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'ABSTRACT

This Studyvmeasured1theainfluence of a:Womah;é marital

and parentalvstatushen:herhpetCeiVe& sexual accessibility}
The'predictidn waS»that-a.divOrced'womanWWOUId be Viewed‘
'~ as more sexually acce551ble than a 51ngle woman and a |
.dlvorced woman w1th chlldren would be v1ewed as more
sexually;access1b1e:than a dlvorced woman without

children. >Eofty*five'ﬁale,and forty?five female

subjeets feaduavehott script that described a woman ih;

a sOcial situation and completed a questionnaire.

~ The seript-varied ehly‘infthe described marital and
‘»Parental sfatUShOf the stimulus,woﬁan-t-A 3 X 2 betWEeh
subjects analysis of‘variance with three experimental
‘conditions and sex_of subjectvas a_secondary_independent

: variahle was used:hlthe Statistical design. Questlonnalre»
responses indicated that there was no overall significant
difference in the percelved-sexualvaccesslblllty among
eonditions nor was there any main effeet of sex of subjectf
It was concluded that a woman'spsexgal experiehce,vat_.
bleaét as defined'by her marital and parental status, is
‘probably not a primary'Or‘sole factor in the devaluatien’

of women.
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pfigls dlvorced'women :ﬁ}f'

Maigiers
One of the fasteStf row ne groups 1n Amerlca today

F"here were 2 133 000 marrlages

h‘hwhlle the dlvorce’ratem;ndlcated that one out of everyi_fﬂ?ﬁﬁf7

'*chree marrlages would end 1n dlvorce (Bardw1ck 1979)

has been 1nhrea51ng faster than the '

fffThe dlvorce ra”

”hmarrlage rate but the rate of remarrlage 1s much lower

‘for women than for men.r In 1973 there were l 600 000

-':'idlvorced women between the ages of 40 and 65 as opposedgﬂ‘"*'

";to 935 000 dlvorced men in the same age range..iTheﬂ{ff;"“‘“

7£remarr1age rate for women beglns decllnlng at about the {f
ihage of 30 and after 40 remarrlage 1s rare (Bell l975:“‘
ViKeys, 1975) . A

Each year the‘number of drvorced‘women rncreasesvrh
(Bell 1975) and yet there 1s very llttle emplrlcal |
dresearch avallable that spe01flcally addresses the
hﬁsoc1al or: sexual 1ssues of dlvorced women.v Currently
‘”1n‘ex1stence 1s the theoretlcal, conceptual llteraturekp’

75;wr1tten from a femlnlst perspectlve (for example.

']'Grlffln, 1976 Saflllos Rothchlld 1977; Wlseman, 1976);“'

' there is the view of women from authors documentlng the o
_'male p01nt of view: (for example'f Komarovsky, 19767f'

‘“Pletroplnto &‘S;menaur, 1977), and there are authors who



write on.the emotional and sociai'problems of divorce
~ but do not dlfferentlate the separate problems of men
and women or compare statuses of marrled 51ngle or
divorced women . (for example: Bohannan, 1970).,rSome
of the research'done‘concerning:thebvictims-of'rape
(Jones & Aronson, 1973 L'Armand & Pepltone, 1977) give
1nd1catlons that dlvorced women are percelved dlfferentlyv
by»soc1ety than'marrled.or 51ngle women. The explanation
and dlscu551on of ‘this data is frequently derlved from
llterature that emphas1zes the woman's role’ from a
cultural and soc1ologlcal perspectlve, such as. femlnlst
711terature (Wrseman, 1976) .
'-.Q‘Bardwick (1979).states:that,in'spite.of the high
hdiuorce~rate7marriage‘is.conSidered‘"normal" and that
“in- a soc1ety such as ours Wthh is- soc1ally organlzed in
terms of couples those who do not marry tend to be
&thought of'as neurotlcs and losers.‘ Since, to a large
extent,‘marrlage establlshes who we: are and w1th whom we
hbelong (Bardw1ck 1979), marrlage represents more than
‘the achlevement of the status-of adulthood but is also
'a measure of‘the'qualitY'of one's life and the ability
to attain that quality In a study de51gned to measure -
how people feel about the quallty of their life, Campbell,
Converse and Kogers (1976) reported that divorced women

Hpresented themselves as belng'less satisfied with their



life and felt more stress and pressure from‘life's
difficulties than did,divbrced men, singles, marrieds,
widowé, and widowers. While some divorced women
“apparently do not #emarry by choice, femihist authors
(Bell, 1975; Key, 1975) suggest‘that the lowrratc of
remarriage for women is due to the tendency of
middleagéd men £o marry wcmen much younger than their
first wife. = The difference.in the rate of remarriage
for men and women has been attributed to the double
standard ﬁhat it is socially acceptable for men to
ﬁarry someoﬁe five years older and anyone younger;
but to stay within the boundary of social acceptability,
women should only marry someone their own age and older.
The uniéueness of the social status of the divorced
woman lies in the assumptions that are made about her,
assumptions that are not made about her male counterpart.
It is flattering for a man to ke considered sexually
experienced, and actually those with no sexual
experience are subject to teasing and ridicule. The
sexually experienced woman receives no social gains
from her past and despite the fact that age and
experience enhance a mah's value, it is said to diminishes
a woman's value (Pietropinto et. al., 1977; Safilios-
Rothchild, 1977; Wiseman, 1976). This traditional

sexual double standard infers that sexual experience is



’,é,measure7of mascuiinity not femininity and to comply
behaﬁidrally With the.double,standard; women should
limit their séxual eXperience’to moncgaméus or mérital
felationships»(Griffin,,1976). }Ctherseiy, the woman's
‘role is in the pursuit-df=l¢ve"and-romance and it is
through "love" and not séx'that she Wili‘catch her'
man (Pietropinto et. al., 1977; safilios-Rothchild, 1977).
In é study'on»thé‘methdds of social control of
women, Fox (1977) states‘that "a woman's honor‘fises
and falls on the nature of her‘comportment aroundimen,;.’
and because women are viewed aS'cfeatures of insatiable
sexuality who‘cannot be trusted to control themselves,
they must be carefully proteéted’within or secluded f;om
the world of strange men" (p. 810). Fox defines a
"nice girl" as chaste gentle, gfacidus, ingeﬁious,_godd,
clean, kind, virtuous, noncontroversial, and above
suspicion and reproach; but says that the term "nice
‘girl" is attached to behavior and not the person. a
"nice girl" is therefofe continually in jeopardy and under
pressﬁre to demonstrate her newness by her behavior in
each new social interaction. Ironically, the double
standard that describes a woman as a sexually ungquenchable
>creaturé who mustbkeep her drives in obeyance defines
man's role.aé.one whdse sexual drive is even more urgent

than a woman's. The man is expected to, or at least



excused when he sééké out sexual rélationships with or
without the sanction of marriage'(Wiseman, 1976) . 1In
contrast, many women will not riék presentingvthemselvés
as'sexually assertive for fear that they will be construed
to be sexually low caste harlots, which renders them
‘undesérﬁing of man's protection (Griffin, 1975). Hence, -
the presumption that once a woman has expeéerienced a -
sexual relationship with a man éhe will autbmatically
want to cbntinue to have sexual encounters whén the

- primary relationship is ended puts divorced women in

the insidious position of‘needing a steady man to

assure society of her chastity or face a male population
~who largely assume thatréhe;is in sexual need. The
defense of one's niéenesé;geﬁerally comes early aftef
one's divorce which is documentéd by the common
complaint made by newly divorced women that the men
friends of their former husbands suddenly begin to make
sexual passes at them (Bohannan, 1970). Conveniently,
Bohannan states that.because of the sexual experience
obtained in marriage ‘society allows greater sexual
permissiveness to those who are divorced even though
this permissiveness is condemned publically and condoned
only privately. But since men have always had the
sexual freedom they desired, the public condemnation

for sex outside of marriage must be focused on the women



hin‘which case‘theusocial permissiveness forbcoitus would
kf‘seemﬂto‘support»the nasculine ethos rathertthan»sexually
free the.woman. | |
| ' EVidence that a'woman‘ssworth corresponds to her
marltal status is illustrated by the sentences glven toi
rapists. .In a study by Jones et. al. (1973) 1t was
determined that longer sentences Were given for the
rape of a married woman or a woman who had never married
than for a divorced woman. They suggest that these’
results are due to an attitude by jurors that,dirorced
- women, owing to_theirvsexual experience, are less
respectable and more responsibie for their own'rape’than
married or single women are perceivedtto be. In partial
~support of these findings, Armand‘et. al. (1978) showed
that the previous sexual experience of a rape victim
could often sway the jury to attribute some responsibility
for the crime tovvictim;

- Griffin (1975) suggests that laws against rape do
not exist tobprotect‘the-rights‘Of the woman but are
designed to protect the rights of the man who possesses
the woman. A woman'sfconsent‘to’sexual intercourse is
thus viewednas'an item of social currency whose value is
}enhanced by’a man's sole ownership.‘ The fact that a
‘raped woman is con51dered deflled even when it is

agreed that 1t was not her fault 1nd1cates that rape



‘wd;W1seman, 1976) Both Grlffln‘an WlS;h,

:eﬁls not only a crlme agalnst‘the body but also a transgre531on

,vagalnst chastlty

.1351tuatlon on the double standardﬁthat descrlbes a manjd“h

';ans domlnant, aggre551ve and sexual and a woman as

f.fpa551ve, dependent, subordlnate, and sexual only 1n the

””'nterpreted by, menf’Gr;&finfﬁ,Qjﬁjﬁg?f_.l

n bla,e’thls e

_“serv1ce of a man. Hence,‘the lesser sentence glven to :, ‘ o

[jthe raplst of a dlvorced woman seems to connote not

'd',only that a- woman w1thout a man has less soc1al worth,

'fﬁbut also the devaluatlon of women who once belonged to

’ ”a man and no longer do.g Therefore, ‘a woman lS debased,

'h*accordlng to Grlffln, not 0n1Y When she 1s raped but

"*haany tlme she rebels agalnst the double standard by hav1ngff?l"

'tf’sexual 1ntercourse out51de of marrlage and in the absencef

’;fof a commltment to a relatlonshlp.‘ Thls would lead one e

tg;{to deduce that the mere status of belng dlvorced

'[depre01ates a woman s worth whlch consequently earns her '

*aﬂﬁthe label of "dlvorceeﬁ,"a word deflned by Webster s’”'

'LdﬂNew Colleglate chtlonary as one of femlnlne orlglns E

ffand applled only to Women.dy;;tyf |
The propen51ty to deflne men s and women s sex
wérole by two dlfferent standards was examlned by

,Komarovsky (1976) 1n 1nterv1ews of college males.flfn

hﬂyjKomarovsky found that whlle a double standard of behav1ord

o for men and women was rejected 1ntellectually by her




8

’,sﬁbjécts ih favorf6f{éﬁ‘eqdéiiﬁariAniidealiﬁthé;operative?
ﬁcraiity bf'the‘mgjbrithof”tﬁeSéVmep:waS*withﬁthedéubie
standard, lFor;exampie,'méétof:the subjects_initiaily |
deniéd the imp0r£an¢evcf tﬁe‘seéﬁalcbnquest ¢ffé~woman

. as a;meagure dfrﬁﬁeif.maSCUIiniﬁy,but'subsequentiy
admitted thatvthey wouldIbrag:to‘their.friends about it
‘Jif they had‘no.feelihgs‘forfthebwoman.ot viewed her as
bad or‘un¢hasté;' dther:éighificantﬂdépafturesvfrom an
.expressed belief.in'a single étandard was the eXpectation
of fideliﬁy ihftﬁé female, a greater cénsure of the
dissociation of sex from affection (casual sex) for
‘women than‘for meh,‘and sevefe cenSure,Qf wom;nvwho
,‘Wou1d initiatensexﬁalicbntaCts.‘ Consistent with
feministvand other writers (Bardwiék, 1979; Safilioé—
‘Rothchild, 1977) beiief that there is a slow erosion

in the rigid uniformity of the double standard,
vKomarovskyfexpléins that this duality between}opinion

and action is due to malevattitudes being liberalized

far mére rapidly than theif-behavior. The censorship

of women who would initiate seXual‘contacts and the
rejection of what'subjectsvcalled "promiscuous wbmen"

was strongly linked to an attempt to:live up to a norm

of masculine superiority and the need to be in control.
Since the majority of these males did not demand that

their girlfriends be virgins, the distinction‘between
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promiscﬁouS»women aﬁd séxually‘experiénced women was p
unclear."KomarOVSky associated the\prerogativé to
initiate sex with power which is connected to the
traditional'expectétion that thefmale‘Will,be more

- sexually experéinced than his partnér and will perform -
the role of teacher rather than learner to be'in full
chmand'of the relationship. In as much as some of the
pressure to be more dominant and decisive, and to
present a stfpng self assured masculine image came

from the mates or girlfriends of these subjects, women
were considered to play a prominent role in their.
‘socialization.

In another study on male sexulaity with over 4,000
male subjects, Pietropinto et.‘al.‘(l977) found that
there is not only a double standard of behavior between
men and women but there is also a double standard within
men themselves. They explain that the internal double
standard is the desire by men to have a woman who is
as innocent as a virgin yet one who is sexuélly adept

in the bedroom. Very often men tend to evaluate women

on their youth and physical attractiveness which, according

to Pietropinto et. al., has been a commodity for exchange
in social liaisons approximately equal in value to
material wealth in men. It is women's physical beauty,

however, that makes men more anxious than any of her other
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characteriétics'becausé.6f the fear that ﬁhéy.Wili be in
_competition.with what*theyvimagine to be an ihfiniﬁev
numbér of’former.pérthers.' Héhdé;fa'woman's discbmfort
in pursuing a man"to_whoﬁ she is attracted ﬁay be
surpassed only by the ﬁursued.man's fear and discomfort
of investing any feeling in a‘womén over whbmbhe has
- limited powef. fPietropinto,ret. al. stated that a man
will often justify his irrational fears and flight by
deﬁaluing the‘woman as an undesirable rejeCt,ih thé
love-éex market and thuS‘limit the‘rélationship to a
purely sexual one so that he can maintain control over
his'emotions”ahd-1imit‘the relationship fo:a short ‘
duration.  Whilé‘thése authors-feei-ﬁhat theuiabel bf
"badheSS" given to:thé‘sexuéily active’or‘Sexually'
éxpefienced woménbis simply a cairy oﬁer’from £he‘§ast.v
which is sodially‘both ambiguous and méaningléss; the
~ theme of devaluation‘that fesults from it exists
within the present.

vThé*penchant for categorizing womenrinto social
‘stereétypes can best be iilustrated by the images of
Americanvwomen portrayed’in popular Sdngs. Popular.
songs éum upvmany of.the ethics, habits, sléng, éﬁd
intimate charactefistics of a generation and reflect
ﬁhe culture at.a‘particulai point in»history'(Reinﬁrtz,

1 1975) . Reinurtz writes that in the mythology of
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‘popular songs the'tendency to dichotomize women's
character as:either”an‘angel - someone elevated to an
absurdly unreal'and hypocriticalsideal, a~pure humble
servant of man and,God.wno bears children - or as the
embodiment.of evil —'a'oorrupt*and deceitful person
brlnglng only sorrow to man, to be av01ded except for
superf1c1al ‘contact - is referred to by many
psychologists'as'man?s virgin-prostitute complex.

These views aeletera woman's individuality‘and, according
'to Reinurtz, are expreesed with "metronomic monotomy"b
in the theme of sadness of the man's lot as a reSult of
some woman S mistreatment or in the expre331on of vague,
iglddy, frlvolous feellngs of love whlch are frequently

' euphemlsms for sexual de51re.

Sllghtly less than 90 percent of the popular songs
today are-wr;tten by.men in whlch the vast majority of_
them’discﬁss the three thinganmen‘want most from women -
service,:sex, andflove; Songs that relay the need_forb
service‘Cultiﬁate the idea that a woman's position in
life is to support her man Withont any personal‘demands
of her own and to strive to keep the interest-of‘her man
by retaining her yQUth}‘beanty,vand the romantic qualities
for which he supposedly‘married her@ ‘Commonly, women
have been referred ro as.maSOChistic because of their

pPresumably obsessive need for a man's love in which love



vltself becomes.a woman's foollshness., Few songs convey
man's unquallfled acceptance of a woman and 1nstead
;descrlbe sorrow and unhapplness for women who lose thelr»
‘man because of the pursuit- of a career. Addltlonally,’
'many song themes 1n ‘the past decade reveal man s feellng
kthat woman 1s trylng to domlnate hlm, Wthh is countered
by hls;deslre to tie her down in marrlage or'flxvher or
'}Cutrher down toasize; Reinurtz believes that songs suchb
'as these exhlblt man's general fear of woman s sexuallty,
,and hlS reactlon comblnes the conventlonal way of |
'controlllng women through the 1nst1tutlon of marrlage
and w1th an 1mage of sexual sadlsm. She states that
although polltlcal, educatlon, and soc1al equallty for‘
‘ythe sexes is a modern 1deal,vthe ageless prejudlces
: agalnst women.;;contlnue to ex1st on a level that is"
‘donly sllghtly less obv1ous today than before."yv |
Whenever there is pronounced s001al 1nequallty
between the sexes and as long as sex—role stereotypes
dllmlt and deflne the role of women 1nto a clearly
~dlsadvantaged and 1nfer10r 3001ologlcal status, men
and women w1ll use thelr personal resources as objects
for. bargalnlng power in a game of exchanglng sexuality
for commitment and securlty (Saflllos-Rothchlld 1977)
uThe;sex-role stereotype that men wlll pursue‘sex_and;

women will pursue love relegates women to the insidious



_ll3>;

.‘p051t10n of becomlng love experts, ba51ng thelr self-esteemfﬁﬁ

- on the man they can hold and hence, barterl ifthelr

'sexuallty and feellngs of love for the hlghest level of
‘fmatrlmonlal securlty attalnable.f In turn,vmen, hav1ng
p“the domlnant role, have 1earned to: mlstrust and av01d

'love, for 1t is only through love that they are vulnerable,

',;and 1nstead they prefer to engage 1n brlef sexual

encounters w1th experlenced women untll the 1deal
'vrelatlonshlp transplres.‘ Thls,exchange»model, propOsed :
dbyvSaflllos—Rothchlld,3also'suggests,thatkwomen's valueb'
;had*traditionally.depended on her youth or'newness,
attractiveness and‘her abilitylto serve‘men,f Yet,.evens
- the marketability,of these aSsets'relies on the woman's
»socialﬁbehaviorlwhere‘lies thelblack andfwhite' o
dlstinction made by-society as to Whetheerhe is gOod -
‘deserving of man's protectlon by her v1rtuous conduct -
or bad - used by men but not: good enough to keep.
vSaflllOS-ROthchlld states that the whole ratlonale for"
\good:and badeomen hasfcreated‘a cruel-dilemma for‘
:many,uomen who' are forced to:choose’between maklng
,‘themselves;precious for marrlage andarespectlbiliﬁy.
‘while cutting‘theﬁselves off from deslrable and

‘ enjoyable experlences, or cheapenlng themselves to‘
taste llfe and rlsklng or destroylng thelr chances of

B marrlage._ 'In the midst of thls cruelwdllemma‘ls the

L
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divorced woman, for she is older, sexually uéed by
énother man and perhaps has children. Her respectibility
' is tainted by the social title given to her of "divorcee"
which defines her as sexually experienced woman without

a male‘protector. Since it is further assumed that

once one begins to experience coitus the desire for it
will continue,-the_image of the aivorced woman is
necessarily devalued, which allows men to assume they

can experience sexual intimacy with her without long

term attachment.

In summary, the stereotype of the marketable woman
inherent in the exchange model (Safilios-Rothchild, 1977)
implies that‘the more sexualvexperiénce‘the woman has
“had thé less worthy or desirable she is viewed by others.
A woman's sexual experience, and by implication her
perceived sexual accessibility, thus decrease her
marketability by reducing her number of saleable assets.
The divorced woman is, accordingly, devalued on the
basis of her marital status and former sexual use in
which the desirability for long term commitments with
her has been decreased. Additibnally, although not‘
~explicitly stated, the exchange model suggests that a
divorced woman who has children would be viewed as even
more sexually active in that the presence of children

are perceptable and observable evidence of her former



'sexual act1v1ty. Hence, dlvorced women w1th chlldren are‘i"

;llkely to be more devalued than a dlvorced woman w1thout
mrchlldren. ThlS study seeks to measure a woman s ”hiﬁi]fsa
.mpercelved sexual access1b111ty as a functlon of her:d’
ijarltal and parental status, the varlables of phy31cali
'haattractlveness, age, and ablllty to serve men, also

;;con51dered as women S marketable assets, are beyond the

Hfﬁnscope of thls‘paper.. The hypotheses to be tested are;‘ffj'

;gthe follow1ng°ﬁ?

jl-,;Men Wlll v1ew dlvorced women as more sexually

rﬁacces51ble than women who have never marrled (31ngle).ﬁh 1,:

°f‘ 2;>wMen w1ll v1ew dlvorced women w1th chlldren as more

'"ﬂ;qsexually access1ble than elther dlvorced women

?wa1thout chlldren or s1ngle women.,*f’“t

".";3;,gNo dlfferences between the above condltlons are efdu’;-=“

| -ﬁ“expected to be found w1th female subjects.m'7ifz




METHOD

vaSubgects |
Forty-flve males and 40 females in undergraudate
fpsychology classes served as subjects. Each subject wasp
_randomly ass1gned to one of three condltlons-l s1ngle
1:(never marrled), dlvorced, and dlvorced w1th chlldren;v
2Procedure | | | | o
| Thensubjects_were admlnistered;theiegperimental;»
materials‘whilewattending class,-at whlch-time a-general
1ntroduct10n and ratlonale was glven (See Appendlx A forh
';hthe complete ratlonale) ' The subjects were 1nformed that
dthls was a soc1al experlment that was concerned w1th |
‘how men: and women respond to. other women and the
‘apersonal judgments they make" about them. The subjects
were asked to read a short scrlpt that descrlbed a soc1al/
situation w1th a . woman and then to complete the : |
»questlonnalre that followed : The female=subjects‘
were asked to read the scrlpt and complete the questlonnalre
as 1f they were a man. Each subgect was 1nformed that
thelrlpart1c1pat10n in. thlS experrment was Voluntary and
t‘was glven the opportunlty not to part1c1pate.
Each scrlpt presented to subjects descrlbed a

blind date w1th an 1maglnary woman. »The three descriptions

16
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of marital and parental status - single, divorced, and
divorced with children - were the only variation in
each script (See Appendix B for the complete script).

Dependent Measure

The dependent variable was the perceivéd sexual
'acceésibility of the wbman in the script, which was
measured by both men's willingness to initiate sexual
advances and the perceived responsiveness of the woman
in responserto those advances; Ten itéms were presented
to subjects in which there were five possible points

bn each item and 50 points total. On all items a higher
numerical score indicated greater perceived sexual
accessibility and a low score indicated lower perceived
sexual accessibility (See Appendi2 C for the complete
questionnaire).

Statistical Design

A 3 X 2 between subjects analysis of vafiance with
three experimental conditions, marital and parental
status, and sex of subject as a second independent -
variable was used for the statistical analysis in this

experiment.



RESULTS

The hypotheséS-that subjects’wduld vieW‘divorced
women as more sexually accessiblebthén single women and
that divorced women with children would be viewed as
even more sexually:accessible than divorced women
wiﬁhout‘children wére,hot éﬁpported. An‘analYSis of
variance (ANOVA) was done on the scale of nine 6f
the ten items to measure the degree of.sexual accessibility
perceived by subjects in each of the three conditions,
single (S), divorced (D), and»dinrced with éhildren
(DWC) . Item number six was omitted bedausé it was
determined to be confusing to sﬁbjects. ‘There were no
main effects of Sex of subject or on the experimental
conditions and there was no interaction between the
experimental conditions and sex of subject on perceived‘
sexual accessibility. Table,l,présentS'the mean ratiﬁgs‘
for the nine items for all subjects. The sum of items
one through five, the items measuring the subject's
perception of the total sexual interest of both partners,
showed no significant difference between conditions
(F (2,84) = .516, p >.05) and there was no main effect
of sex of subject (F (1,84) = .455; p ~ .05)

Additional ANOVAS were completed on six sets of

18



_ Table 1%

' _[Means]for Items 1 thfccghlloffotiMale'and FemaieisﬁbjectS"

: R L Overall
Item  Descritption .

1 jﬁl‘* W§a; shev@ight<péfﬁitb*‘5'f.,Gc*f2;56ff;3120fiezg97'ufnzf9; -”«;35:
2 What hewouldattemt S 310310 330 3 17
3 hathewewld liketodo 3.6 .90 397 377
o _,vehthhat,sﬁé.woﬁla‘Qaat'himfco»&éihfug;oc::'3;53};f3;15 '1t3,1é;j_.

51.‘5 fleow sexually acce331b1e do” o '; e A e T T e e
. you see her . x,-Ith_'“ 3.33  3.50. 3.27 ~3.37

'6‘f:i,ivnIf she doesenot respond wouldgf D T el
L your like to-see her again- .- 3.57. 3523{"3}73: 5,;5»,*

7 T "f.If she does~not reSPond wouldﬂ‘:; o T e e S T
. - she want to see you agaln o 03.130 3,400 30530 03.36 0

'*h8 hivui gifTahe?dceaHrespond w111 heiﬁ“:%ﬂ:,;vﬁ. R UL B P A
- V”’fg,want'tO“see‘her agaln f.thxfﬂ3;801‘.3}93ff?3Q801;F[3}84*}'“

9 5;hlb./If she does'respond w111 she;}‘ 
Co qwant to seefhlm agaln b,

An 1tem measurlng perceptlons of ‘the female s select1v1ty in her ST
_sexual ‘responses to a man, ‘was- ‘omitted because it was’ concluded
- by the data that th1s 1tem was confu31ng to subJects

’5'2'"»§§,D0e"7/'MSEE".“:."‘h
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measures taken twd items at a time. Each pair of items.
served'és repeated measures in order to observe any |
‘difference in the male sexual response toward the woman
in the script and her sexual responsiveneSs toward him.
Table 2 gives the mean scores and ANOVAS for these item
pairs. There were no significant differences observed.
across the:thfee’experimental conditions in. any of the
.six item pairs. On item one versus two, howeVer,>there
was é partia; effect between the two experimental
conditions of the single and divorced woman, (F (2,84) =
3.675, p <.05), in which éubjects vieWed the man as
wanting to attempt‘more Sexuéliy‘than a single woman

wanted to permit, while there was no difference in

what he would attempt and what a divorced woman would
permit. The subject'S»response toward the divorced
woman with children was more consistent with the

\ -

subject's responses toward the single woman in that the

divorced woman with children was also viewed as permitting

less than the man would attempt. Item one versus two
does not, therefore, support the predicted greater
‘sexual accessibility between the two experiemntal

conditions of divorced women and divorced women with

children.
Item seven versus nine indicated that subject's

viewed the man as more willing to see the divorced woman



Table 2

‘Mean Scores and ANOVASAfor

Repeated

21

Meaéuresvfor All Subjects -

Item Pairing

‘Marital and Parental Status

S ' D DWC

p <.001

1 - What she might permif 2.567  3.200 27967
2 - What he would attempt 3.100 - 3.100 3.300
: t = =-3.158%%* : .592 (NS) -1.974%*
3 - What he would like to‘do 3.633 3,900 -~ 3.767
4 - What he thinks she would -
want ' ' © 3.000 3.333 3.133
t o= 2.713%* 2.427%%*% 2.712%%
7 - If she does not respond
will he see her again 3.567 3.233 , 3.733
8 - If she does not respond : ’ :
will she see him again 3.133 3.400 ' 3.533
t = 2.180% - .838 (Ns) ~1.006 (NS)
7 - If she does not respond , '
will he see her again 3.567 3.233 3.733
+9 - If she does respond will
he see her again - 3.800 3.933 3.800
: t = -1.012 (NS) =-3.039%* - .289 (NS)
8 — If she does not respond :
will she see him again 3.133 3.400 3.533
10 - If she does respond will ' .
she see him again 4.000 4.200 4.000
' t = =3.147%* =2,905%*% -1.695%
9 - If she does respond will
he see her again 3.800 v 3.933° 3.800
10 - If she does respond will v
she see him again : 4.000 ' 4.200 4.000
t = -1.320 (NS) -1.752% -1.320 (NS)
* P <.05
wk p <.01
Kedede
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~again if she did respond to him sexually than if shevdid

not. Consistent with items one'vérsus\tWo, the subject's

responses showed no difference in whether the man would B
see the woman again if she did or did not respond tQ him -

sexually for both single and divorcédbwomen with children.

There were no other significant comparisons that would
show expected differences between conditions in the

remaining item pairs.



DISCUSSION

In the present study the 1dea was advanced that
when a woman 1s ‘viewed as a commodlty her marketab:.l:.ty‘i
.to the potential male consumer would largely depend on
her saleable assets of youth, looks, and,newnessgg |
Additionally,.the degree to which she is perceiwedhas.

- sexually used would decrease her‘marketability'and

uattractlveness to men and render her more as an object fg'

for sexual des1res rather than for 1ong term emotlonal
commltment. ' The marital and parental status of a. woman'
was thought to be a social 1nd1cator,of a woman_s
’sexual’use in whiohfthe status of the woman~who‘was".w.‘n
‘divorced and'inoreaSingly the'woman who Was'diworcedf
with children were seen as devaluing‘factors;7lfhe‘ﬁh't
prediction, however, that subjéctshwouldrassume'that'a
divorced woman would bevmore seXua11Y'accessible'than’a‘
51ngle woman and that a dlvorced woman with chlldren |
would be assumed to be more sexually accessible than a
divorced woman without'children was not:supported.
Although not conclu51ve, the“data suggests-that akf
dlvorced woman was viewed as more sexually acce551ble
than»a‘51ngle; and_surprlslngly,.the;dlvorced woman

was also viewed as more sexually accessible than a

23
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divorced woman with ohildren.’ The findings lead one to
assume that other‘unantioipated social factors may be
operating to influence the perceptions of.divorced women
with'ohildren and their sexual availability.vtstoll
(1976) stated that partrof thebfsocial'mythology" that
defines traditional sex-roles is the‘belief‘that a
woman's self is deflned by her relatlonshlp to a man;

- that she is a domestlc creature, and that a woman's
:fplace is in the home. The woman who lS divorced with
fchlldren w1ll llkely be more domestlc than a dlvorced
w1thout chlldren by the necess1ty of prov1d1ng Chlld
"care ‘and routine: w1th1n the home and w1ll ‘have less

tlme and freedom to pursue her 1nterests 1n 51ngle men.
To the extent that the chlldren legltlmlze the woman s
former relatlonshlp with her husband and her lastlng tle‘
~.to h1m through the chlldren,’casual sexual encounters
may pose a threat for many men who see her 1dent1ty as'
partly belonglng.to another man' s chlldren; and the v01d
that is theretbythisiabSencevthat iSVnot yetffilled.
The-divorced}woman with children‘may,'therefore, be ;
viewed as mOre:traditional than a diVOrced WOman’without'
v‘children,in that she.has already_madeva”commrtment to a
home and familypwhioh may frighten amay‘some men who
want no commitment“from attempting“a casual sexual

relationship with her. On the other hand, the divorced
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wOman without children could be assumed by men to be
sexually experienced, available and»unencumbered by
N present or former ties. ' The sexual availability of a
'tsingle woman, nowever, wculd, on initial encounter, be
a mysterytto a ﬁan for he has‘no,sccial indicator such
as,marital status to‘determine'the amount‘of her sexuai
experience. | | |

One inference that can be drawn from the_primarily
negative results of this stndy is that sexual experience,
“as defined by one's marital and parental status, is no
longer a primary or sole factor in the devaluaticn.of
wcmen. Exchange theory proposes that youth and physical
attractiveness as Qell as one's sexual newness are a
womanfs primary feminine assets (safilios-Rothchild, 1977),
but the validity‘cf the importance of these assets may
rest on possessingvthem as a whole rather than in part.
In particnlar, the age of divorced women was not
considered in this study as a factor'that devalues ‘women
even though the remarriage rate for women over the age
of 40 is very low (Bell, 1975; Keys, 1975). Nevertheless,
it is possiblebthat'with the increased divorce rate and
the increasing number of divorced women, the traditional
stereotypes for women may be breaking down_by the weight
of sheer numbers. Wcmen who are sexually experienced

vis-a-vis marital and parental status may no longer
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‘receive the label of "badness" in Wthh the label may
flnd its fundamental use in the mlnds of men 1nt1m1datedv
by women's budding sexuality (Komarovsky, 1976),

Some of the authors mentloned in this study belleve'
that men and women are moving toward more parlty in their
sex roles: Bardw1ck (1979) states that there is a
gradual Shlft to percelve‘sex as morally acceptable
outside of marriage 1nvwh1ch the change that 1s‘most
apparent is in the increased number of,yoﬁngtcouples
who are unmarried‘and living together. The 1argest
direction of change appears to be that men are’adopting
women'sbtraditional morality so that the precondition for
sex is affection and love. While this is still a
minority pattern, Bardwick feels that these values
signify what the majority opinion-will become. Another
important emerging change, according to Safilios-Rothchild
(1977), is the decline of the sexual double standard
that defines virginity and sexual ignorance as
desirable traits for a woman and the beginnihg of a
new definitioh of desirability that incudes sexual
expressiveness and sexual competence. Komarovsky (1976),
reported, however, that women's expandingvsexual freedom
would pose a threat for many men who retain the sexual
double standard,‘and therefore the belief that the

sexual initiative is exclusively the man's domain.
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" These men, accprdiﬁé»to KomarOVSky, feel mengced and
_‘repelled~by:£hé,woman's sexual initiative because it
challengeé their sense of male superiority‘in:the,apea o
of sexual activity Where-making love to a Woman who’ 

is more skilled gexually woﬁldvmake them feel'less'

g masculine ahd_less'inﬂcohtrol of the relationship.
Komarovsky, Pietropinto & Simenéuer~(lQ7l),and\Wiséman

- (1976) believe that social attitudes émong ﬁeﬁxand,ﬁoméﬁv
are.changing toward -a single’standard or‘parity in their
respédtiVe sex roles; but that these attitudes are

not always Oobserved in practice so that the‘double
standard is often strongly rejected intellectﬁaliy, 

‘yet practiced behaviorally in the:relationship.

The transitibn from old traditional,standards of
sexual behavior to 'a new standard that approves of
sexual experience: and ¢ompetence from<women may make
the sexual issues fof divorced women and’divorCed
women With childreﬁ the same sexual issues all womeh1
have regardless of their marital and parental Status.
Single women may now bé viewed as»Sexuallyuexperienced
and are delineated by their marital sﬁatus rather than
‘an assumption of sexual pUrity; Hence, there may‘be‘
few single women Who Choéeito reméih Vifgins if tﬁere‘
is no social stigma cdnnected'with sexual.dompetence;

The uniquesness of thevstatus;of divorced women
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and the dissatisfaction many of them feel about their
- life (Campbell, et. al., 1976) may be the result of
psycho-social factors other that or iﬁ additibn to those
concerning their sexuality. Speculatively, onevof these
factors may be the trauma to one's identity attributed
too heavy a dependence upon the identity of their former
husbands and thus substituting his identity for her own.
Women who are likeiy to suffer most fremvidentity loss
through divorce are those women who are unskilled or
lack a profession of their own (Wiseman, 1976).  Another
factor that may lead some women who are divorced with
children to despair is the conflict between the fear that
a new husband will not accept their ehildren and the
emotional need for male compahidnship; Additionaliy,
the market of men willing to share in the rearing of
children that are not biologically their own may be
more limited in actuel numbers than the market of men
available to women without ehildren;

The method utilized in this study was to present
a’script to subjects of‘an evening out with e woman
and vary only the woman's marital and parental status
in each script. (See Appendix B) The questions that
followed were designed to quiz subjects on their
impressions of the woman in theVseript.and,in particular,

how sexually accessible they viewed her. There was no



lfypartlcular attempt to dlsqulse the 1ntent or purpose of

fthe study, and two of the male subjects became openly

egoangered at the notlon of the researcher s attempt to

“umeasure any poss1ble prejudlce toward women that they
'may have.v Hence,vthree factors appear to be most
““promlnent in the explanatlon of the negatlve results

of thlS research One factor 1s that the 1ntent and g,ffji«’

-gpurpose of the study was too obv1ous to the subject

hiFor subjects who ‘were 1ntellectually aware of p0551ble k'd
,sex role dlsparltles,lthe ea31ly dlscernable nature of
fthe scrlpt could provoke an attltudlnal or phllosophlcal

lireactlon to the study rather than a response that he

»c01n51des w1th thelr actual feellngs or behav1or.f~

-sThe second factor is the ch01ce of subjects._ All subjects‘li'

’.]were chosen from undergraduate psychology classes whose

- awareness of sex role stereotypes 1s llkely greater than'ji

3'rthe populatlon at large,‘and because they are 1nvolved

Hlln the study of human behav1or, 1t 1s more probable thatbfg;.

'fpthey have developed an 1deallstlc—phllosoph1cal or

f‘lntellectual stance on thlS 1ssue, whether or not they

'rfﬂfpractlce 1t 1n thelr own llfe. Flnally, the scrlpt

:1tself appeared to be too weak a stlmulus to provoke

\“an emotlonal or v1sceral response from the subjects.

;The short length of the scrlpt and the 1mpersonal naturey '

“dof the scrlpt, whlch was de51gned 1n order to av01d
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extraneous factors, required that'subjects bring too
’ much'ofvtheir own life expetienoe-into a brief imaginary,
~situation. The low 1mpact of the experlmental.
vmanlpulatlon was partlcularly 1nadequate with. the
populatlon of subjects utlllzed.

In conclu51on, the major results of thlS study
udld not support the hypotheses. The marltal and parental
'status of a womanxwere not viewed bypsubjects:as
significant social indicetors of her.sexual_acceSSibility‘
~and, hence; divorced women»did'not_eppear‘to'be devalued
in respect to theif Sexuel experience ot”use that‘was a .
resultvof their former marriage.. One‘ekpianatiOnethat
- was offered for these findings’wes that the traditional
-~ methods of evaluating a woman's worth ate'bfeaking_down-n
so that the sexual experience of.a womanﬂmay be'seen
:'asfsomewhat irreieVant. Another explanatlon of these
finding was in the area of the methodology in Wthh the
experlmental manlpulatlon of the 1ndependent varlables
of marltal and parental status appeared to have too llttle
llnpact on the subjects,‘p0551bly due to the script that.
was‘oyerly simplified,and.reliedvtoo‘heavily on the
'subjeot?s imagination.‘ Issues:that.are unique to
,divoroed’women and divorced women with children were
elso addressed, :Further»reSearch fot‘these special

_groups is needed to more fully understand the inpact
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of divorce on women's lives. Further research on the
sexual discrimination toward divorced women should be
done using a more substantive and engaging set of stimuli,

‘possibly videotape.
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APPENDIX A

~Instructions to Subjects

This is a éocial-éipérimentvthaf’conCerns how we
péréeivé and.act‘toward 6£hers.-'So much of}what,we -
know is how women feel and;think abou£ men,”but'thefef'
is a,grea£ deal to be learned about-héw,men,and wémen,
respénd to women. Everydavaebmake'judgemeﬁts'about 
rthé'pebple,wevmeef in which we may’ﬁbﬁ_aiWaysvbe:awére*f,’:
v'of'the experience We have‘had thatLhavefQome“togéthér:
to fqrm‘thét judgement. ‘The materiais I:am §boﬁt to,- 
givevYOu describe a-Social'situatiQn With:a“Woman.  i

would like you to read the scriptvas ifwybutaré the man

in the script and answer all the'quéstions_that*follow,
vaydu are a woman, please respond-asviffybufwere>the

man, and not theuwoman. o



34
APPENDIX B
Script

A co-worker has approached you at work and asked if
you would be willing to go on a blind date. This persoh'
stated that she had little description of this woman

other than she - is single (divorced, divorced with children)

and thought you might have a good time. Thinking that
.-YOu have been wanting to meet new people, you obtain

her phone number and call her. As you talk with her”you
learn that she enjoys dancing, so‘arrangements are made
- for dinner and dancing.

Early Saturdéy evening you arrive at her home' to
pick her up. When she greets you at the door she smiles
and introduces herself to you. As yoﬁ introduce yourself
you notice that she really looks good in the dress she
is wearing. You tell her so and she laughs and thanks
you for the compliment. You are_off for the evening.

Over dinner you notice that she is quite at ease
with you; and you are pleasantly surprised that she is
an easy person to talk to. In no time you are sharing
back and forth spontaneously; and you note a witty and
energetic quality in the way she expresses herself.

In response to one of your questions you learn how she

- feels about being single (divorced, divorced with children).



- From dlnner you go stralght to the dlSCO club.‘ You
~“really have a good tlme danc1ng and talklng w1th her,_h
"but before you know 1t,t1t 1s t1me to take her home._ﬂ”

*athhat do you thlnk w1ll happen next°
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 APPENDIX C°

- Read each question and circle one answer.

1. Which of the following'dé &ou think she might permit?

do - kiss her =~ mneck “vb feeling her = have
nothing ‘good night  with her body intimately - intercourse

2. Which of the following would you attempt?

do “kiss her . * neck- feeling her -~ have

nothing  good night with her body intimately -~ intercourse

A T " T g T . T

3. Which of the foilowing would you like to do with her?

“do kiss her neck . feeling her " have
“nothing good night with her body intimately =~ intercourse
T e 2 o T

4. Which of the following do you think she would want you to do?

do ' kiss her neck ’ feeiing.her _have

“nothing good night with-her body intimately ~ intercourse
= I =2 i =

5. Given the information that you have, how sexually accessible do
you see this woman? '

not at‘all 1 9 3 ‘ 4. 5 highly
sexually - sexually

~accessible , . accessible

6. Do you think the particular man she is with will make any
difference in her sexual responsiveness?

highly : highly

unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 1likely
to make a : : to make a

-difference ' difference

7. 1f she did not respond to you sexually; how likely is it that
you would want to see her again?

highly | | |  highly
unlikely -1 2 . 3 4 5 likely
to see her to see her

again again
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8‘ If she does not respond to you sexually, how 11ke1y is 1t that
: she w1ll want to go. out w1th you aga1n7;~‘* o : : :

‘highly "',*“"*{ B WA R "higﬁly7"

unlikely 1 2 3 4 " 5 'Jikely

. togoout T v - to go out -
- with you R '”ifyu~ S "ir‘{x'\ T w1th YouTTf

';9i7 If she- d1d respond to you sexually how llkely is 1t that you 1fr
ﬂ; would want to take her out- agalno.v\ i o S

_'unllkely r 2 3 e as’_ﬁlikélyﬁf;
iiug'to'go'outl_._“_, I 'to'go'out~.
. w1th her "”f »_ o :l_"u=ﬂ~[_ o f - ;'1 ‘l o = w1th her L

: lQ.“ If she d1d respond to you sexually, how llkely ig 1t that she R e

Jv would want to go. out with you aga1n‘7

to gO'butﬁ e to go out

o withyou . yithyou.
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