modified in recent years, with some variation across states. For example, Massachusetts 

is the only state that has legalized same-sex marriage, Vermont allows residents to obtain 

a civil union (same-sex) license which entitles them to various legal benefits, and Texas 

allows proxy marriage (either the bride or groom is not present). For the purpose of this 

study, marriage will be defined according to Cherlin (2004) as being regulated by law 

such that its members enjoy special legal rights, stemming from a public commitment to 

a long-term, possibly lifelong relationship. Cherlin asserts, “At present, marriage is no 

longer as dominant as it once was, but it remains important on a symbolic level” (p. 858). 

Marriage is not only important on a symbolic level but also consists of benefits such as 

legal, practical (e.g., inheritance or when people become ill, most often, only family 

members are allowed to visit or obtain medical information), and financial.  

Changing Expectations for the Role of Marital Partner. In terms of relationship 

expectations, Western marriages have, over time, shifted from an institution arrangement 

(early 20th century view) to a companionate marriage (mid 20th century view), and then, 

most recently, to a more individualized marriage (late 20th century view)(Cherlin, 2004; 

Coontz, 2005). The major expectation of an institutional marriage was to pool labor and 

finances. In this pattern, marital partners were not supposed to share close emotional ties; 

7
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or at least, such ties were not the foundation and the expectation of the marriage. In a 

companionate marriage couples are primarily each other’s closest emotional relationship. 

Individuals who ascribe to both a more companionate view, or an institutional view, 

believe marriage is the only acceptable relationship in which partners can have a sexual 

relationship as well as rear children (Cherlin, 2004; Murdock, 1949). The view of 

individualized marriage rejects the assumed expectations of the traditional marriage. For 

example, not all couples want to have children, which is generally a component of the 

institutional or companionate view of marriage.  There are some individuals who are 

physically unable to have children due to a medical condition. Individualized marriage as 

a pattern, on the other hand, is broad and could be used to describe other relationships 

outside of marriage such as cohabitation.  

Individualized marriage includes the belief that “each person should develop a 

fulfilling, independent self instead of merely sacrificing oneself to one’s partner (p. 852), 

there should be flexible/negotiable roles, and communication is essential (Cherlin, 2004). 

This definition may also be descriptive of a cohabiting union; the attitude of people not 

“sacrificing oneself” could be a contributing factor in cohabitation. In addition, 

negotiable roles may be likely to exist in a cohabiting union.  

In short, it is best stated by Smock (2000), “what is sometimes omitted…is full 

acknowledgement that the meaning of marriage is dynamic and undergoing radical 

change” (p. 12). Because scholars have various descriptions of marriage, it is important to 

recognize that different expectations exist for the relationships that seem to be defined by 

a culturally agreed upon term, marriage. When using the term “married” to describe a 

given relationship, a certain population may understand marriage to incorporate 
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companionate expectations and behaviors, while another population may hold different 

expectations. For example, there could be financial expectations that the husband will 

provide for the family without the wife having to enter the workforce. In an extreme 

example, some couples marry with the expectation that the wife will remain physically 

attractive (a “trophy wife”) while the husband provides the wife with material 

possessions. Because marriage can be looked at from many standpoints and the meaning 

people attach to marriage may vary, it is important to clarify the meaning of marriage, in 

particular the meanings people ascribe for how marital partners should relate to each 

other.  

Trends in Marriage Rates and Quality Over Time. Marriage has always been of 

concern to social critics; Cherlin (2004) and Coontz (2005) have documented that 

throughout U.S. history people have lamented the decline of marriage. Much of the 

research on marriage indicates an increase in the divorce rate; occurring between the 

1960s and the 1980s (Cherlin, 2004; Loomis & Landale, 1994; Pinsof, 2002; Smock, 

2004). There has been an increase in children born outside of marriage beginning in 1970 

and continuing through the 21st century (Cherlin, 2004; Kiernan, 2004; Loomis & 

Landale, 1994; Manning, 1993; Pinsof, 2002; Seltzer, 2004; Smock, 2004). In addition, 

individuals are marrying at later ages (late 20s early 30s); this trend began in the 1960s 

and has continued into the 21st century (Cherlin, 2004; Coontz, 2004; Eggebeen, 2005; 

Pinsof, 2002; Smock, 2004). Trends in marital quality have sparked two debates within 

the marriage literature. In particular the marital decline versus resiliency debate. One side 

of the debate involves the perspective of marital decline. From this perspective 

“American culture has become increasingly individualistic” (Amato, 2004, p. 960). The 

9
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other side of the debate includes the perspective of marital stability. From this perspective 

it is believed that “many marriages in the past were troubled, but because obtaining a 

divorce was time consuming and expensive and because divorced individuals were 

stigmatized, these problematic marriages remained intact” (Amato, 2004, p. 960). In 

addition, Coontz (2005) affirms divorce was more difficult to obtain before no-fault 

divorce was legalized in the 1970s. 

Cohabitation  

Just as trends in marriage have changed in recent years, cohabitation has “rapidly 

become a common feature of family life in American society” (Eggebeen, 2005, p. 1097). 

A large amount of research regarding cohabitation claims there has been an increase in 

the number of cohabiters within the United States since the 1960s and continuing through 

the end of the 20th century (Eggebeen, 2005; Pinsof, 2002; Seltzer, 2004; Smock, 2000; 

Wilhelm, 1998; Wu, 1999). Research also indicates those with less education are more 

likely to cohabit compared to those with higher education because there seems to be role 

incompatibility between being a full-time student and a cohabiter (Seltzer, 2004; Tanfer, 

1987; Thornton et al., 1995). Cohabitation unions are often short lived (most ending, 

approximately 50%, within 2 years) (Seltzer, 2004; Smock, 2000; Tanfer, 1987).  

Scholars have various meaning assigned to cohabitation. According to Rindfuss 

and VandenHevel (1990), “cohabitation is generally viewed in one of two ways in the 

literature: as an alternative form of marriage without the usual legal sanctions; or as the 

last stage in the courtship process, a type of alternative “engagement” (p. 705). The two 

views within the literature are similar in that they both situate cohabitation in comparison 

to marriage. In the first case, cohabitation is seen as a way to enter a committed 

10
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relationship outside the bounds of marriage, and in the second case, cohabitation is 

defined as a step on the way to marriage. Scholars who investigate cohabitation have 

found support for each of these views of cohabitation among some groups of cohabiters. 

For example, Seltzer (2004) examined cohabitation that appeared to be an alternative 

form of marriage and indicated, “Higher rates of cohabitation among those with 

precarious economic circumstances suggest that if these couples had more economic 

security, they would prefer marriage over cohabitation” (p. 926). When viewed as an 

alternative form of engagement, cohabitation “is a way to assess social or economic 

compatibility for marriage” (p. 925). The first view is compared to marriage with the only 

difference being the legal bond, and the second view illustrates striving toward marriage. 

It should be noted that cohabitation (regardless of view) does not improve satisfaction or 

stability in marriage (Schoen, 1992; Thomson & Colella, 1992). 

Cohabitation can be looked at from many standpoints; furthermore, as symbolic 

interaction informs, people have their own meanings of cohabitation and they will 

respond to issues related to relationship based on that meaning. Because of the varying 

meaning attributed to cohabitation, it is important to state one definition that clarifies 

what cohabitation is for the purpose of this study. Cohabitation is defined “as living with 

a man/woman in an intimate relationship without being married to him/her” (Thornton, 

Axinn, & Teachman, 1995, p. 765-766). For the purpose of this study, in order to be 

considered cohabiting, partners are required to be living with one partner for a period of 

four weeks or more. Because I am interested in looking at gender/sex differences within 

the couple, it was important to have the same gender comparison. With cohabiters being 

11
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compared to married individuals it was important to acknowledge the fact that within this 

state (Texas), gender comparisons can be drawn only from heterosexuals.    

Comparison of Marriage and Cohabitation 

After defining and describing relationship expectations for marriage and 

cohabitation, it is important to try to compare the two. This is important because in order 

to fully understand one (marriage or cohabitation), it may be helpful to examine how one 

is similar or different from the other. This makes a contribution to the literature because 

few studies have done these comparisons within the same study. This may be a more 

difficult task, according to Smock (2000), because “the underlying issue is whether we 

can gauge what cohabitation means if we are using a standard that is also changing. To 

say that cohabitation is like or unlike marriage is useful only to the extent that we have 

adequate knowledge of what marriage is indeed ‘like’” (p. 12). According to LaRossa 

and Reitzes’ (1993) explication of symbolic interaction theory, individuals interpret 

reality through the symbols and the shared social meanings of their culture. If society as a 

whole is unable to adequately explain what a marriage is, or what cohabitation is, how 

does an individual come to know what marriage and cohabitation are? A similar situation 

existed regarding stepfamilies studied by Cherlin in the 1970s. Cherlin (1978) indicated 

there are no norms and because there are no or few norms, stepfamilies were not yet 

institutionalized; instead, he argued that remarriage was “an incomplete institution”. For 

example, children within stepfamilies may not know what to call their stepparent; do they 

call them mom or dad, or do they call them by their first name. Uncertainty may exist 

concerning behavior; children within stepfamilies may challenge their stepparent telling 
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them what to do, such as when to be home. Similarly cohabiters do not know what to call 

each other, they do not have clear norms as to how to behave.  

There are certain themes that arise when marriage relationships are compared to 

cohabiting relationships. For example, there is research examining household labor, 

intimacy, and stability within each relationship type. Smock (2000) found, “cohabiters do 

not differ substantially from married couples in terms of their division of household 

labor” (p. 14). When examining household labor within marital and cohabiting 

relationships, it is clear the women in both relationship types perform the majority of 

housework (Smock, 2000).  

The research that examines intimacy (communication, engagement, and 

friendship) within marital and cohabiting relationships found “there were no differences 

in the levels of intimacy between the different groups of respondents” (Moore, McCabe, 

& Brink, 2001, p. 44). Levels of engagement were somewhat balanced for married and 

cohabiting couples (women rated slightly higher); as well as for communication, 

however, married women “indicated that they communicated more than indicated by their 

spouses” (p. 43); friendship did not significantly vary across relationship type.  

Stability research tends to examine the stability of a marriage succeeding 

cohabitation and whether cohabitation decreases marital stability; most of this research 

indicates cohabitation prior to marriage increases the likelihood of the marriage ending in 

divorce (Schoen, 1992; Thomson & Colella, 1992). Other research concerning stability 

examines the stability of cohabiting unions and the possibility of the union continuing or 

dissolving (Seltzer, 2004; Smock, 2000; Tanfer, 1987).  

13
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Other than the few studies of household labor, intimacy, and stability, there is 

relatively little attention given to the expectations of married individuals as compared to 

cohabiting individuals. There is little research that has examined the expectations of each 

person within a married couple and a cohabiting couple. The research that does exist 

often examines the expectations of one couple type only, such as married couples. What 

we do not know is what current standards people hold for relationships of cohabiters and, 

indeed, married people (Smock, 2000). In other words, what is yet undiscovered are the 

standards not just deemed by people in these relationships but deemed by people toward 

both types of relationships (married and cohabiting). 

 Religiosity. Research has indicated cohabiters are less likely to be involved in 

organized religion (Dempsey & de Vaus, 2004; Rinduss & VandenHeuvel, 1990; Smock, 

2000; Tanfer, 1987; Wilhelm, 1998; Wu, 1999). In addition, religiosity tends to have an 

effect on whether a person holds egalitarian beliefs or traditional beliefs regarding gender 

(Frieze et al., 2005). The more religious a person is, the more likely they are to hold 

traditional beliefs, and the less religious someone is the more likely they hold egalitarian 

beliefs of gender.   

Beliefs and Relational Expectations 

It is important to look at what is meant by beliefs and relational expectations, in 

order to have a complete understanding of the proposed research. The literature of beliefs 

focuses on unrealistic relationship beliefs (e.g., Fitzpatrick & Sollie, 1999 & Sharp & 

Ganong, 2000) or dysfunctional relationship beliefs (e.g., Hamamci, 2005). In order to 

have a comprehensible idea of what a belief is, the term will be described in order to 

clarify on what participants based their answers. According to symbolic interactionism 
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“whether or not a definition is valid or moral is beside the point; what is crucial is 

whether people in the setting believe their definitions”; these beliefs are what influence 

individuals actions (LaRossa and Reitzes, 1993, p. 150).  

Beliefs are an important part of this research because beliefs can affect how a 

person performs certain tasks (South & Spitze, 1994). Such as, how they evaluate their 

own and each other’s behavior. South and Spitze note that according to Hochschild 

(1989), “people’s ideas about gender are often “fractured and incoherent” and 

contradictions abound between what people say they believe, what they seem to feel, and 

how these beliefs and feelings are reflected in their household behavior” (p. 329). In other 

words, people’s beliefs can be a guide for how they feel about their relationships. When 

people believe their relationship partner should act in a certain way, then partners 

evaluate their partner and their relationships according to what extent these beliefs are 

upheld and/or violated. As Hochschild (1997) states, however, beliefs, feelings, and 

behavior are often in contradiction to each other, with consequences for people’s 

relationships.  

While expectations do not lend themselves to an easy definition, they have been 

operationalized in previous work by asking respondents the degree to which they expect 

or anticipate having certain needs fulfilled. Expectations operationalized by Slosarz 

(2002) is the most recent known empirical work on relational expectations. Solsarz’s 

categories include exclusive emotional connections, mutual love, share common interests, 

and fulfilling a partner’s sexual needs.  
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Gender/Sex 

Although there are multiple sex categories, for the purpose of this study I am 

referring to the identification as women or men. With a focus of this study being on 

emotional expectations it is important to note within the literature there seems to be a 

“double-edged sword of gender stereotypes regarding emotion. One edge regards women 

as too emotional, the other regards men as not emotional enough” (Heesacker, Wester, 

Vogel, Wentzel, Mejia-Millan, & Goodholm, 1999, p. 17). In other words, emotional 

expression may appear to be more articulated for women and viewed to be of higher 

importance than it is for men. Because research has found women and men to be on 

opposite ends of this issue investigated, differences may be noticeably visible.  

Gender tends to be viewed in either an egalitarian or traditional way; egalitarian 

views of gender, for the most part, focus on there being an equitable split in household 

and work responsibilities, while traditional views of gender hold the belief that men are 

the primary breadwinners and women are the caretakers. Overall, men tend to have less 

egalitarian beliefs about gender compared to women (Frieze, Ferligoj, Koguvšek, Rener, 

Horvat, & Šarlija, 2005). Egalitarianism is more than just housework; the two are not 

equal to one another. It relates to relationship behaviors, how companionate couples are, 

and shared decision making.   

Considering gender is important for this study because “having a set of beliefs 

about how men and women should behave in a romantic relationship might exert a strong 

influence on future plans and expectations that are formed through interacting with 

incoming information from the individuals’ social environment (e.g., norms, culture)” 

(Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2003, p. 295). The way a person interacts with their social environment 
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will, in part, be influenced by their gender; “consequently, both men and women have a 

deep cognitive interest in maintaining a clear-cut, reasonably stable framework of gender 

beliefs that clearly define (that is, differentiate between) “who” men and women “are”. 

Those who do benefit or believe they benefit from the current framework strongly resist 

the fundamental blurring of sex/gender categories” (Ridgeway & Correll, 2000, p. 111).                            

As has already been indicated, the topic of housework is a major theme in 

examining gendered expectations within married and cohabiting couples within the 

literature; indicating women tend to do more housework then men (Haynes, 2000; 

Kaufman, 2005; Kroska, 2001; Primeau, 2000; De Ruijter, Treas, & Cohen, 2005; Smock 

2000). In addition, egalitarian and traditional views of gender are discussed within the 

literature when comparing marital and cohabiting relationships (Hohmann-Marriott, 

2006, & Smock, 2000). Among the research there is incongruent information concerning 

the debate of whether cohabiters are more egalitarian than married individuals. In this 

work, gender and its connection to relationship patterns is the focus, not housework.  

Apart from viewing gendered expectations within a marital or cohabiting 

relationship regarding housework, there seems to be a gap in the literature examining 

other expectations that exist within a committed romantic relationship. These other 

expectations include physical expectations, emotional and supportive expectations, social 

and leisure expectations, as well as verbal expectations.  There needs to be research 

examining gendered expectations in much more detail to reach a broader understanding 

of what is occurring within our society and the various couple types. Having a set of 

beliefs about how women and men should behave in a committed romantic relationship 

might exert a strong influence on future plans and expectations that are formed through 
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interacting with incoming information from the individuals’ social environment (e.g., 

norms, culture)(Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2003). 

Theoretical Framework  

The theoretical application of Symbolic Interactionism will help give explanation 

to roles within marital and cohabiting relationships. Roles have been defined as “the 

normative expectations attached to a specific position in a social structure” (White & 

Klein, 2002, p. 69). The more people agree with the expectations of their roles, the less 

role strain they will experience (Burr, Leigh, Day, Constatine, 1979). Reduced role strain 

decreases the potential of conflict and dissatisfaction within a marriage (Peplau & 

Gordon, 1985). Symbolic Interactionism is used with this research because it looks at 

how a person goes through life forming meaning around them and how their roles as a 

person are defined by their environment.  

LaRossa and Reitzes (1993) explained role taking as enabling a person to identify 

the regularities that unite occupants of a role and to align role behaviors with role 

meanings held by others. People are constantly creating and modifying their roles; “this is 

a continuous variable that arises from a low point at which transitions are impossible to 

an opposite extreme where there is freedom from difficulty and resources to make the 

transition are easily available” (Burr, et al., 1979, p. 59). Roles are associated with gender 

and with relationship status; the roles within this study specifically associated with 

gender are woman and man.  Roles associated with relationship status consist of wife, 

husband, cohabiting woman, and cohabiting man. Each of these roles have been socially 

constructed within our society and as the views of society change so will the enactment 

of certain roles. 
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Contributions of Present Study 

Few researchers have examined relational expectations within marital and 

cohabiting relationships, and there is no known research that compares relational 

expectations within married couples with those of cohabiting couples. Because there has 

been scant research examining relational expectations people have regarding married 

couples as compared to cohabiting couples it is important to explore this topic. 

Examining relational expectations will help clarify the structure of married couples and 

cohabiting couples, as well as how these expectations might differ by gender. This 

research will help to illustrate how people view marriage and cohabitation in American 

society today. The focus of this study is descriptive and comparative: it describes the 

beliefs people have concerning relational expectations toward married and cohabiting 

individuals, and it compares expectations across relationship status and gender. Obtaining 

expectations concerning marriage and cohabitation from the same respondents allows for 

a clear interpretation of how the same people’s expectations are similar or different 

across relationship type.  

The questions to be examined are:  

1. To what extent do expectations of married individuals and cohabiting 

individuals differ?  

2. How do women’s relational expectations differ from men’s relational 

expectations concerning individuals within married and cohabiting 

relationships?  

The following hypotheses were necessary in determining what relational 

expectations existed toward cohabiting and married couples. 
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Hypotheses 

 The variables consisted of respondent relationship status, respondent gender, 

respondent religiosity, as well as the subscales of relational expectations (physical, 

social/leisure activities, emotional/support, and verbal expression). For clarification 

purposes, “target” refers to the sample relationship partner and gender being addressed 

within each questionnaire (married woman, married man, cohabiting woman, or 

cohabiting man). Considering the manipulated variables it became apparent that the 

following hypotheses would address relational expectations concerning married and 

cohabiting women and men. (Although respondent religiosity is not explicitly stated 

within the hypotheses it will be discussed later on.)  

Hypothesis 1 

Cohabiters will report higher relational expectations toward cohabiting targets 

than will married respondents. That is, cohabiters will expect cohabiting women and men 

to do more with each other and be closer to each other than will married respondents, and 

married respondents will report higher relational expectations toward married targets than 

will cohabiting respondents. Given that the literature demonstrates more religious 

conservatism among married individuals than cohabiting individuals, it is expected that 

married people will have lower relational expectations about cohabiters.  

Symbolic interactionism would lead one to expect that cohabiters would report 

higher relational expectations toward cohabiting targets than would married respondents 

because cohabiters are living in that specified relationship. Their lived experience in such 

a relationship (a cohabiting one) will guide them to report higher expectations for 

cohabiters than will be the case for married respondents who are not living in cohabiting 
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relationships at present. This expectation is based on symbolic interaction’s concept of 

lived experience affecting role expectations. Cohabiters may see their relationship as 

being the same as a marital relationship except for the lack of legal recognition. 

Furthermore, married respondents may not have high relational expectations toward 

cohabiters, because, being married, they may ascribe an elevated status to marriage. 

Married respondents may also view marriage as a permanent relationship and 

cohabitation as a temporary condition for which expectations are diffuse and often 

violated. Again, their lived experience informs their expectations about relationships.    

Hypothesis 2 

 Women respondents will report higher expectations toward women targets 

(whether married or cohabiting) than men respondents report toward women targets, and 

women respondents will report higher expectations toward men targets (whether married 

or cohabiting) than men respondents report toward men targets. In other words, I 

anticipate a gender difference in relationship expectations: I anticipate that women as 

respondents have higher expectations for all relationship partners than men respondents 

have.  

 Symbolic interactionism would lead one to expect to find women respondents 

reporting higher relational expectations toward women and men targets than men 

respondents report because within our society women are considered to be more 

expressive (Heesacker et al., 1999; Thomas, 1996). Women respondents were expected to 

have higher expectations for women and men because men may not view certain items as 

necessary for the continuation of a relationship (regardless of type). For example, women 

may view verbal expression between romantic partners as being expected in order to be 

21

21



Texas Tech University, Jennifer Rojas, May 2007 

 

cognizant of present situations and feelings. Men, on the other hand, may not hold this 

expectation because feelings should be understood without verbal expression. Women 

may have higher relational expectations for each target group over all, because their 

experience as a woman may contribute to them reporting higher expectations for women 

and men targets than will be the case for men respondents who hold a different gender 

role view. Once again, this expectation is based on symbolic interaction’s concept of 

lived experience affecting role expectations. Moreover, men respondents may not have 

high relational expectations (compared to women respondents) toward women and men 

targets, because, being a man, they may subscribe to the idea of men not being as 

expressive as women, therefore they would not select as many relational expectations. 

Women respondents may also view women as more relationship oriented. Once more, 

their lived experience informs their expectations about relationships.    
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CHAPTER III

METHODS 
 

Sample 

 The sample consisted of 474 respondents of whom 74 fit the study criteria and 

whose responses were analyzed. Respondents were recruited from undergraduate courses 

at Texas Tech University. All courses were at the 3000 level (junior and senior); 5 

courses were selected during the second summer session and 9 courses were selected 

during the fall semester during the 2006 academic year. The courses selected during the 

second summer session consisted of 1 course from the college of Visual & Performing 

Arts (ART-3334), 3 courses from the college of Business Administration (MKT-3356, 

MGT-3370, and MGT-3373), and 1 course from the college of Human Sciences (HDFS-

3306). The courses selected during the fall semester consisted of 1 course from the 

college of Mass Communications (MCOM-3380), 2 courses from the college of Visual & 

Performing Arts (both courses, ART-3372), 1 course from the college of Human Sciences 

(PFP-3397), 2 courses from the college of Business Administration (BLAW-3391 and 

MGT-3373), 1 course from the college of Agricultural Sciences & Natural Resources 

(AGSC-3301), and 2 courses from the college of Arts & Sciences (SPAN-3306 and 

HIST-3372). Course instructors were contacted via email (see Appendix C); in order to 

determine which course instructor would be contacted a list of colleges was obtained 

from the university website (www.ttu.edu/colleges.php) from this list academic 

departments were examined using the website (www.ttu.edu/depts_academic.php). After 

gathering this information, courses at the 3000 level were randomly selected from 
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varying departments; a mass email was sent to the instructors and once permission was 

granted data collection began. The aim was to obtain a sample of college students across 

different academic areas. Students whose majors were within various colleges were 

recruited within selected courses, where they were asked to fill out the questionnaires 

once permission had been granted by the course instructors. The intent was to oversample 

in order to obtain an adequate sample size of students currently in married and cohabiting 

relationships. All respondents had to be 18 years of age or older in order to fill out the 

questionnaire. A subsample was drawn from the larger population of respondents and 

respondents within the subsample had to be currently cohabiting or married to their 

partner. With the criteria for selection of respondents within the subsample 400 

respondents were omitted from analyses; of the remaining 74 respondents, 47 were 

cohabiting and 27 were married. A subsequent section details the criteria.  

The analyzed sample of 47 cohabiters and 27 married individuals (54% Women, 

46% Men) consisted of respondents primarily in the 20 to 21 age category. Table 3.1 

presents detailed information on the sample. The modal academic classification of 

respondents consisted of seniors (61%) and the modal academic area respondents came 

from was the college of Human Sciences (45%). Of the 74 respondents, 70% were 

employed. The modal relationship status of respondents consisted of those who were 

single, in a serious relationship (they see only one person)(47%), and most of respondents 

(26% of cohabiting and 56% of married) had a relationship length of 3 to 5 years. 

Opinion data regarding cohabitation indicated, overall, 12% of all respondents (married 

and cohabiting) believed you should never live with a “significant other”, 38% believed it 

is okay to live with a “significant other” as long as you plan to marry that person, 43% 
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believed it is okay to live with a “significant other” even if you do not plan on marrying 

that person, and 7% selected other. For a more detailed examination of the sample 

demographics refer to table 3.1.   

 

Table 3.1 

Sample Demographic Characteristics 

         Married Respondents      Cohabiting Respondents 

Variable               N              %                      N              %             

Age 
18-19                0                 0          4               9 
20-21                4      15        24  51 
22-23                5      19        13    27 
24-25     6      22          4        9 
26-29     9      33          1        2 
30-39     0        0          1        2 
40-49     3      11          0        0 

Sex 
Male              11      41        24    51 
Female              16      59        23    49 

Classification 
Freshman (0-29 hours)   0        0          1     2 
Sophomore (30-59 hours)   1        4          4        8 
Junior (60-89 hours)   9      33        14    30 
Senior (90 hours or more)            17      63        28    60 

College 
Agricultural Sciences &  
   Natural Resources   2        6          2        3   
Arts & Sciences    2        6           4        8 
Business Administration            10      37        18    38 
Human Sciences             14      51        20    42 
Mass Communications   0        0          4        8 
Visual & Performing Arts   0        0          1        1 

Work On call (8 hours every two      
   weeks – as needed)   1        5          1        3 
Part time (10-35 hours a week)           12      63        32    97 
Full time (36-40 hours or more a week) 6       32          0        0 
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Table 3.1 Continued 

Sample Demographic Characteristics 

         Married Respondents      Cohabiting Respondents 

Variable               N              %                      N              %             

Relationship Status  
Single, dating, but not involved in a     
   serious relationship   0        0          2        4 
Single, in a serious relationship (I see     
   only one person)    0        0        35   75 
Engaged     0        0        10    21 
Married               27    100          0        0 

Relationship Length          
1-6 months    0        0          6    13 

  
7-12 months    1        4          8    17 
13-18 months    3      11        11    23 
19-24 months    2        7          9    19 
3-5 years              15      56        12    26 
6-9 years     1        4          1        2 
10-12 years    2        7          0         0 
13-15 years    0        0          0        0 
16-18 years    0        0          0        0 
19 or more years    3      11          0        0 

Ethnicity 
Hispanic, Latino, Chicano, Mexican,  
   Puerto Rican, Cuban   3      11          1        2 
White              21      78        40    85 
Black     0        0          0        0 
American Indian    0        0          0        0 
Asian/Pacific Islander   1        4          1        2 
Other     2        7          5    11 

Cohabitation Opinion         
You should never live with a  
   “significant other”   7      26          2        4 
It is okay to live with a “significant   
   other” as long as you plan to  
   marry that person   7      26        21    45  
It is okay to live with a “significant  
   other” even if you do not plan  
   on marrying that person   9      33        23    49 
Other     4      15          1        2  
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Ineligible Respondents 

In order for respondents’ data to be analyzed, they had to meet several criteria. 

Respondents had to be currently cohabiting with or married to their partner, they had to 

be in a heterosexual relationship, and respondents had to be an undergraduate student at 

Texas Tech University. In order to determine if individuals were in a heterosexual 

relationships there were questions asked of their sex and their partner’s sex. Of the 474 

respondents, with the criteria for selection of respondents, 400 respondents were omitted 

from analyses. Of the 400 respondents omitted, 315 were not currently married nor had 

they ever been in a cohabiting relationship, 61 had cohabited in the past (not currently in 

cohabiting relationship), 10 were engaged (not cohabiting), 13 did not complete the 

questionnaire, and 1 respondent was a graduate student. These individuals were ineligible 

because they did not have current lived experience in the role of wife, husband, 

heterosexual cohabiting woman, or heterosexual cohabiting man. The 13 respondents 

who did not complete the questionnaire either failed to answer the question regarding 

cohabitation information, the gender of their partner, or they did not answer each 

questionnaire. The remaining number of respondents was 74 (27 married and 47 

cohabiting).  

Measures 

 Dependent variables in this study were from an expectation questionnaire 

developed by Lawrence Ganong (personal communication, March 8, 2007) (Killian, 

Sharp, Hardesty, Cushinberry, & Ganong, 2000). The questionnaire sections consist of 

relational expectations for cohabiting women, cohabiting men, married women, and 
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married men. Each respondent filled out four questionnaires addressing each target 

person. Each questionnaire contained 49 items. These questionnaires are included in 

Appendix A. The instructions to respondents were adapted from Ganong and Killian and 

colleagues to better suit this study. Instructions to respondents in the original measure 

read, “We want to know what you think about obligations associated with romantic 

relationship. Please respond to the following items based on what you think and believe. 

There are no correct or incorrect answers. Please fill out the following pages as 

completely as possible. We appreciate your help and honesty in filling out this 

questionnaire.” The next part of the original questionnaire read, “Which of the following 

are duties or responsibilities that HUSBANDS should fulfill for their wives? We are not 

asking about what they could do or what would be nice to do, but what they must do to 

meet their obligations in the relationship. Check as many as you think apply.” Each 

questionnaire (within this study) started by stating the target person and the statement, 

“We want to know what you think about relational expectations associated with romantic 

relationships. Please respond to the following items based on what you believe. There are 

no correct or incorrect answers. Please fill out the following pages as completely as 

possible. We appreciate your help and honesty in filling out this questionnaire.” The next 

part of the questionnaire introduced the relational expectations. Each questionnaire read, 

“Which of the following are relational expectations Cohabiting Women, Cohabiting 

Men, Married Women, or Married Men (depending on the target person) should fulfill 

for their male partner, female partner, husbands, or wives (depending on the 

questionnaire they are filling out)? Check as many as you think apply.” Each checklist 

was measured by tallying up each yes (this is an expectation) checkmark response for the 
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relational expectations of cohabiting women and men and married women and men. For 

example, respondent 27 (a cohabiting man) placed a checkmark beside each item on the 

physical subscale, consisting of a total of 7 items (there were 7 checkmarks for this 

subscale, one for each physical subscale item). Therefore, his score would be 7 on 

physical expectations. The range of possible relational expectations for the physical 

subscale was from 0-7, the range for social/leisure activities subscale was 0-12, for 

emotional/support subscale 0-16, and for the verbal expression subscale the range was 0-

12.  

Relational expectations were divided into subscales according to whether the 

response was physical, emotional/supportive, social/leisure, or verbal expression, (see 

Table 3.2). Items were placed in subscales conceptually, not by empirical factor analytic 

methods. Instead, areas of relationship were distinguished conceptually based on 

information gathered from the PAIR Project concerning communication and behavior 

(Huston, 2000). Internal consistency reliability for each scale was strong, as assessed by 

Cronbach’s alpha: .861 for the physical subscale (sample item: Touching affectionately, 

cuddling), .940 for the social/leisure activities subscale (sample item: Playing games), 

.911 for the emotional/support subscale (sample item: Giving each other gifts), and .890 

for the verbal expression subscale (sample item: Apologizing).  Within the physical 

subscale, I omitted question 1 (Hugging or kissing) from the analyses, because, for most 

respondents, there was no variance, because everyone endorsed that it was indeed an 

expectation.  

 Religiosity was measured using Jessor and Jessor’s (1977) scale, it has 4 

statements, on a scale from 1 to 4 with 1 = Not at all important, 2 = A little important, 3 = 
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Pretty important, and 4 = Very important. The statements were: to believe in God, to be 

able to rely on religious teachings when you have a problem, to be able to turn to prayer 

when you’re facing a personal problem, and to rely on your religious beliefs as a guide 

for day-to-day living. The scale reliability was found in Wills, Yaeger, and Sandy (2003) 

consisting of .78-.81. For this study the scale reliability was .95. 

 

Table 3.2 

Subscales within the Relationship Expectation Questionnaire  

Subscale       Item 

Physical     2. Touching affectionately, cuddling 

      3. Giving massages 

     37. Engaging in sexual intercourse 

     38. Sexually satisfying his/her wife/husband 

     39. Responding to his/her wife’s/husband’s sexual  

      requests 

     40. Accepting his/her wife’s/husband’s refusal to  

      engage in  

      sexual activity 

     41. Initiating sexual advances 

Social/Leisure Activities   4. Playing games 

      5. Hanging out 

      6. Working together on household repairs 

      7. Working out together 
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Table 3.2 Continued 

Subscales within the Relationship Expectation Questionnaire  

Subscale       Item 

      8. Playing sports 

      9. Attending sporting events together 

     10. Shopping together 

     11. Dancing, partying together 

     12. Eating out together 

     13. Attending a movie, play, concert together 

     14. Participating in religious activities together 

     15. Working together on a hobby 

Emotional/Support   16. Giving each other gifts 

     24. Forgiving his/her wife/husband for a mistake 

     25. Expressing approval for something his/her  

       wife/husband did 

     26. Comforting his/her wife/husband 

     27. Doing what his/her wife/husband asks him/her  

      to do 

     30. Being tolerant of his/her wife’s/husband’s  

      behavior  

     31. Being tolerant of his/her wife’s/husband’s  

      friends 

      

31

31



Texas Tech University, Jennifer Rojas, May 2007 

 

Table 3.2 Continued 

Subscales within the Relationship Expectation Questionnaire  

Subscale       Item 

32. Helping his/her wife/husband with her/his  

      household chores 

     33. Going to bed when his/her wife/husband is tired 

     34. Surprising his/her wife/husband with little gifts 

     35. Running an errand for his/her wife/husband 

     36. Going somewhere with his/her wife/husband  

      he/she did not want to go 

     42. Feeling love for his/her wife/husband 

     43. Treating his/her wife/husband with respect 

     44. Obeying his/her wife’s/husbands requests  

     45. Admiring his/her wife/husband as a person 

Verbal Expression   17. Making his/her wife/husband laugh 

     18. Telling his/her wife/husband she/he is loved 

     19. Complimenting his/her wife/husband 

     20. Telling his/her wife/husband she/he is liked 

     21. Asking his/her wife/husband about her/his day 

     22. Talking to his/her wife/husband when she/he  

      asks for attention 

     23. Apologizing 
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Table 3.2 Continued  

Subscales within the Relationship Expectation Questionnaire  

Subscale       Item 

28. Calling to tell his/her wife/husband where  

      he/she is 

     29. Calling to say hello 

     46. Confiding in his/her wife/husband 

     47. Listening to his/her wife/husband 

     48. Telling his/her wife/husband the truth 

Note. The working of the items will change depending on the target person (married 
women, married men, cohabiting women, or cohabiting men). The targets of this table are 
married individuals.  
 

 
Analytic approach 

 Hypothesis 1 predicted cohabiting respondents will report higher relational 

expectations in the case of cohabiting targets (that is cohabiters will expect cohabiting 

women and men to do more than will married respondents), and married respondents 

report higher relational expectations in the married targets). This analysis attempts to 

ascertain whether or not relationship status of respondent has an effect on reported 

relationship expectations; for brevity, it is termed the “relationship status of respondent 

effect”. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used, with 2 grouping 

variables of respondent gender and respondent relationship status; the different subscales 

of relationship expectations were the multiple dependent variables. In order for H1 to be 
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supported, a significant F for relationship status main effect on the relationship 

expectation scales would be demonstrated.  

Hypothesis 2 predicted that women respondents will report more expectations 

toward women targets than men respondents report toward women targets, and women 

respondents will report more expectations toward men targets than men respondents 

report toward men targets. This analysis attempts to discover whether or not women have 

more expectations for relationship partners than do men, thus it is termed the “effect of 

respondent gender” and relational expectations. Again, a MANOVA was used, with one 

grouping variable of respondent gender, and with the relationship expectations scales as 

the multiple dependent variables. In order for H2 to be supported, a significant F for 

respondent gender main effect on the relationship expectation scales would be 

demonstrated.   

A correlational analysis was performed in order to examine the interrelationships 

of the association between religiosity and respondent age.  In addition, t-test mean 

comparisons were conducted in order to examine the associations between relationship 

status, religiosity, and background factors.  Because cohabiters have been found to be 

lower on religiosity than married couples, this association merited investigation. There 

are no hypotheses that required an analysis of the correlations or t-test mean comparisons, 

yet these analyses were conducted in order to establish any important differences 

concerning religiosity, respondent relationship status, respondent gender, respondent age, 

and perceived cohabitational views held by the respondents’ parents and friends. There 

was only one question asking about parent’s views regarding cohabitation. Because some 

respondents indicated different views for each parent, when they did that, I coded each 

34

34



Texas Tech University, Jennifer Rojas, May 2007 

 

one separately. It is important to note these analyses are exploratory and for enhanced 

understanding of the groups of respondents in this study, not inferring causality. From 

this cross-sectional study, whether one variable causes change in another cannot be 

ascertained; rather, associations between specified variables that have been found in the 

literature to relate to cohabitation status are simply investigated here in order to assist in 

describing the sample.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 
 

This chapter begins with a discussion of the associations between concepts that 

are essentially background factors the literature suggested to be connected with the 

relationship status of married or cohabiting, or with gender. After displaying associations 

between variables that fall outside the hypotheses of this study, the key analyses 

concerning the hypotheses will be presented. First, however, a preliminary correlational 

analysis was performed in order to understand to what extent religiosity and respondents’ 

age were associated. Next, the associations of religiosity were examined with respondent 

relationship status and respondent gender, and associations of respondent relationship 

status were examined with their perception of their parent’s views and friend’s view of 

cohabitation.  In order to test hypotheses 1 and 2, a Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

(MANOVA) was used with grouping variables of respondents’ sex and relationship 

status (cohabiting or married) and with multiple dependent variables of the relationship 

expectations subscales. Hypothesis 1, addressing the relationship status effect, analyzed 

the effect of respondents being in a marital or cohabiting relationship on their relational 

expectations toward cohabiters and married individuals. Hypothesis 2 concerned the 

respondents’ gender effect, and it addressed to what extent gender of respondent was 

related to higher relational expectations reported by women and targeted toward women 

and men.  
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Correlational Analysis  

As shown in Figure 4.1, religiosity and respondent age had a positively significant 

correlation (r = .292, p < .03). The more religious a person was the older they tended to 

be.  
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Figure 4.1. Intercorrelation Between Religiosity and Respondent Age 
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T-Test Mean Comparisons 

There was a significant association between all variables; t-test mean associations 

between respondent relationship status (married or cohabiting), religiosity, and 

background factors (respondent gender, perception of parent’s views of cohabitation, and 

perception of friend’s view of cohabitation) were significant (Table 4.1). Women were 

more religious then men and cohabiters were less religious and tended to perceive that 

their parents and friends who were more accepting of cohabitation than married people 

perceived. Religiosity and respondent gender were associated at (p < .01). Religiosity and 

respondent relationship status were associated at (p < .01); the more religious people 

were the more likely they were to be in a marital relationship. Respondent relationship 

status and their perceived mother’s view and father’s views of cohabitation were 

associated at (p < .01), and respondent relationship status and their perceived friend’s 

view of cohabitation were associate at (p < .01). Respondents who perceived that their 

mothers were less accepting of cohabitation were more likely to be in marital 

relationships, whereas respondents who perceived that their mothers were more accepting 

of cohabitation were increasingly likely to be in cohabiting relationships than respondents 

who perceived maternal disapproval of cohabitation. It is important to note that married 

individuals and cohabiters are not strictly comparable; they are a different group of 

people with different attitudes toward cohabitation.  Therefore, comparing across the two 

respondent status groups needs to be done with caution because the two groups differ in 

ways such as religiosity and age.  
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Table 4.1  

T-Test Mean Comparisons   

Variable   Religiosity Relationship Status             t df   

Respondent Age     -13.14        -               -30.10 73*** 

Respondent Gender     -14.72        -                 -32.11 73*** 

Mother’s View             -    -.57                   -4.66 73*** 

Father’s View              -    -.62                   -5.13 73*** 

Friend’s View              -  -1.21        -12.76 71*** 
 
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***p < .001 
 
 
 
Hypothesis 1: Relationship Status of Respondent Effect 

We anticipated cohabiters will report higher expectations toward relationships of 

cohabiting women and men than will married respondents (toward cohabiting targets), 

and married respondents will report higher relational expectations toward married targets 

than will cohabiting respondents. This was partially supported, in the case of the subscale 

concerning physical expectations toward cohabiters. Overall the omnibus F test of the 

main effect of relationship status of respondent was statistically significant, F(16, 55) = 

2.20, p < .02 (see Table 4.2). The reason for using this test was because the MANOVA’s 

F statistics are less susceptible to type 1 error than are 32 separate, post-hoc mans 

comparisons; this guards against falsely concluding something is significant when it 

really is not.  This significance can be interpreted in support of the hypothesis, that 

relationship status of the respondent made a difference in respondents’ reports of the 
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relationship expectations they held toward targets (considered altogether in the analysis, 

but derived from the 4 questionnaires addressing expectations toward women and men in 

marital and in cohabiting relationships). More specifically, relationship status of 

respondent was significantly associated with the physical subscale expectations they 

endorsed toward cohabiting women targets, F(1, 70) = 8.93, p < .005 and men targets, 

F(1, 70) = 5.11, p < .03. The direction of effects was consistent with the hypothesis: 

cohabiting respondents reported higher physical expectations toward cohabiting women 

and men targets than did married respondents, see Figure 4.2. The colored bars display 

the expectations toward each target (married woman, married man, cohabiting woman, 

and cohabiting man). No other subscale was significantly different between married and 

cohabiting respondents. Table 4.3 portrays the means on these items and includes 

significance of follow-up post-hoc means comparisons. Other subscales of relational 

expectations showed no significant differences between cohabiters’ and married persons’ 

attitudes.  
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Table 4.2  

Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Relationship Status  

Subscale   df  F  η2  p 

PhysMM   1  0.17  .00  .68 

PhysMW   1  0.03  .00  .85 

PhysCM   1  5.11*  .07  .03 

PhysCW   1  8.93**  .11  .00 

SocLeisMM   1  0.05  .00  .83 

SocLeisMW   1  0.63  .01  .43 

SocLeisCM   1  0.26  .00  .61 

SocLeisCW   1  0.89  .01  .35 

EmoSupMM   1  1.36  .02  .25 

EmoSupMW   1  1.15  .02  .29 

EmoSupCM   1  0.97  .01  .33 

EmoSupCW   1  2.03  .03  .16 

VerbMM   1  0.47  .01  .50 

VerbMW   1  0.07  .00  .79 

VerbCM   1  2.95  .04  .09 

VerbCW   1  2.48  .03  .12 

   error   70 

Note. Phys = Physical Subscale. SocLeis = Social/Leisure Activities Subscale. EmoSup = 
Emotional/Support Subscale. Verb = Verbal Expression Subscale. MM = married men. 
MW = married women. CM = cohabiting men. CW = cohabiting women. The letters 
MM, MW, CM, and CW denote the target person for each subscale.  
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
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Figure 4.2. Mean of Physical Subscale Response  

Note. Relationship status of respondent is separated with cohabiting respondents grouped 
on the left and married respondent grouped on the right. The bars represent the 
respondents’ (cohabiting or married) expectations for each target. 
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Table 4.3 

Paired Samples Statistics Between Subscales for Married and Cohabiting Individuals(H1) 

Subscale        Mean     SD   p 

               Married       Cohabiting Married       Cohabiting   

PhysMM      6.22     6.32    1.25  1.34  .760  

PhysMW      6.04     6.02    1.43  1.41  .963 

PhysCM      4.63     5.62    2.40  1.73  .044* 

PhysCW      4.48     5.77    2.24  1.68  .007** 

SocLeisMM      9.37     9.45    2.62  2.62    .904 

SocLeisMW      8.96     9.32    2.65  2.72  .586 

SocLeisCM      7.96     8.36    3.68  3.15  .624 

SocLeisCW      7.93     8.62    3.67  3.12  .393 

EmoSupMM    13.63  12.96    2.02  2.97  .300 

EmoSupMW    12.30  12.96    2.76  3.08  .359 

EmoSupCM    11.04  11.94    4.42  3.33  .325 

EmoSupCW    10.44  11.83    4.52  3.54  .148 

VerbMM    11.41  11.11      .80  1.72   .395 

VerbMW    11.04  11.00    1.37  1.84  .928 

VerbCM      9.96  10.79    3.22  1.93  .172 

VerbCW      9.78  10.60    3.26  2.29  .211 
 
Note. The means listed in this table were derived from the MANOVA analysis listing 
separate means tests for each of the multiple dependent variables (each relationship 
expectation subscale).  
*p < .05 
**p < .01 
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Hypothesis 2 Respondent Gender Effect  

We anticipated women respondents would report higher relational expectations 

toward all targets than men respondents. Support for the hypothesis was found in the case 

of social/leisure activity expectations and verbal expression expectations. Overall the 

omnibus F test of the main effect of respondent gender was statistically significant, F(16, 

55) = 2.44, p < .01 (see Table 4.4). Once again, the reason for using this test was because 

the MANOVA’s F statistics are less susceptible to type 1 error than are 32 separate, post-

hoc mans comparisons. This significance can be interpreted in support of the hypothesis 

that respondent gender made a difference in respondents’ reports of the relationship 

expectations they held toward targets. More specifically, women respondents held higher 

social/leisure activity expectations toward married women targets, F(1, 70) = 6.14, p < 

.02 (Figure 4.3), higher verbal expression expectations toward married women targets, 

F(1, 70) = 7.03, p < .01, higher verbal expression expectations toward cohabiting women 

targets, F(1, 70) = 6.91, p < .01, and higher verbal expression expectations toward 

cohabiting men targets, F(1, 70) = 5.92, p < .02 than did men respondents, see Figure 4.4. 

Table 4.5 identifies the means on these items and includes significance of post-hoc means 

comparison. Though not significant via the MANOVA, the means on emotional/support 

differ by gender via the post-hoc means comparison; the means were derived from the 

MANOVA analysis listing separate means tests for each of the multiple dependent 

variables (each relationship expectation subscale).    
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Table 4.4 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Respondent Gender 

Subscale   df  F  η2  p 

PhysMM   1  0.13  .00  .72 

PhysMW   1  0.80  .01  .37 

PhysCM   1  2.63  .04  .11 

PhysCW   1  1.59  .02  .21 

SocLeisMM   1  2.05  .03  .16 

SocLeisMW   1  6.14*  .08  .02 

SocLeisCM   1  1.31  .02  .26 

SocLeisCW   1  1.62  .02  .21 

EmoSupMM   1  0.10  .00  .75 

EmoSupMW   1  0.57  .01  .45 

EmoSupCM   1  0.21  .00  .65 

EmoSupCW   1  0.01  .00  .93 

VerbMM   1  2.64  .04  .12 

VerbMW   1  7.03*  .09  .01 

VerbCM   1  5.92*  .08  .02 

VerbCW   1  6.91*  .09  .01 

   error   70 

Note. Phys = Physical Subscale. SocLeis = Social/Leisure Activities Subscale. EmoSup = 
Emotional/Support Subscale. Verb = Verbal Expression Subscale. MM = married men. 
MW = married women. CM = cohabiting men. CW = cohabiting women. The letters 
MM, MW, CM, and CW denote the target person for each subscale.  
*p < .05 
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Figure 4.3. Mean of Social/Leisure Activity Subscale Response 

Note. Respondent gender is separated with men respondents grouped on the left and 
women respondent grouped on the right. The bars represent the respondents’ (men or 
women) expectations for each target. 
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Figure 4.4. Mean of Verbal Expression Subscale Response 

Note. Respondent gender is separated with men respondents grouped on the left and 
women respondent grouped on the right. The bars represent the respondents’ (men or 
women) expectations for each target. 
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Table 4.5 

Paired Samples Statistics Between Subscales for Married and Cohabiting Individuals 

(H2) 

Subscale        Mean     SD   p 

                Women      Men  Women Men  

PhysMM      6.30     6.26    1.22  1.40          .000 

PhysMW      6.10     5.94    1.26  1.58          .003 

PhysCM      5.53     4.94    1.81  2.27          .021 

PhysCW      5.45     5.12    1.72  2.28          .007 

SocLeisMM      9.85     8.91    2.23  2.94          .033 

SocLeisMW      9.88     8.38    2.27  2.93          .078* 

SocLeisCM      8.70     7.65    2.83  3.81          .025 

SocLeisCW      8.83     7.82    2.76  3.86          .023 

EmoSupMM    13.23  13.18    2.39  3.00          .000 

EmoSupMW    12.85  12.56    2.69  3.29          .002 

EmoSupCM    11.80  11.38    2.82  4.66          .003 

EmoSupCW    11.33  11.32    3.16  4.77          .000 

VerbMM    11.48  10.91      .78  1.94          .038  

VerbMW    11.43  10.53      .93  2.18          .072* 

VerbCM    11.03     9.85    1.40  3.26          .056* 

VerbCW    10.98     9.50    1.48  3.50          .076* 
 
Note. The means listed in this table were derived from the MANOVA analysis listing 
separate means tests for each of the multiple dependent variables (each relationship 
expectation subscale).  
*p < .05 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION  
 

Examining the results facilitates accumulation of these findings with the literature 

in this area of study. As indicated in Chapter 2, although marriage may not be as 

dominant now compared to the past, it still is symbolically important and marriage is still 

dominant in most people’s life course (most people expect to marry at some 

point)(Cherlin, 2004). It should be noted, this is one argument but some scholars argue 

marriage has taken on even more importance now than in the past. Overall, all 

respondents (married and cohabiting) may be suggestive of more relational expectations 

toward married targets across all subscales (physical, social/leisure activity, 

emotional/support, and verbal expression). This reaffirms the notion that marriage is 

important on a symbolic level, because it is associated with high expectations. The 

agreement concerning higher relational expectations for married targets denotes the idea 

White and Klein (2002) expressed in their presentation of symbolic interaction theory 

regarding rules; rules provide others with expectations of someone in a certain position 

(e.g., wife or husband). Symbolic interactionism incorporates this idea with the notion 

that individuals are influenced by societal processes. People’s perceptions of how married 

and cohabiting individuals should behave are influenced by the views society maintains 

concerning relational expectations. These expectations demonstrate that there are 

expectations associated with marriage that are similar and different from expectations of 

cohabiters.  
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Within American society there is interplay between societal processes and how 

individuals construct their marriage and cohabiting relationships. Within this interplay 

are common sets of relational expectations that differ by relationship status and 

respondent gender. Common relational expectations exist across relationship type and 

maybe, unlike Smock (2000) and Cherlin (2004) who write about people not knowing the 

exact definition of marriage, there is an overall symbolic significance of what it means to 

be in a committed romantic relationship, regardless of type (married or cohabiting). In 

fact, individuals within the two specified relationship types seem to have common 

relational expectations. This study found that there were significant differences between 

respondents’ views of expectations across respondents’ relationship statuses only in one 

area (to be discussed below). Otherwise, there was commonality between the 

expectations provided by married and cohabiting respondents. Because lived experiences 

inform expectations there were some differences between married and cohabiting 

individuals, as well as women and men. All of these will be discussed in detail.  

The correlational analysis and the t-test mean association tests tell us more about 

the married and cohabiting respondents. The tests also help clarify what individuals 

within each relationship type thought about relationships. Religiosity tended to be higher 

among older respondents, women respondents, and those who were married. Because 

older respondents tended to be married, this association made sense; married respondents 

were more religious than cohabiting respondents. The majority (33%) of married 

respondents were between the ages of 26 and 29 while the majority (51%) of cohabiting 

respondents was between the ages of 20 and 21. Respondent relationship status was 

associated with perceived parent’s views and friend’s views of cohabitation, such that 
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married individuals tended to have parents and friends who were less accepting of 

cohabitation than cohabiting individuals. These two groups of respondents, those who 

were married and those who cohabited, were not strictly the same groups, only differing 

on relationship status. These differences need to be kept in mind. Symbolic 

interactionism suggests their attitudes toward religion, their social networks’ support or 

disapproval of cohabitation, and the number of years they have lived (age) all influence 

whether or not they indeed take on the status of married or cohabiting person. These 

associations relate to the idea of societal influences on expectations and lived experience.  

This examination of relational expectations towards married and cohabiting 

individuals illustrated varied expectations depending on whether the respondents were 

currently in a marriage or cohabiting relationship, and whether the respondents were 

women or men. We predicted cohabiters would report higher relational expectations 

toward cohabiting women and men targets compared to married respondents, and married 

respondents would report higher relational expectations toward the married targets. We 

also predicted women respondents would report higher expectations toward women and 

men targets than men respondents reported. Both predictions focused on differences that 

exist between respondent relationship status (married or cohabiting) and differences that 

exist between respondent gender (women or men). The results indicated limited support 

for both predictions; however, there was overriding evidence that relational expectations 

for married and cohabiting individuals are quite similar, as well as for respondent gender. 

Most of the relationship subscales revealed no significant differences between the 

perspectives of those who are married versus those who cohabit. In addition, most of the 

relationship subscales revealed no significant differences between the perspectives of 
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women versus men. It is important that we be clear we are looking across respondent 

characteristics; we did not test expectations by target. In other words, whether people 

have similar or different expectations for different relationship status targets or genders 

was not addressed by this research, though means were available to visually inspect.  

Non-significant findings concerning respondent relationship status included 

expectations endorsed toward: the physical subscale for married women and men targets, 

the social/leisure activity subscale for all targets (married women, married men, 

cohabiting women, and cohabiting men), the emotional/support subscale for all targets, 

and the verbal expression subscale for all targets. A lack of significance indicated fewer 

differences between the perspectives of married versus cohabiters. The significant 

findings, regarding relationship status of respondent were associated with physical 

expectations endorsed toward cohabiting women and men targets.  

Non-significant findings concerning respondent gender included expectations 

endorsed toward: the physical subscale for all targets, the social/leisure activity subscale 

for married men and cohabiting targets, the emotional/support subscale for all targets, and 

the verbal expression subscale for married men. The significant findings regarding 

respondent gender were associated with social/leisure expectations toward married 

women targets and verbal expectations toward married women, cohabiting women, and 

cohabiting men targets.  

Relationship Status of Respondent Effect  

One plausible explanation of the similarities across respondent relationship status 

and relational expectations is people may believe there are certain expectations that exist 

within a committed romantic relationship. This information falls in line with the notion 
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raised by Smock (2000) and More and colleagues (2001), indicating similarities between 

married and cohabiting relationships with regard to certain aspects. It could be that the 

increased prevalence of cohabitations means that, among college students, clearer 

expectations have emerged for cohabiters. The finding could also indicate that sharing 

households relates to increased relational expectations in this context.  

One plausible explanation of the effect of relationship status is cohabiters may 

believe sexual activity (found within the physical subscale) is acceptable and should 

occur within a cohabiting relationship. After all, they themselves are presumably 

engaging in this activity. Among the married respondents, some did not believe 

cohabitation was an acceptable lifestyle and some were highly religious. It could be 

concluded that at least among some of the married individuals there was disapproval of 

physical intimacy outside of marriage. Therefore, married individuals may have less 

consensus concerning sexual activity among cohabiters than cohabiters themselves. As 

expected, the cohabiting respondents had higher expectations for how cohabiters should 

relate to each other physically. This finding is supported by symbolic interaction theory, 

which suggests that roles are constructed both by societal patterns and by lived 

experience. Because cohabiters are living the experience in the role of cohabiting partner, 

they reported higher expectations for relationships among cohabiters than did married 

respondents. It is also the case, as the tests of association demonstrated, that cohabiters 

were, on the whole, less religious than married respondents, and that cohabiters reported 

that their parents had more accepting attitudes toward cohabitation. In this case, the 

apparent social support among cohabiters for cohabitation may have primed them to 

report higher expectations for cohabiting targets than married respondents would report, 
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given that married respondents’ social networks did not evidently provide approval for 

cohabitation as a relationship status. 

Respondent Gender Effect 

 Overall, women and men respondents had similar relational expectations for 

targets (married women, married men, cohabiting women, and cohabiting men). One 

plausible explanation of the similarities across respondent gender and relational 

expectations is people may believe there are certain expectations that exist for both 

women and men. Again we want to reiterate the analysis was looking for differences in 

how respondents’ gender affected their view of expectations toward the same targets; 

analyses were not conducted in order to examine the extent to which people have 

different expectations for women versus men targets in different or the same relationship 

statuses. Significance levels were not obtained for comparing across targets; significance 

levels were obtained for the same target, women and men respondents compared. 

Therefore, it is possible that there are still differential expectations and in fact, each 

gender is well aware of those differential expectations toward targets. This research may 

counter the information presented by Ridgeway and Correll (2000) concerning the idea of 

differentiation between women and men. The gender similarity findings point to 

symbolic interactionism’s notion that there are agreements concerning relational 

expectations held toward certain roles (women and men) depending on societal norms 

pertaining to committed romantic partners. It may be the case that within our society, 

roles have varied importance; the societal view may indicate it is more important to be 

labeled a romantic partner than woman or man. This may account for the overriding 

similarities among respondent gender. Maybe the increased prevalence of cohabitations 

54

54



Texas Tech University, Jennifer Rojas, May 2007 

 

connotes, among college students, clearer expectations have emerged for relationship 

partners in general, not specifically for gender.  

The findings for respondent gender affecting expectations held for intimate 

relationships were upheld for a few dimensions of relationship expectations. The finding 

was that women respondents held higher social/leisure activity expectations toward 

married women targets than did men respondents. This analysis comparing women and 

men respondents’ views masks some differences within the married and cohabiting 

targets. For illustration, a visual inspection of the mans of expectations shows that 

respondents expect very similar levels of social leisure activity regardless of who they are 

targeting (married men, cohabiting women, and cohabiting men) with the exception that 

respondents on the whole reported higher relational expectations toward married women. 

When comparing relational expectations toward cohabiting targets according to gender of 

respondent, all expectations are lower for cohabiting targets than married targets. It is 

possible that expectations toward married women incorporate expectations about women 

as mothers, though we did not ask this. 

Women respondents held higher expectations for verbal expressions in their 

intimate relationships than did men respondents, toward every target, except married men 

targets. This analysis comparing women and men respondents’ views, once again, masks 

some differences within the married and cohabiting targets. For example, a visual 

inspection of the mans of expectations shows that respondents expect very different 

levels of verbal expression depending on who they are targeting (married women, 

cohabiting women, and cohabiting men) with the exception that respondents on the whole 

reported fewer relational expectations toward married men. When comparing relational 
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expectations toward cohabiting targets according to gender of respondent, all 

expectations are lower for cohabiting targets than married targets. When comparing 

relational expectations toward married targets according to gender of respondent, all 

expectations are higher for married targets than cohabiting targets.  

It may be that expectations toward married men relate to the possible idea that 

women and men perceive verbal expression as being vital for a satisfying marital 

relationship. On the other hand, women and men have differing views regarding verbal 

expression within a cohabiting relationship. Women may perceive verbal expression as 

important for maintaining a satisfactory cohabiting relationship, while men may not 

recognize the importance of verbal expression within this relationship. It could be that 

men (regardless of relationship type) may not think about the communication behaviors it 

takes to maintain a long term relationship when considering the verbal expectations 

toward cohabiting men targets. On the other hand, it could be that men may in fact be 

cognizant of these issues in terms of verbal expression when thinking about maintaining a 

marriage. One plausible explanation is the understanding across gender that marital 

partners should aim towards having a satisfactory marriage in order to deter relationship 

dissolution; people may believe communication is the foundation to avoiding a 

dissatisfactory marriage. This may not be the view towards cohabiting relationships 

because relationship dissolution among cohabiters might not be as stigmatized as marital 

dissolution. If dissolution is not as stigmatized, the importance of a satisfactory 

relationship may diminish toward cohabiters.   

Though not significant via the MANOVA, women and men reported different 

expectations regarding the emotional/support targets were expected to provide each other. 
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One explanation as to why emotional/support did not prove to be significant via the 

MANOVA is because the standard deviations were higher.  The post-hoc means tests 

give the impression of difference, but there is no significance when examining the means. 

In each subscale of relationship expectations, women respondents reported higher 

expectations for how relationship partners should behave toward each other than did men 

respondents.  

These findings for respondent gender may relate to gender differences between 

women and men concerning friendships and intimate relationships. Culturally, the 

literature on gender differences in close relationships has reported that women are 

expected to bear more responsibility for the social and emotional well-being of their close 

relationships (Vogel et al., 2003 & Peplau and Gordon, 1985), and this increased 

emphasis on women’s responsibility for relationships likely begins in childhood and 

continues through adulthood. This may help to explain the finding of gender difference 

regarding verbal expectations toward cohabiting men; according to Peplau and Gordon 

(1985) men may depend on women (their romantic partner) to do the work of verbal 

expression (communication).  

With this differential responsibility for relationships between women and men as 

a background, it is easy to see how the larger gendered culture may set the stage for an 

unfolding of different perceptions of how men and women should behave in 

relationships. This is true for verbal expression and social/leisure activities, not so much 

for the other dependent variables (physical and emotional/support). As symbolic 

interactionism would suggest, couples start with expectations suggested by the larger 

culture, then individuals construct what their relational expectations should be through 
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lived experience. The lived experience through their relationships then is reflected in the 

expectations they reported on the questionnaires. 

Interpreting the findings concerning the different relationship expectation 

subscales, we turn our attention to verbal and emotional/support expressions, as well as 

social/leisure activities. When considering social/leisure activities, it is possible that 

women respondents (both cohabiters and wives) may believe married men should spend 

time with their wives in social/leisure activities, while men respondents may hold less of 

an expectation toward husbands to center their social/leisure time around their wives. 

With regards to verbal and emotional/support expectations, women endorsed higher 

levels of verbal and emotional expectations than men, supporting the gendered literature 

on communication as stated earlier.  

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

Limitations are discussed, with a view toward how this project contributes to 

future education and counseling fields. As we discussed, they also suggest some 

directions for future research in terms of improving the study design and measures, as 

well as expanding the examination of relational expectations.  

The dependent variables were a limitation because they are limited in what they 

tell us; respondents answered yes (checkmark) or no (blank, no checkmark). There was 

not a choice indicating frequency or extent to which respondents agreed or disagreed with 

relational expectations and under what circumstances. Future research could utilize either 

frequency or extent of expectations within committed romantic relationships. Because the 

dependent variables were conceptually structured they may be hiding the ability to detect 

more distinctions in expectations of marriage and cohabitation and/or women and men. 
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We do not know whether these relationship expectations change daily or which ones are 

of primary importance. For example, you may not expect your partner to listen to you 

everyday but when you have something important to tell your partner about you may 

expect them to listen. Future research in this area could choose to have couples select 

how often, to what degree, both relationship partners hold various expectations in order 

to examine similarities and differences across relationship partners.   

One focus of this research was to analyzed data only for those who were currently 

married or cohabiting; this may be a limitation because assumptions cannot be made 

about people who are not currently in these relationship types and what they think about 

these issues. Interpreting these results as reflecting attitudes of people in general, in 

society at large (the majority of people in this population) is not possible because only 

information about individuals within current marital and cohabiting relationships are 

examined, contemporaneously. Because we analyzed only those who were currently in a 

heterosexual marital or cohabiting relationship, we did not analyze the data collected on 

expectations held by other individuals; this would go beyond the scope of this study. 

These data could come from single heterosexuals or heterosexuals who date numerous 

individuals; data could also come from single homosexuals, homosexuals who date 

numerous individuals, cohabiting homosexuals, or married homosexuals. Future research 

should consider diverse relationship types and the examination of expectations because 

the lived experiences of differing relationship types and individuals will contribute to a 

variety of relational expectations, as indicated by symbolic interactionism. 

Differences that may exist due to a child or children being in the household were 

not addressed in this study. The fact that some respondents may have children and some 
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may not is a limitation, because believed expectations may differ considering this 

variable. When people consider married targets, they could have been considering what 

they would expect in terms of being “a family” defined as married and with children. We 

may also have respondents, married and cohabiting, who have children and those who do 

not have children. This study contributed to finding out in-depth about a variety of 

relational expectations; this type of study could be combined with research on children. 

Future research should continue to examine how children affect believed relational 

expectations of married and cohabiting individuals.  

The sample was a convenience sample of college students and therefore is not 

generalizable to the larger population. This research may be generalizable across 

university settings but research would need to be conducted in order to make that 

assumption. University settings differ depending on location and admission requirements 

(e.g., women only universities; predominantly African American institutions); 

geographical location may contribute to ethnicity differences and religiosity differences.  

There are other theoretical perspectives that can be placed on this data; for 

example, social exchange perspectives might think it is important to examine the 

expectations placed on others and expectations we fulfill. For instance, social exchange 

perspectives could investigate the way in which intimate partners exchange the 

fulfillment of these expectations in ways that are rewarding or costly. General systems 

theory could also be placed on this data discussing how children, when added to the 

system, may alter expectations within families. As Kuhn (1996) said, “Philosophers of 

science have repeatedly demonstrated that more than one theoretical construction can 

always be placed upon a given collection of data,” (p. 76).  
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A caveat should be noted, the groups (married and cohabiters) are not strictly 

comparable; it is not that married respondents are at a specified stage while cohabiters are 

at a different stage. As indicated earlier, the correlational analysis and the t-test mean 

associations showed that married individuals were different people and had different 

attitudes toward cohabitation compared with cohabiting individuals. Therefore comparing 

across the 2 respondent status groups needs to be done with caution because the groups 

differ in ways demonstrated and likely other ways as well.  

Implications for Practice 

 In a time of increased cohabitation, illuminating expectations of respondents in 

committed romantic relationships held toward marriage and cohabitation may reveal 

similarities and differences between the two relationship statuses. Fundamentally this 

research contributes to the debate on the distinctions between marriage and cohabitation. 

Overall, this study indicated more similarities than differences among married 

respondents and cohabiting respondents, as well as similarities between respondent 

gender (women and men). This research supports the notion that there may be more 

similarities between married individuals and cohabiters with regard to committed 

romantic relationships; there seems to be commonly agreed upon expectations. 

Counselors and/or educators may find it useful for couples to complete this survey and 

share their results as part of a relationship seminar or premarital program, so that they can 

see the extent to which they have similar or different expectations and the amount of 

agreement concerning relational expectations. This research also contributes to the 

literature concerning the gender debate; when examining gender, there were both 

similarities as well as differences. Future research may want to examine a shift that may 
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be taking place with regard to the notion that women and men’s perceptions of what it 

takes to have a marriage are actually quite similar. Women’s and men’s expectations 

differ in the areas of verbal expression and social/leisure activities which could be trouble 

spots for relationships. It may be helpful for couples to realize that these areas are trouble 

spots because they may differ in their viewpoints about whether or not these behaviors 

are expectations for themselves and each other. These findings will help educators 

reiterate the fact that, although there have been changes throughout the years, differences 

still exist depending on the sex of a person and what is expected of that person (e.g., 

verbal expression). Educators, researchers, and counselors will be better equipped to 

address issues surrounding expectations within the specified romantic relationships and 

how certain relational expectations help or hinder the relationship. Knowing there are 

similarities between married and cohabiting individuals, with regard to relational 

expectations may help researchers and counselors become more aware of their biases 

toward certain relationship types.    
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APPENDIX A 
 

RELATIONAL EXPECTATIONS QUESTIONNAIRES 
 

RELATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR MARRIED MEN 
 

We want to know what you think about relational expectations associated with romantic 
relationships. Please respond to the following items based on what you believe. There are 
no correct or incorrect answers. Please fill out the following pages as completely as 
possible. We appreciate your help and honesty in filling out this questionnaire.  
 
Which of the following are relational expectations that MARRIED MEN should fulfill 
for their wives?  
Check as many as you think apply. 
 
1. ____ Hugging or kissing 
2. ____ Touching affectionately, cuddling (holding hands) 
3. ____ Giving massages 
4. ____ Playing games (e.g., cards, board games) together 
5. ____ Hanging out (e.g., listening to music, watching TV, sitting & reading together) 
6. ____ Working together on household repairs 
7. ____ Working out together 
8. ____ Playing sports (e.g., volleyball, softball, bowling) together 
9. ____ Attending sporting events together 
10. ____ Shopping together 
11. ____ Dancing, partying together  
12. ____ Eating out together 
13. ____ Attending a movie, play, concert together 
14. ____ Participating in religious activities together 
15. ____ Working together on a hobby 
16. ____ Giving each other gifts 
17. ____ Making his wife laugh 
18. ____ Telling his wife she is loved 
19. ____ Complimenting his wife  
20. ____ Telling his wife she is liked 
21. ____ Asking his wife about her day 
22. ____ Talking to his wife when she asks for attention 
23. ____ Apologizing 
24. ____ Forgiving his wife for a mistake 
25. ____ Expressing approval for something his wife did 
26. ____ Comforting his wife  
27. ____ Doing what his wife asks him to do 
28. ____ Calling to tell his wife where he is 
29. ____ Calling to say hello 
30. ____ Being tolerant of his wife’s behavior 
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31. ____ Being tolerant of his wife’s friends 
32. ____ Helping his wife with her household chores 
33. ____ Going to bed when his wife is tired 
34. ____ Surprising his wife with little gifts 
35. ____ Running an errand for his wife  
36. ____ Going somewhere with his wife he did not want to go 
37. ____ Engaging in sexual intercourse 
38. ____ Sexually satisfying his wife  
39. ____ Responding to his wife’s sexual requests 
40. ____ Accepting his wife’s refusal to engage in sexual activity 
41. ____ Initiating sexual advances 
42. ____ Feeling love for his wife  
43. ____ Treating his wife with respect 
44. ____ Obeying his wife’s requests 
45. ____ Admiring his wife as a person 
46. ____ Confiding in his wife  
47. ____ Listening to his wife  
48. ____ Telling his wife the truth 
49. ____ Other (please fill in other relational expectations you believe married men 

should fulfill for their wives.) 

70

70



Texas Tech University, Jennifer Rojas, May 2007 

 

RELATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR MARRIED WOMEN  
 
We want to know what you think about relational expectations associated with romantic 
relationships. Please respond to the following items based on what you believe. There are 
no correct or incorrect answers. Please fill out the following pages as completely as 
possible. We appreciate your help and honesty in filling out this questionnaire.  
 
Which of the following are relational expectations that MARRIED WOMEN should 
fulfill for their husbands?  
Check as many as you think apply. 
 
1. ____ Hugging or kissing 
2. ____ Touching affectionately, cuddling (holding hands) 
3. ____ Giving massages 
4. ____ Playing games (e.g., cards, board games) together 
5. ____ Hanging out (e.g., listening to music, watching TV, sitting & reading together) 
6. ____ Working together on household repairs 
7. ____ Working out together 
8. ____ Playing sports (e.g., volleyball, softball, bowling) together 
9. ____ Attending sporting events together 
10. ____ Shopping together 
11. ____ Dancing, partying together  
12. ____ Eating out together 
13. ____ Attending a movie, play, concert together 
14. ____ Participating in religious activities together 
15. ____ Working together on a hobby 
16. ____ Giving each other gifts 
17. ____ Making her husband laugh 
18. ____ Telling her husband he is loved 
19. ____ Complimenting her husband  
20. ____ Telling her husband he is liked 
21. ____ Asking her husband about his day 
22. ____ Talking to her husband when he asks for attention 
23. ____ Apologizing 
24. ____ Forgiving her husband for a mistake 
25. ____ Expressing approval for something her husband did 
26. ____ Comforting her husband  
27. ____ Doing what her husband asks her to do 
28. ____ Calling to tell her husband where she is 
29. ____ Calling to say hello 
30. ____ Being tolerant of her husband’s behavior 
31. ____ Being tolerant of her husband’s friends 
32. ____ Helping her husband with his household chores 
33. ____ Going to bed when her husband is tired 
34. ____ Surprising her husband with little gifts 
35. ____ Running an errand for her husband  
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36. ____ Going somewhere with her husband she did not want to go 
37. ____ Engaging in sexual intercourse 
38. ____ Sexually satisfying her husband  
39. ____ Responding to her husband’s sexual requests 
40. ____ Accepting her husband’s refusal to engage in sexual activity 
41. ____ Initiating sexual advances 
42. ____ Feeling love for her husband  
43. ____ Treating her husband with respect 
44. ____ Obeying her husband’s requests 
45. ____ Admiring her husband as a person 
46. ____ Confiding in her husband  
47. ____ Listening to her husband  
48. ____ Telling her husband the truth 
49. ____ Other (please fill in other relational expectations you believe married women 

should fulfill for their husbands.) 
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 RELATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR COHABITING MEN 
 
We want to know what you think about relational expectations associated with romantic 
relationships. Please respond to the following items based on what you believe. There are 
no correct or incorrect answers. Please fill out the following pages as completely as 
possible. We appreciate your help and honesty in filling out this questionnaire.  
 
Which of the following are relational expectations that COHABITING MEN should 
fulfill for their female partners? Check as many as you think apply. 
 
1. ____ Hugging or kissing 
2. ____ Touching affectionately, cuddling (holding hands) 
3. ____ Giving massages 
4. ____ Playing games (e.g., cards, board games) together 
5. ____ Hanging out (e.g., listening to music, watching TV, sitting & reading together) 
6. ____ Working together on household repairs 
7. ____ Working out together 
8. ____ Playing sports (e.g., volleyball, softball, bowling) together 
9. ____ Attending sporting events together 
10. ____ Shopping together 
11. ____ Dancing, partying together  
12. ____ Eating out together 
13. ____ Attending a movie, play, concert together 
14. ____ Participating in religious activities together 
15. ____ Working together on a hobby 
16. ____ Giving each other gifts 
17. ____ Making the partner laugh 
18. ____ Telling his partner she is loved 
19. ____ Complimenting his partner 
20. ____ Telling his partner she is liked 
21. ____ Asking his partner about her day 
22. ____ Talking to his partner when she asks for attention 
23. ____ Apologizing 
24. ____ Forgiving his partner for a mistake 
25. ____ Expressing approval for something his partner did 
26. ____ Comforting his partner 
27. ____ Doing what his partner asks him to do 
28. ____ Calling to tell his partner where he is 
29. ____ Calling to say hello 
30. ____ Being tolerant of his partner’s behavior 
31. ____ Being tolerant of his partner’s friends 
32. ____ Helping partner with her household chores 
33. ____ Going to bed when his partner is tired 
34. ____ Surprising his partner with little gifts 
35. ____ Running an errand for his partner 
36. ____ Going somewhere with his partner he did not want to go 
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37. ____ Engaging in sexual intercourse 
38. ____ Sexually satisfying his partner 
39. ____ Responding to his partner’s sexual requests 
40. ____ Accepting his partner’s refusal to engage in sexual activity 
41. ____ Initiating sexual advances 
42. ____ Feeling love for his partner 
43. ____ Treating his partner with respect 
44. ____ Obeying his partner’s requests 
45. ____ Admiring his partner as a person 
46. ____ Confiding in his partner 
47. ____ Listening to his partner 
48. ____ Telling his partner the truth 
49. ____ Other (please fill in other relational expectations you believe cohabiting men 

should fulfill for their female partners.)  
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RELATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR COHABITING WOMEN  
 
We want to know what you think about relational expectations associated with romantic 
relationships. Please respond to the following items based on what you believe. There are 
no correct or incorrect answers. Please fill out the following pages as completely as 
possible. We appreciate your help and honesty in filling out this questionnaire.  
 
Which of the following are relational expectations that COHABITING WOMEN should 
fulfill for their male partners? Check as many as you think apply. 
 
1. ____ Hugging or kissing 
2. ____ Touching affectionately, cuddling (holding hands) 
3. ____ Giving massages 
4. ____ Playing games (e.g., cards, board games) together 
5. ____ Hanging out (e.g., listening to music, watching TV, sitting & reading together) 
6. ____ Working together on household repairs 
7. ____ Working out together 
8. ____ Playing sports (e.g., volleyball, softball, bowling) together 
9. ____ Attending sporting events together 
10. ____ Shopping together 
11. ____ Dancing, partying together  
12. ____ Eating out together 
13. ____ Attending a movie, play, concert together 
14. ____ Participating in religious activities together 
15. ____ Working together on a hobby 
16. ____ Giving each other gifts 
17. ____ Making the partner laugh 
18. ____ Telling her partner he is loved 
19. ____ Complimenting her partner 
20. ____ Telling her partner he is liked 
21. ____ Asking her partner about his day 
22. ____ Talking to her partner when he asks for attention 
23. ____ Apologizing 
24. ____ Forgiving her partner for a mistake 
25. ____ Expressing approval for something her partner did 
26. ____ Comforting her partner 
27. ____ Doing what her partner asks her to do 
28. ____ Calling to tell her partner where she is 
29. ____ Calling to say hello 
30. ____ Being tolerant of her partner’s behavior 
31. ____ Being tolerant of her partner’s friends 
32. ____ Helping her partner with his household chores 
33. ____ Going to bed when her partner is tired 
34. ____ Surprising her partner with little gifts 
35. ____ Running an errand for her partner 
36. ____ Going somewhere with her partner she did not want to go 
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37. ____ Engaging in sexual intercourse 
38. ____ Sexually satisfying her partner 
39. ____ Responding to her partner’s sexual requests 
40. ____ Accepting her partner’s refusal to engage in sexual activity 
41. ____ Initiating sexual advances 
42. ____ Feeling love for her partner 
43. ____ Treating her partner with respect 
44. ____ Obeying her partner’s requests 
45. ____ Admiring her partner as a person 
46. ____ Confiding in her partner 
47. ____ Listening to her partner 
48. ____ Telling her partner the truth 
49. ____ Other (please fill in other relational expectations you believe cohabiting 

women should fulfill for their male partners.)   
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APPENDIX B 
 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION  
 
 

1. What age group do you fit into? (circle one) 
(1) 18-19  (4) 24-25 (7) 40-49 (10) 70 and over 
(2) 20-21 (5) 26-29 (8) 50-59 
(3) 22-23 (6) 30-39 (9) 60-69                   

 
2. What is your gender? 

(1) Male (2) Female 
 
3. What is your current classification in school? 

(1) Freshman (0-29 hours)  
(2) Sophomore (30-59 hours)  
(3) Junior (60-89 hours)  
(4) Senior (90 hours or more)   
(5) Graduate Student 

 
4. What college are you currently enrolled in (for your major)? 

(1) Agricultural Sciences & Natural Resources 
(2) Architecture 
(3) Arts & Sciences 
(4) Business Administration 
(5) Education 
(6) Engineering 
(7) Honors 
(8) Human Sciences 
(9) Mass communications 
(10) Visual & Performing Arts 

 
5. If you currently are working, what is the total number of hours you work? 

(1) On call (8 hours every two weeks – as needed) 
(2) Part time (10-35 hours a week) 
(3) Full time (36-40 hours or more a week) 

 
6. What is your current relationship status? 

(1) Single, do not date anyone right now 
(2) Single, dating, but not involved in a serious relationship  
(3) Single, in a serious relationship (I see only one person).  
(4) Engaged 
(5) Married  

 
If you answered (1) or (2) please skip questions 7, 8, and 9 and move on to question 
10.  
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7.  How long have you been in this relationship? 

(1) 1-6 months  (5) 3-5 years  (9) 16-18 years 
(2) 7-12 months  (6) 6-9 years  (10) 19 or more years 
(3) 13-18 months  (7) 10-12 years   
(4) 19-24 months   (8) 13-15 years   

 
8.  What is the gender of your partner? 

(1) Male 
(2) Female 

 
9.  What is the racial/ ethnic background of your partner (check all that apply)? 

(1) Hispanic, Latino, Chicano, Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban (specify 
__________________________) 

(2) White (specify ____________________________________) 
(3) Black (specify ____________________________________) 
(4) American Indian (specify _____________________________________) 
(5) Asian/Pacific Islander (specify _________________________________) 
(6) Other race (specify __________________________________________) 

 
10. What is your racial/ ethnic background (check all that apply)? 

(1) Hispanic, Latino, Chicano, Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban (specify 
__________________________) 

(2) White (specify ____________________________________) 
(3) Black (specify ____________________________________) 
(4) American Indian (specify _____________________________________) 
(5) Asian/Pacific Islander (specify _________________________________) 
(6) Other race (specify __________________________________________) 

 
11.  Are you a United States citizen? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 

 
12. Some people who are not cohabiting (living with a man/woman in an intimate 

relationship without being married to him/her) now may have done so in the past. 
Please select one of the three choices below to clarify this for us. 

(1) Currently cohabiting. 
(2) Not currently cohabiting, but have done so in the past. 
(3) Have never cohabited.  

 
13. What is your opinion about living with a “significant other”? (check all that apply) 

(1) You should never live with a “significant other”  
(2) It is okay to live with a “significant other” as long as you plan to marry 

that person 
(3) It is okay to live with a “significant other” even if you do not plan on 

marrying that person 
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(4) Other 
(specify__________________________________________________) 

 
14.  What is your parents’ current marital status? 

(1) married to each other 
(2) widowed 
(3) divorced from each other 
(4) separated 
(5) never married to each other 
(6) Other (specify__________________________________________) 

 
For each item select the number to show what you think. 
 
15. To believe in God. 

(1) Not at all important (2) A little important  (3) Pretty important  (4) 
Very important  

16. To be able to rely on religious teachings when you have a problem. 
(1) Not at all important  (2) A little important  (3) Pretty important  (4) 
Very important  

17. To be able to turn to prayer when you’re facing a personal problem. 
(1) Not at all important  (2) A little important  (3) Pretty important  (4) 
Very important  

18. To rely on your religious beliefs as a guide for day-to-day living. 
(1) Not at all important (2) A little important  (3) Pretty important  (4) 
Very important  

 
19.  What is the highest level of education received by your mother (include stepmother 

if applicable or female caretaker)? 
(1) Grade school 
(2) Completed some high school 
(3) High school diploma or GED 
(4) Completed some college 
(5) Bachelor’s degree from college or university 
(6) Graduate degree 

(specify_________________________________________) 
 
20. What is the highest level of education received by your father (include stepfather if 

applicable or male caretaker)? 
(1) Grade school 
(2) Completed some high school 
(3) High school diploma or GED 
(4) Completed some college 
(5) Bachelor’s degree from college or university 
(6) Graduate degree 

(specify_________________________________________) 
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21. Which of the following is closest to describing your mother’s occupation(s) (include 
stepmother if applicable or female caretaker)? 

(1) Executive, Administrative, Managerial 
(2) Professional (e.g., engineers, scientists, doctors, registered nurses, 

teachers, therapists) 
(3) Technicians (e.g., computer programmers, legal assistants, lpns) 
(4) Sales Occupations 
(5) Service Occupations (e.g., police, firefighters, housekeepers, bartenders) 
(6) Farming, Forest and Fishing Occupations 
(7) Mechanics and Repairers, including construction trades 
(8) Transportation (e.g., truck drivers, bus drivers) 
(9) Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, Helpers and Laborers  
(10) Other (please 

explain:______________________________________________) 
 
22. Which of the following is closest to describing your father’s occupation(s) (include 

stepfather if applicable or male caretaker)? 
(1) Executive, Administrative, Managerial 
(2) Professional (e.g., engineers, scientists, doctors, registered nurses, 

teachers, therapists) 
(3) Technicians (e.g., computer programmers, legal assistants, lpns) 
(4) Sales Occupations 
(5) Service Occupations (e.g., police, firefighters, housekeepers, bartenders) 
(6) Farming, Forest and Fishing Occupations 
(7) Mechanics and Repairers, including construction trades 
(8) Transportation (e.g., truck drivers, bus drivers) 
(9) Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, Helpers and Laborers  
(10) Other (please 

explain:______________________________________________) 
 
23. In your estimation, what would be your parents’ view regarding cohabitation (select 

one). 
(1) Should never be done. 
(2) Acceptable only as part of a transition to marriage. 
(3) Acceptable for any reason, even if a couple makes a lifestyle out of it for 

many years. 
 
24. In your estimation, what would be your friends’ view regarding cohabitation (select 

one). 
(1) Should never be done. 
(2) Acceptable only as part of a transition to marriage. 
(3) Acceptable for any reason, even if a couple makes a lifestyle out of it for 

many years. 
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APPENDIX C 

RECRUITMENT EMAIL 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a Graduate Student in the College of Human Sciences and I am in the 

process of collecting data for my research.  I would like to come to your classroom in 

order to distribute the questionnaire.  If I receive your permission I will arrive at your 

classroom at your convenience during this summer session/fall semester so that I may 

distribute my questionnaire to your students.  It will take approximately 15 minutes for 

the students to fill out the questionnaire.   If you are willing to allow your students to 

participate please respond to this e-mail (jennifer7usa@yahoo.com).  I greatly appreciate 

your time and hope to hear from you soon.   

Sincerely,  

Jennifer Rojas 

Texas Tech University 

Graduate Student 
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APPENDIX D 

APPROVED INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) PROPOSAL 
 

Jennifer Rojas 

Proposal: Relational Expectations of Cohabiting Couples Compared to Married 

Couples 

I. Rationale: Scholars have varied meaning assigned to cohabitation.  According to 

Rindfuss and VandenHeuvel (1990) cohabitation is generally viewed in one of two ways 

in the literature: as an alternative form of marriage without the usual legal sanctions; or as 

the last stage in the courtship process, a type of alternative “engagement.”  The two views 

within the literature have some relation to marriage.  The first view is compared to 

marriage with the only difference being the legal bond, and the second view illustrates 

striving toward marriage.   

There is also varied meaning assigned to marriage.  Smock (2000) explained the meaning 

of marriage is dynamic and undergoing radical change.  Thornton, Axinn, and Teachman 

(1995) explained marriage involves establishing an ongoing intimate relationship with 

another person, and requires a substantial commitment of time and energy.  The 

underlying issue is whether we can gauge what cohabitation means if we are using a 

standard that is also changing (Smock, 2000).  To say that cohabitation is like or unlike 

marriage is useful only to the extent that we have adequate knowledge of what marriage 

is indeed “like.”       

This current research project will address the questions:  
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3. Do people hold different beliefs regarding the relational expectations of 

cohabiting couples as compared to married couples?   

4. How do women’s beliefs differ from men’s beliefs regarding relational 

expectations of individuals within cohabiting and married relationships? 

The Problem:  

Beliefs have changed throughout the years from being more on the conservative side to 

becoming more modern.  Men and women used to believe they had to be married before 

they could live together, but today men and women may want to live together to see if 

they will be able to marry one another or because it is a convenient way to save money.  

Men and women who live together do not have to pay rent and bills for their own place; 

they are able to split the cost of living in half.  Because of the continuing change in 

beliefs regarding cohabitation and marriage, there is continued change in beliefs of how 

people behave within each relationship.   

Aims of the proposed study:  

1. To improve the understanding of beliefs regarding relational expectations of 

cohabiting and married partners. 

The benefits to this study:   

Research regarding relational expectations of cohabiting and married women and men 

is important, because, in a time of rapid social change educators, researchers, and 

counselors need to understand the different beliefs people have concerning these 

relationship types.  Awareness of beliefs will give professionals an innovative look at 

how cohabiting and married couples are viewed within our society. 

II. Subjects:   
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(a)The specific population is college students who are attending Texas Tech during the 

summer of 2006.  Every student within each classroom that is selected will have the 

opportunity to fill out the questionnaire.  No student will be excluded in the process of 

filling out the questionnaire.  However, the analysis of the data will exclude those who 

are not currently in a cohabiting or married relationship. 

(b) Texas Tech subjects will be recruited through classes from each college.   

With permission from the class instructor, I will announce in class that I am doing a 

research study on relational expectations among college students and would appreciation 

their assistance.  Students must be 18 or older to participate. The assurance that all 

participation is voluntary and anonymous will be stressed.  

III. Procedures:   

(a) Subjects will be asked to complete a questionnaire which surveys beliefs of relational 

expectations.  It should take approximately 15 minutes of their time.   

(b) No potential risks are anticipated.  Confidentiality will be assured by requiring no 

names or identifying information on the questionnaires.  The subjects will also be assured 

that they are free to skip any question that they do not wish to answer.     

(c) There will be no benefit to the subject that comes in the form of a payment or gift.    

IV. Adverse events and liability:  We do not anticipate any ill effects from participation 

in this study.  Students are accustomed to taking tests, and they will know beforehand the 

nature of the questions.  No specific liability plan will be offered. 

V. Consent form:  I am applying for a waiver from consent form as the risk is minimal 

and a consent form itself would present risks of potential harm.   

Attachments:  Demographic form, questionnaire, and recruitment script. 
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Attachment:  Recruitment Script  

Hello, my name is Jennifer Rojas.  I am from the Department of Human Development 

and Family Studies.  I am here to ask for your help on a research project which will help 

me determine the believed relational expectations of cohabiting and married couples.  

In order to do this, I am asking all of you who are 18 or older to complete a brief survey 

about your beliefs as they relate to relational expectations.  Filling out the survey will 

take about 15 minutes. You can skip any question you don’t wish to answer.  All of your 

answers should be voluntary and anonymous.  Before the survey is given out, those of 

you who do not want to participate are free to leave for the day.  Those who will 

participate (and I hope most of you do) will be given a copy of the questionnaire.  As I 

said it will take about 15 minutes.  Are there any questions? (Answer any questions). 

Thank SO MUCH for your assistance in this project.  
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