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ABSTRACT 

Framed in social exchange theory, the purpose of this study was to investigate differences 

in relationship factors between virgins and non-virgins who are currently in romantic 

relationships. Data from 134 participants, 67 virgins matched with 67 non-virgins, were analyzed 

to determine differences in couple conflict level and management, communication, and 

relationship satisfaction.  Results from a series of analyses of variance indicated that virgins and 

non-virgins differed only on 3 of 13 relationship constructs: psychological aggression, 

argumentativeness, and constructive communication. Specifically, non-virgins reported higher 

levels of psychological aggression and more arguments than did virgins, whereas virgins 

reported using more constructive communication than did non-virgins.  In general, correlations 

between indicators of conflict and communication with relationship satisfaction were in the 

expected direction, with higher levels of communication and lower levels of conflict being 

associated with higher levels of relationship satisfaction.  Testing the differences between 

correlations among conflict, communication, and satisfaction revealed four differences—a 

stronger correlation between physical assault and both relationship fulfillment and happiness, 

negativity and relationship contentment, and constructive communication and relationship 

contentment for the virgins compared with non-virgins. Limitations and implications are 

discussed, focusing on the need for continued research that explores the effect of virginity status 

on relationship factors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

An important part of human development is the exploration of romantic relationships as a 

means to develop social skills necessary for interpersonal connections (Collins, 2003).  Dating 

can begin as early as middle school, although romantic involvement peaks in high school and 

college (Savin-Williams, 2001).  Such romantic involvement often includes physically intimacy 

(Collins, 2003), such as hand-holding, kissing, other sexual activities, and intercourse.  The 

decision to engage in sexual intercourse is one that adolescents and young adults face eventually, 

even if they delay this choice or are not asked to act upon it immediately.  Different sexual- 

education initiatives, including abstinence-only and comprehensive programs, are promoted by 

teachers and parents alike, in the hopes that participation will facilitate this decision-making 

process (Braeken & Cardinal, 2008).   

When adolescents make the decision to be sexually active, there are consequences.  

Multiple studies over the years have examined this decision-making process, as well as the 

predictors of sexual activity and the differences between those who decide to do so and those 

who do not (Mitchell, Tanner, & Raymond, 2004; Morrison-Beedy, Carey, Côté-Arsenault, 

Seibold-Simpson, & Robinson, 2008).  However, few scholars have examined the consequences 

of this decision.  Specifically, there is scant literature on those individuals who choose to remain 

virgins, and no current study was identified that addressed how this choice affects those in 

romantic relationships.  Many parents and school personnel encourage abstinence among 

children and youth, because of the associated health benefits.  They rely on decreased rates of 

unwanted pregnancies, sexually transmitted diseases, and transmissions of viruses like HIV and 

AIDS as the rewards of virginity (Braeken & Cardinal, 2008). Other benefits might result 

concerning romantic relationships, but they have yet to be explored.  Thus, the purpose of the 

current study was to investigate the effects of sexual virginity on relationship processes among 

young adults involved in romantic relationships.  

Significance of the Study 

 In a study of over 11,000 18- to 27-year-olds, 90% reported that they had engaged in 

sexual intercourse before marriage (Halpern, Waller, Spriggs, & Hallfors, 2006).  Of the 

remaining 10%, 8% had waited until marriage, whereas 2% were still unmarried virgins.  Other 

results showed that the unmarried virgins were the youngest, those who wa1ited for marriage were
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the oldest, and there were slightly more females than males in both of the abstaining categories.  

As the Halpern et al. study revealed, because nearly all adolescents and young adults engage in 

sexual intercourse, most studies focus on the protective and risk factors for those who choose to 

become sexually active.  For example, Brendgen, Wanner, and Vitaro (2007) found that both 

rejection by peers and verbal abuse from teachers was associated with higher risks of early 

sexual encounters, among other delinquent behaviors.  Other risk factors included previous 

delinquent behaviors, being born to a teenage mother, low family income, living in unsafe 

neighborhoods, and having a mother with little education.  Conversely, protective factors include 

a close relationship with parents, high levels of parental monitoring, and both academic 

achievement and recognition (Lohman & Billings, 2008).  Unlike their sexually active peers, 

Mitchell and colleagues (2004) found that among adolescents, those who intended to wait for 

love or marriage to be sexually active relied heavily on their parents for support, and they were 

influenced by their religion and personal spirituality.  Also, they did not look to their friends, 

peer group, or the media for guidance or influence as often. 

 Although these studies provide valuable information about the sexually active majority, 

there is limited information about the minority who remain virgins.  In fact, most investigations 

of adolescent sexuality emphasize activity and not virginity (Collins, 2003).  Thus, we know 

little about why young people choose to remain virgins, and even less about the possible effects 

of this choice on other areas of their lives, including their romantic relationships.  Collins argued 

that researchers have explained the protective and risk factors that lead to this choice, but they 

have not examined the outcomes of that decision.  Clearly, those who choose virginity constitute 

a small group; however, there remains a need to assess the effects of this decision on them.  

Should virginity be linked to positive relationship factors, such information might be valuable in 

programs designed to influence the sexual decision-making process of adolescents.   

Research Questions 

In the current study, I examined the potential effect of virginity on romantic relationships. 

Specifically, I compare certain aspects of one’s romantic relationship (overall relationship 

satisfaction, communication, and conflict tactics) among women who have remained virgins and 

those non-virgins in relationships.  College students are the focus of the study, because most are 

at an age when becoming sexually active is normative, and the effects of virginity might be more 

readily apparent (Collins, 2003).  Two research questions guided this study:   
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1. Are there differences in levels of conflict and conflict management skills, 

communication, and relationship satisfaction between virgins and non-virgins who are in 

romantic relationships?  If so, what is the nature of these differences? 

2.  Do the associations between conflict, communication, and relationship satisfaction differ 

by virginity status?  If so, what is the nature of these differences? 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Theoretical Framework 

 The current study was guided by social exchange theory, commonly used in studies of 

dating and marital relationships.  Importantly, this theory was used to frame studies of mate 

selection and sexuality research (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; Sprecher, 1998).  At its core, social 

exchange theory explains human connections and activities in terms of the costs or benefits of 

social interactions, or exchanges (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).  Theoretically, people are motivated 

to maximize their rewards, or the gratification received in return for relationship participation.  

They also seek to minimize their costs, which is any resource or energy that one must give up in 

the relationship (Homans, 1958).  Costs also include missing other possibilities or the potential 

for punishment or backlash (Sabatelli & Shehan, 1993).  Thus, as individuals, we seek out 

relationships that result in positive outcomes, or ones that result in more rewards and fewer costs. 

Accounts from people in celibate relationships illustrate the applicability of this theory 

for explaining the phenomena.  Donnelly and Burgess (2008) examined responses from 77 

individuals in involuntary sexually celibate relationships (long-term and married) to assess the 

consequences of this sexual status and the reasons they remained in their unions.  The authors 

posited that individual members found other rewards in their unions that made their exchanges 

positive, despite the costs of celibacy (e.g., depression, frustration, low self-esteem).  Couples 

reported that nonsexual rewards (friendship, love, companionship) made it worthwhile to remain 

in their relationship.  In other words, considering the various costs and rewards inherent in their 

celibate relationship, they determined that the benefits of maintaining the union outweighed the 

costs, defining the exchange as positive and continuing the established pattern. 

According to social exchange theory, the ability to control another person (Chibucos, 

Leite, & Weis, 2005) means one has more influence on the outcome of the exchanges in a 

relationship.  Thus, whoever has the most power also controls the outcome, both positive and 

negative, because he or she influences the other person's costs and rewards.  As such, power is an 

important factor in social exchanges, as evident in the emphasis on equity and reciprocity, which 

reflect issues of fairness.  Equity encapsulates notions of dealing fairly and equally with one's 

partner.  Reciprocity is the product of equity, resulting from the mutual exchange of rewards and 

costs (Chibucos et al., 2005).  Theoretically, relationships with greater amounts of equity and 
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reciprocity are stronger (e.g., more satisfying), and the individuals in these relationships are more 

comfortable and satisfied (Chibucos et al., 2005).   

Findings from Donnelly and Burgess (2008) also highlight the importance of equity.  

They found that when personal costs or investments and rewards were unequal, the person 

lacking rewards reported higher levels of distress or anxiety.  Regardless of celibacy, couples 

reported that when they had a sense of equality with their partner in their overall investment, 

they were more likely to perceive the relationship as satisfying.  Thus, these results suggest that 

equity in other areas of the relationship can outweigh the costs of celibacy.  Conversely, other 

findings show that a lack of equity in power is associated with tension in relationships.  For 

example, in a sample of 2,240 married women, those who reported inequality between partners 

(both if the male or the female had more power) were more likely to also report higher levels of 

conflict and abuse (Gage & Hutchinson, 2006).  This inequity affected other areas of their 

relationships, as women in these couples reported lower levels of communication with their 

husbands.   

 In their study of 42 adolescents, all participants identified social risks and benefits as 

important factors when considering virginity or sexual activity, specifically one’s reputation, 

social capital, relationship maintenance, and taking on adult roles (Ott, Pfeiffer, & Fortenberry, 

2006). These youth reported that social maturity was essential to weighing the risks and benefits 

of virginity against the risks and benefits of engaging in sexual activity.  The females in their 

sample viewed virginity as a balance of competing social factors, striving for equity in their 

romantic relationship and with their social network.   

Because social exchange theory addresses social interaction in terms of the associated 

costs and rewards of choices made, the current study was framed using this theory.  Thus, 

perceived rewards and costs associated with conflict and communication processes were 

expected to affect relationship outcomes and the rewards derived from satisfying relationships.    

Studies of Virginity 

Almost no research had been conducted on virginity, and the few studies included in the 

following review used desperate methods and samples of various ages, so generalizations about 

the phenomena are difficult.  The few that were conducted focus on the precursors or contextual 

correlates of virginity.  Because of the limited nature of the available research, other related 

research is included. 
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Correlates of virginity.  The few studies on this topic focus on factors associated with the 

decision-making associated with remaining a virgin.  For example, in a retrospective study of 24 

women, they reported that their decisions to remain virgins during adolescence was influenced 

by their self-respect, the positive influence of their mothers, the negative influence from men, 

and their fears about the consequences of sex (Morrison-Beedy et al., 2008).  Another study 

(Paradise, Cote, Minsky, Lourenco, & Howland, 2001) emphasized the personal values and 

beliefs that are linked to the choice.  Asking 65 adolescent females who reported no sexual 

activity why they decided upon this course of action resulted in a list of reasons for restraint, 

such as it was not the right thing for them at the time, they were waiting until they were older or 

married, and their religious beliefs prohibited it.  In an earlier study of 97 men and 192 women in 

college, Sprecher and Regan (1996) found other reasons for abstaining, including they were not 

experiencing enough love, they were fearful of AIDS, sexual transmitted diseases, or pregnancy, 

they felt inadequate or insecure concerning sexual behavior, or they held supportive beliefs of 

virginity and abstinence.   

General benefits of virginity. A few other studies have examined the possible benefits of 

virginity; however, these benefits have not included relationship factors.  For example, Abbott 

and Dalla (2008) found that many of the 60 female high school seniors in their study avoided 

pregnancies or sexual transmitted diseases by remaining virgins, which these young women 

viewed as a crucial reward.  These women also recounted that they experienced higher self-

esteem, because they felt a sense of pride and accomplishment in their virginity.  Further, they 

believed that virginity would make their marriage stronger, as it represented a higher level of 

commitment to their potential spouse than if they had previous sexual partners.   

Martin et al. (2005) studied over 1,400 females in middle and high school and found that 

those who reported prior sexual intercourse had less psychosocial adaptation, including lower 

academic motivation and school achievement, higher depressive symptoms, and lower 

expectations about the future compared to virgins.  Relatedly, Bogart, Collins, Ellickson, and 

Klein (2007) found that remaining a virgin was related to better mental health status in later 

adulthood among a sample of over 1,900 women who were studied longitudinally.  Finally, 

Willoughby et al. (2007) found that adolescents who did not engage in certain risky behaviors, 

including sexual activity, reported higher levels of self-esteem and lower levels of social anxiety 

and depression. 
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Finger, Thelen, Vessey, Mohn, and Mann (2003) found additional benefits among both 

young women and men.  For their 3,620 female and 3,750 male 18-year-old participants, 

compared to those who were sexually active, women who were virgins before marriage were (a) 

more likely to have positive financial net worth, (b) less likely to be on welfare in adulthood, and 

(c) less likely to experience general health related problems.  Other benefits achieved by both 

male and female virgins included higher educational attainment and smaller likelihood of 

divorce.  These findings support those of Kahn and London (1991) who reported that remaining 

a virgin until marriage was linked to a decreased likelihood of divorce or separation 10 years into 

their marriages for adult women. 

Virginity and Romantic Relationships 

The focus of the current study was to assess the links between virginity and certain 

relationship factors (conflict, communication, and satisfaction).  Here, I review the literature 

related to these three factors.  

Couple conflict. Conflict was included in the present study, because research shows that a 

couple’s ability to regulate negative emotions and conflict is one of the strongest predictors of 

relationship satisfaction and success (Markman, Renick, Floyd, Stanley, & Clements, 1993), a 

finding that is supported by findings from later studies (see as examples, Meeks et al., 1998; 

Greeff & de Bruyne, 2000).  In fact, Greeff and de Bruyne also found that their married couples 

who were more cooperative and understanding during conflicts—listening to their partners and 

trying to find mutual solutions—reported the highest marital satisfaction. 

No study was found that examined the association between sexual activity/virginity and 

conflict, although a few recent reports provide related evidence of this potential link.  For 

example, for both males and females, sexual intercourse was the only sexual behavior, among 

hand-holding and kissing, that significantly correlated with perceptions of conflict for their 61 

couples (Rostosky et al., 2000).  Findings from another recent study (Teitelman, Ratcliffe, 

Morales-Aleman, & Sullivan, 2008) of 56 adolescent sexually active women (15 – 19 years) 

were that the more control a woman felt over her sexual life the less verbal and emotional abuse 

she directed at her partner. Still other research from 54 college-aged dyads (Christopher & Cate, 

1988) found that more sexual involvement was associated with higher levels of conflict.  This 

correlation held across all three stages of the study, from first date to casual dating to becoming a 

couple. Taken together, the findings from these studies suggest that those lacking sexual 
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involvement might have lower levels of conflict. On the other hand, virgins in relationships 

might engage in sexual behaviors sans intercourse, so they might carry the same potential for 

conflict.  

Couple communication. There is literature to suggest that perspective-taking abilities, self 

and partner disclosure (both components of effective communication), and overall 

communication level and skills positively correlate with relationship satisfaction (Egeci & 

Gencoz, 2006; Meeks, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1998).  Although no studies directly link virginity 

status with couple communication, results from some research suggests an association.  For 

example, Meeves (2000) examined the link between sexual activity and relationship stability, 

assessing communication as a mediating variable.  For the 680 college-aged couples in long-term 

relationships, a negative correlation was found between sexual activity and communication, but   

this association only approached significance.  Another study examined the correlation between 

sexual behaviors of 61 couples and couple intimacy, defined as an emphasis on mutual self-

disclosure and safety in communication (Rostosky, Galliher, Welsh, & Kawaguchi, 2000).  For 

both males and females (ranging from16 to 20 years of age) only the amount of affectionate 

sexual behaviors (hand-holding, kissing, and fondling while clothed), rather than sexual 

intercourse, was positively associated with perceptions of relationship intimacy.  Although they 

did examine couples who were not engaging in intercourse, the authors did not differentiate 

between virgins and non-virgins, so no information on the association between these  sexual 

behaviors and mutual self-disclosure and safety in communication is available. Further, an early 

study of 60 undergraduate students in relationships found that those couples with a broader focus 

on physical intimacy rather than sexual intercourse alone reported more opportunities to engage 

in open communication (Sanderson & Cantor, 1997).  Overall, couples who are not engaged in 

intercourse to meet their intimacy needs might have more chances for open communication.  

However, to date no research is available that compares virgins and non-virgin individuals 

regarding communication patterns in relationships. 

Relationship satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction was included in the present study, 

because satisfaction is related to overall relationship success and stability (Erbert & Duck, 1997).  

Relationships that are unsatisfying typically show higher levels of dissolution (LeBel & Campell, 

2009), and many of the studies mentioned have linked communication and conflict with 

relationship satisfaction.  Specific to sexual behaviors, one study (Costa & Brody, 2007) 
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examined the frequency of sexual intercourse and relationship variables among 30 non-virgin 

adult women.  They reported that intercourse, over other sexual behaviors, was the only act 

significantly and positively correlated with relationship factors, including satisfaction and love.  

However, like most of the studies reported here, they did not examine how a lack of sexual 

intercourse affected reports of satisfaction.   

 Wight et al. (2008) examined sexual histories and behaviors for 1,833 male and female 

adolescents to determine the effects these have on relationship satisfaction (enjoying spending 

time together, enjoying physical contact, and ability to show affection).  They found that 

participants who reported higher levels of frequencies of sexual intercourse over the last 12 

months experienced a reduction in the odds of not agreeing with statements expressing 

enjoyment from physical contact with their partner.  These participants also experienced a 

decrease in the odds of agreeing with statements expressing difficulty showing affection to their 

partner.  These results indicate a positive association between sexual frequency and these two 

constructs of relationship satisfaction; however, concerning their additional construct of 

satisfaction (enjoying spending time together), they were unable to discover significant odds 

ratios based on sexual frequency.  Although these result show an association between sexual 

intercourse and the physical aspects of relationship satisfaction, associations between the 

emotional aspects were not found.   

Another study (Costa & Brody, 2007) examined frequency of sexual intercourse and 

relationship variables among 30 non-virgin adult women.  They reported that intercourse, over 

other sexual behaviors, was the only act significantly and positively correlated with relationship 

factors, including satisfaction and love.  However, they did not examine how a lack of sexual 

intercourse affected these reports of satisfaction.   

Taken together, there are no studies that directly addressed the link between virginity 

status and relationship satisfaction, although the related literature suggests that such a link might 

exist.  As such, in this study I explored differences in relationship satisfaction between virgin and 

non-virgin women in romantic relationships.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

I examined the effect of virginity on romantic relationships.  Recall that two research 

questions guided this study:   

1. Are there differences in levels of conflict and conflict management skills, 

communication, and relationship satisfaction between virgins and non-virgins who 

are in romantic relationships?  If so, what is the nature of these differences? 

2. Do the associations between conflict, communication, and relationship satisfaction 

differ by virginity status?  If so, what is the nature of these differences? 

Although I expect that women in romantic relationships who are virgins will differ in their level 

of conflict and conflict management skills, communication, and relationship satisfaction from 

those sexually active with their current partner, there are no results from which to predict the 

nature of these differences.  Thus, the current study is exploratory in nature, and no specific 

hypotheses are offered. 

Participants 

The sample was drawn from a larger study of young adult relationships.  Participants 

were undergraduate students in an introductory course at a large southeastern university.  

Participants used in the analysis were drawn from the Fall 2008 and Fall 2009 waves of the 

Project RELATE (Fincham & Pasley, 2006).  Participants were limited to those who were (a) 

unmarried, (b) in a romantic relationship, and (c) in a written assignment that was part of the 

course requirements, reported either presently abstaining from sexual intercourse until later (i.e., 

marriage, finding a more compatible mate) or that they reported being virgins or abstinent (see 

Appendix A for a copy of this assignment).  The group was further limited to only females, 

because few male students were in the classes and almost none self-reported as virgins.   

Combining those who self-reported as virgins from both semesters resulted in potential 

sample of 210, approximately 10% of the greater respondent pool.  This sample was further 

reduced to 67 who reported being in an unmarried romantic relationship (3.3% of pool).   

These 67 unmarried virgins in romantic relationships were then matched with women 

from the larger respondent pool who were non-virgins and also in relationships. Matching 

occurred for age, race, relationship status, duration of relationship, and distance from their 
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current partner.  Thus, the sample for analysis included 134 women in romantic relationships at 

the time of the data collection, 67 who self-reported as virgins and 67 who were non-virgins.  

Demographic information.  The sample of 134 women, could best be described as 18 

years old on average, White, in an exclusive dating relationship, in this relationship for 7-12 

months, and living within 50 miles of their partner (see Table 1). 

Measures 

Virginity status.  Virginity status was assessed by examining responses on a written 

assignment about relationship expectations (see Appendix A).  The responses to a question and 

its follow up were examined by the researcher and an additional coder to identify those women 

who were virgins. Specifically, the question asked: “If you or your partner became pregnant, 

would you expect to marry and raise the child together? If not, how would you resolve the 

pregnancy?”  Women classified as virgins typically offered the following types of responses, 

“I’m not sure, because I’m a virgin,” “I am abstinent/do not have sex, so I cannot get pregnant,” 

and “I am waiting to have sex until I get married and would then handle a pregnancy much 

differently.”   

Relationship conflict.  Students were asked several questions that captured five indicators 

of conflict in a relationship.  Three subscales from the Conflict Tactics Scale 2 (Straus, Hamby, 

Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) were used. The Psychological Aggression subscale has 16 

items that depict verbal and nonverbal acts that reflect criticism or control over one’s partner.  

Sample items include: “I insulted or swore at my partner” and “I called my partner fat or ugly.”  

The Physical Assault subscale has 10 items that assess physical violence between the couple.  

Sample items include: “I threw something at my partner that could hurt” and “I twisted my 

partner’s arm or hair.”  The Negotiation subscale has 12 items that assess the cognitive and 

emotional actions taken to settle conflict through discussion.  Sample items include: “I suggested 

a compromise to a disagreement” and “I agree to try a solution to a disagreement my partner 

suggested.”  For all items, participants rated both the frequency of their own and their partner’s 

use of each behavior in the last eight weeks on a scale from once (1) to more than 20 times (6) 

and not in the past eight weeks, but it did happen (7), or it never happened (8).  Items were coded 

according the rules outlined by Straus and associated (1996), so scores reflect the midpoint of the 

frequency range given (e.g., 3-5 times in the last eight weeks is scored as a 4, 6-10 times is 

scored as an 8, more than 20 times is scored as 25).  Cronbach’s alpha was .79 for psychological 
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aggression, .86 for physical assault, and .86 for negotiation (Straus et al, 2007).  For this sample, 

the alpha was .84 , .84, and .93, respectively.   

A modified 12-item version of the Children's Perceptions of Interparental Conflict Scale 

(CPIC; Grych, Seid, & Fincham, 1992) was used to assess argumentativeness, or the level of 

agreement with descriptions of arguments in their romantic relationship (rather than in their 

parents’ relationships) on a scale from true (1) to false (3). Sample items in the modified version 

included: “We tend to argue or disagree a lot” and “We are often mean or nasty to each other.”  

Select items were recoded so higher scores indicate more arguments between partners.  For this 

sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .87.    

The 4-item Communication Danger Sign Scale (Stanley & Markman, 1997) assesses the 

frequency of expressions of negativity in a relationship on a scale from never or almost never (1) 

to frequently (3).  Sample items included: “My partner seems to view my words or actions more 

negatively than I mean them” and “Little arguments escalate into ugly fights with accusations, 

criticism, name calling, or bringing up past hurts.”  Items are coded so higher scores indicate 

more frequent expression of negativity between partners. For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was 

.90. 

Conflict management was measured with eight items asking about participants’ 

assessment of their own abilities to management conflict on a scale from I’m poor at this/I’d feel 

uncomfortable and unable to handle this situation (1) to I’m extremely good at this/I’d feel very 

comfortable and could handle this situation very well (5).  Sample items included: “Being able to 

admit that you might be wrong when a disagreement with a close companion begins to build into 

a serious fight” and “Not exploding at a close companion in order to avoid a damaging conflict.”  

Items are coded so higher scores indicate greater confidence and comfort in handling conflict 

with one’s partner.  For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .84.     

Finally, relationship efficacy during conflict was measured with seven items about the 

extent to which one feels confident in resolving a problem on a scale ranging from strongly 

disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).  Sample items included: “I have little control over the conflict 

that occurs between my partner and I” and “I am able to do the things needed to settle our 

conflicts.”  Items are coded so higher scores indicate perceptions of more control over conflict 

with one’s partner.  For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .90. 
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Relationship communication.  Participants responded to measures that captured three 

indicators of communication in a romantic relationship.  Constructive communication was 

measured by the 9-item CPQ Constructive Communication scale (Christensen & Sullaway, 

1984), which assesses an individual’s perception of the couple’s likelihood of mutually 

discussing problems and expressing feelings to each other.  Responses range from very unlikely 

(1) to very likely (9).  Sample items included: “Both members threaten each other with negative 

consequences” and “Both members try to discuss the problem.”  Items are coded so higher scores 

indicate greater likelihood of mutual discussion.  For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .82.  

Collaborative communication was measured with eight items assessing participants’ agreement 

with a series of statements that ask about personal expression and perspective taking in the 

relationship. Responses range from totally disagree (1) to totally agree (4).  Sample items 

included: “When my partner is sharing something personal with me, I reflect what they are 

saying back to them so they know that I understand” and “When having a disagreement with my 

boyfriend, I try to paraphrase the point they are making so they feel understood.”  Items are 

coded so higher scores indicate more expressions of collaboration between partners in 

communication.  For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .749. Finally, safety in communication 

was measured with five items asking about how safe participants feel communicating in their 

relationship. Responses range from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).  Sample items 

included: “I feel safe disagreeing with my partner” and “I feel safe letting my partner know 

exactly how I feel.”  Items are coded so higher scores indicate perceptions of more safety in 

communicating with one’s partner.  For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .86.  

Relationship satisfaction.  Students responded to several questions that captured three 

indicators of relationship satisfaction.  Sense of fulfillment was measured with three items 

assessing participants’ agreement with the following statements:  “We have a lot of fun 

together,” “We regularly have great conversations where we just talk as good friends,” and “We 

have a satisfying sensual or sexual relationship.”  Responses ranged from strongly disagree (1) 

to strongly agree (5).  Items are coded so higher scores indicate more fulfillment with one’s 

partner.  For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .720.  Contentment with partner was measured 

with seven items assessing participants’ satisfaction with their partner in the past week on a scale 

from not at all (1) to very (7).  Sample items included: “How well has your relationship met your 

original expectations” and “How much did you love your partner.”  Items are coded so higher 
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scores indicate more contentment with one’s partner.  For this sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .91.  

Finally, relationship happiness was assessed with four items from the Couples Satisfaction Index 

(Funk & Rogge, 2007) where they compare their feelings about their relationship to those of 

others on a scale from worse than all others/extremely bad (1) to better than all others/extremely 

good (6).  Sample items included: “How rewarding is your relationship with your partner” and 

“In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship.”  Items are coded so higher scores 

indicate greater happiness in the relationship in comparison with other relationships. For this 

sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .91.  

Control variables.  No control variables were used beyond those which were used to 

match the virgin group and non-virgin group. Because Brady and Halpern-Felsher (2008) found 

that the effects of remaining abstinent changed over time, the two groups were matched on self-

reported age.  Also, research shows that sexual risk trajectories vary by race and ethnicity 

(Fergus, Zimmerman, & Caldwell, 2007), and socialization concerning sexual behaviors also 

differ by race (Townsend, 2008).  Accordingly, participants were matched on race (White, 

African American, Latino, Asian, Native American/American Indian, and “Other”).  Because 

social exchange theory suggests that power and equity vary by status of the relationship, current 

relationship status (exclusive dating, non-exclusive dating, and engaged) was also matched.  

Logically, availability of a partner affects the frequency of sexual behaviors, so proximity to 

partner in miles (0-50, 51-199, more than 200) was also a variable on which groups were 

matched.  Finally, sexual frequency has been linked to relationship length (Rostosky et al., 

2000), so the two groups were also matched on relationship duration (0-2 months, 3-4 months, 5-

6 months, 7-11 months, 12-23 months, 24-35 months, and 3+ years). 

Data Analysis 

The first purpose of the study was to examine whether and how virginity status affects 

levels of conflict, communication, and relationship satisfaction for women in romantic 

relationships.  Prior to performing the analyses used to answer the questions, preliminary 

descriptive analyses were run to determine the frequency of missing data for each item, means, 

and standard deviation on the various measures for the two groups. Although rare-occurring (less 

than 5%), when a participant in either group failed to answer an item, the item mean for that 

group was imputed (Rubin, 1987).    Next, one-way analysis of variance was use to examine the 

mean differences between these groups for each measure.  Because increasing the number of t-
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tests also increases the likelihood of a Type II error by not rejecting the null hypothesis when 

there is a difference, ANOVAs were selected over t-tests. Another benefit of ANOVA over t-

tests is the ability to show the proportion of variance that is explained by a specific factor.  The 

effect size, as shown in eta squared, allows one to determine how much of the variability 

between two groups is due to one variable.  

The second purpose of the study was to examine differences in the correlations between 

the various indicators of conflict, communication, and relationship satisfaction for the virgin and 

non-virgin groups.  To answer this second research question, I first calculated Pearson’s 

correlations between the variables for the each group of women separately and discuss the nature 

of these correlations.  I then converted these correlations to Fisher z-scores and assessed the 

difference in correlations via “test for difference between independent correlations” (see Bruning 

& Klintz, 1968, p.191).  This test is used to determine if the correlational coefficients are 

independent when they are computed for two different groups.  A resulting significant z-statistic 

(> 1.96) suggests that the two correlation values are statistically different—in other words, it will 

determine if the correlations between the constructs for virgins are statistically different than 

those obtained from non-virgins. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Results 

A summary of the descriptive findings for the various measures is offered in Table 2, 

including range, means, and standard deviations for all of the relationship constructs.  An 

observable pattern was not evident for the indicators of conflict and communication, although 

mean scores for virgins appear higher for all three communication constructs.  Conversely, a 

review of this information shows that both groups of women find their relationships highly 

satisfying, some reporting the highest possible scores.    Also, for non-virgins, their ranges were 

more narrow, and they reported lower mean scores on the positive aspects of conflict 

(negotiation, management, and efficacy) and wider ranges and higher mean scores on the 

negative aspects of conflict (psychological aggression, physical assault, argumentativeness, and 

negativity).  

The preliminary results are followed by reporting the findings from the series of analysis 

of the variance to determine if these initial observable group differences were statistically 

different.  

Results for Question #1: Are there differences in levels of conflict and conflict management 

skills, communication, and relationship satisfaction between virgins and non-virgins who are in 

romantic relationships?  If so, what is the nature of these differences?  

A series of ANOVAs were calculated to determine differences between virgins and non-

virgins on several indicators of conflict, communication, and relationship satisfaction. These 

results appear in Table 3.  

Of the 13 ANOVAs, three differences were found.  First, women who were sexually 

active reported significantly more frequent use of psychological aggression (M = 21.27, SD= 

32.24) than did virgins (M = 11.63, SD = 19.11), F(1, 133) = 4.43, p < .05. The effect size, eta 

squared, was .03, which reflects almost no effect size (Cohen, 1988).  These non-virgins also 

reported more argumentativeness in their relationships (M = 18.52, SD = 4.80) than did virgins 

(M = 16.81, SD = 4.44), F(1, 133) = 4.61, p < .05.  The effect size was also the same, at .03 

(Cohen, 1988).  Finally, the virgins reported more constructive communication (M = 70.17, SD 

=11.34) than non-virgins (M = 63.73, SD = 11.46), F(1, 133) = 10.673, p < .05.  Again, the effect 
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size was larger at .07, but of no practical significance (Cohen, 1988).  Importantly, results 

revealed no significant differences between groups on any of the other 10 measures.   

Results for Question #2:  Do the associations between conflict, communication, and relationship 

satisfaction differ by virginity status?  If so, what is the nature of these differences? 

The second analysis investigated differences between virgins and non-virgins on the 

correlational analysis between indicators of conflict, communication, and relationship 

satisfaction. The results of the Pearson’s correlations for the two groups appear in Table 4.  An 

inspection of these correlations indicate that, in general, the correlations are in the same direction 

for both groups, such that lower conflict and more positive communication are associated with 

higher levels of the indicators of relationship satisfaction.  For virgins, negotiation, safety, and 

fulfillment were not significantly correlated with other variables.  For non-virgins, physical 

assault, negotiation, and fulfillment were not correlated as frequently as were other variables.   

In calculating differences between these correlations, if the final z score was over 1.96, 

the difference in correlations of the two groups were significantly different.  Results appear in 

Table 5.  They reveal that of the 30 calculations, differences were found in only 4 of the 

associations.  These four included differences in the correlation between physical assault and 

both relationship fulfillment (virgins: r  =  -.53., non-virgins: r = .09.; z = 2.83) and relationship 

happiness (virgins: r =  -.45., non-virgins: r = .06.; z = 2.40), negativity and contentment with 

partner (virgins: r = -.61., non-virgins: r = -.24.; z = 2.62), and constructive communication and 

contentment with partner (virgins: r = .63., non-virgins: r = .34.; z = 2.19).  No other significant 

differences were found between groups.   
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This study was designed to investigate potential difference in romantic relationships 

among women who have had sexual intercourse and those who have remained virgins, to add to 

the scant literature on women who choose to remain virgins.  Findings from previous literature 

failed to address relationship processes, although there was some support for the notion that 

relationship expectations might vary by virginity status.  The results reported here provide a 

glimpse of the similarities and differences between these two groups of women regarding their 

romantic relationships.  

Research Question #1 

Overall, few differences were found between the two groups of women. Of the 13 

analyses, the only differences were that virgins reported less frequent psychological aggression, 

less argumentativeness, and more constructive communication in their relationships compared 

with a matched sample of sexually active women. Specifically, the non-virgins reported 

infrequent, but still more frequent use of psychological aggression (e.g., blaming, nagging, 

swearing, threatening) during recent conflicts than did virgins, and there was more variation in 

their reported frequency. Also, virgins reported fewer arguments and fewer arguments that led to 

severe or long-lasting anger, shouting, nagging, or heated fights, as well as more mutual 

discussion, expression of feelings, and tendencies to suggest constructive solutions to problems. 

Thus, on a few, but not many of the indicators of conflict and communication in romantic 

relationships, virgins perceived their relationships to have less conflict and better communication 

that did non-virgins. Clearly, there are many more similarities than differences between these 

groups of women on the various measures used here. 

Previous research found an association between the frequency of intimate sexual acts, not 

including sexual intercourse, and self-disclosure and safety in communication (Rostosky et al., 

2000).  The results reported here support those of Christopher and Cate (1988), in that at least 

measured by psychological aggression and argumentativeness, intercourse was associated with 

higher levels of conflict.  However, virgins were not differentiated from non-virgins in these 

studies. The results from the current study suggest that constructive communication may be 

enhanced and conflict in the form of psychological aggression and argumentativeness may be 

inhibited in relationships among those who have yet to experience sexual intercourse.   It may 
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also be that the virgins in this sample are like the women studied by Teitelman and colleagues 

(2008), who report a greater sense of control over their sex lives and who also reported giving 

and receiving less emotional and physical abuse in their romantic relationships.  

Social exchange theory suggests that increases of self-disclosure, safety, and other forms 

of positive communications are likely rewarding, despite any perceived cost attached to the lack 

of sexual intercourse. On the other hand, increases in conflict, negativity, and forms of poor 

communication theoretically would be less rewarding and, perhaps, more costly in a relationship. 

Notably, virgins and non-virgins did not differ significantly on any of the other measures, 

including all three measures of satisfaction, as well as the other measures of conflict and 

communication.  It may be that these groups are not different on most relationship indicators, or 

at least on many of the relationship indicators included in this study.  However, a lack of 

statistical difference does not imply that the two groups are the same (Andrade, 1993). 

Research Question #2 

Overall, for both groups of women, at least one of the measures of conflict and 

communication was significantly related to one of the measures of relationship satisfaction.  This 

finding supports previous research that conflict levels and communication skills impact 

relationship satisfaction (Egeci & Gencoz, 2006; Greeff & de Bruyne, 2000; Markman et al., 

1993; Meeks et al., 1998).  However, overall the results revealed that only 4 differences between 

the groups were found from 30 correlation comparisons (i.e., physical assault and both 

contentment with partner and relationship happiness, and both negativity and constructive 

communication with contentment with partner).  All four correlations were in the expected 

directions for virgins and were more strongly associated for virgins than non-virgins.  

Specifically, virgins who reported less physical assault behaviors also reported more happiness 

in the relationship and fulfillment with the partner. This correlation for non-virgins showed 

reports of more physical assault being associated with reports of more happiness and fulfillment; 

however, this correlation was not significant, so caution is needed in interpreting the association 

for non-virgins. Further, for both groups, lower levels of negativity in the relationship and higher 

levels of constructive communication were correlated with higher contentment with one’s 

partner, and these correlations were stronger for virgins than for non-virgins.  

These results suggest women who are virgins may be more likely to link their physical 

assault levels to certain types of relationship satisfaction, compared with their sexually 
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experienced counterparts.  Further, it may be that more constructive communication skills, less 

psychological aggression, and infrequent conflict are rewards found through romantic exchanges, 

especially among those abstaining from sexual intercourse. 

Also, from a social exchange perspective, these findings can be explained through a 

couple’s striving for balance in their relationship and with their surroundings.  If they feel 

unbalanced, they can readjust the importance of certain costs and rewards to restore balance in 

their relationship.  Emerson (see Sabatelli & Shehan, 1993) suggested that one strategy for 

restoring balance is to increase the number of alternate sources for rewards and the value of 

certain rewards in the face of other costs or imbalances for each partner.  Applied here, women 

who are not experiencing the reward of sexual intercourse might feel off-balance, so they 

increase the value of other rewards present in the relationship.  For the virgins, less physical 

assault and negativity might increase their perception of rewards, as evident in higher reports of 

fulfillment, happiness, and contentment compared with non-virgins.  Finally, to resolve the 

imbalance, the increased reward from constructive communication might increase one’s 

perceptions that contentment with one’s partner is a more valued reward as well.  In other words, 

in the absence of other rewards, current costs and rewards become more salient and important. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS 

Summary and Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to investigate a previously unexplored area in sexuality 

research to determine if differences in romantic relationships exist between virgins and non-

virgins.  Data from a matched sample of 67 virgins and 67 non-virgins were analyzed to compare 

levels of relationship conflict, communication, and satisfaction. Of 13 comparisons, differences 

between the two groups were found on measures of psychological aggression, 

argumentativeness, and constructive communication only.  Correlations among variables were 

converted to z scores, and the test for difference between independent correlations revealed 4 out 

of 13 correlations differed between the two groups of women.  Overall, the results suggest that 

there were few differences between groups.  Also, the correlations were similar among virgins 

and non-virgins with few exceptions and in directions that make intuitive sense.  Regardless of 

sexual status, in general, results were that conflict levels and management skills, ease of 

communication, and relationship satisfaction were highly correlated.  Virginity status did not 

commonly affect the associations between these relationship factors.  The overwhelming finding 

of so few differences suggests that virgins and non-virgins in relationships may be more similar 

than they are different.  However, additional studies with larger samples are needed to validate 

the findings reported in this study. 

Limitations 

Several limitations are notable here. First, the sample was relatively small (3.3% of the 

larger population) which reflects the small number of virgins in general (see Halpern, et al. 

[2006] estimation that 2% of the young adult population are virgins).  This sample was further 

reduced by other inclusionary criteria of being in a relationship, which was required to fit the 

stipulations of the study.  Thus, it does not offer insights into the broader virgin population.  

Also, these participants were drawn from a college population, which is not representative of the 

same-aged general population.  Second, use of secondary data might have affected results, as 

measurements were not selected with the current study in mind.  For example, participants were 

not asked a direct question about virginity status; thus, the survey might have failed to capture all 

of the virgins.  Third, it was impossible to determine from the available data whether those who 

were classified as non-virgins were presently having sexual intercourse with their partners.  It 
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was assumed that non-virgins were experiencing intercourse in the context of their current 

relationship.  This experience was expected to affect their conflict, communication, and 

satisfaction, but non-virgins were not asked about their current sexual activities.  Fourth, the 

sample included only females, so the findings cannot be generalized to male college students.  

Fifth, the females only represent one half of the romantic relationship; information from the 

partner might provide additional insight into the nature of these dyadic relationships. Sixth, the 

virgins were matched with non-virgins on specific demographic information, including age and 

relationship characteristics.  This matching allowed differences to focus on virginity status, 

instead of one of the matched characteristics.  However, matching in this way limits the 

generalizability of the results to larger population.  If virgins are categorically different on the 

matched characteristics from the broader population, matching might have resulted in a sample 

that is less representative of this larger populace.  Finally, unlike multivariate techniques, which 

allow for comparison of effects across independent variables, the current study only used 

bivariate analyses. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Several recommendation for future research are included here. To bolster confidence in 

the findings and increase statistical power, future research should replicate the study using a 

larger samples of virgins; this is challenging given the expected low occurrence in young adults.  

Obtaining samples of women who are not in college would also help to ensure that the findings 

are more representative. To eliminate confusion surrounding previous and current sexual activity 

and involvement, participants should be asked directly about sexual histories and current 

statuses.  Also, because males and females view sex differently (Peterson & Hyde, 2010), these 

women might view their relationship different from their significant others. Thus, future research 

should focus on obtaining dyadic data to more fully understand the effects of virginity on 

romantic relationships.  

This study contributes to the literature because no other study has examined the nature of 

the romantic relationship of virgins who are young adults.  Although few differences were found, 

this may be due to the small sample which limited power to identify differences. However, it 

may also reflect that individuals are likely to highlight their strengths and minimize their 

weaknesses when responding to surveys, responding in socially desirable ways.  Both virgins 
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and non-virgins rated themselves high on these positive measures and generally low on the 

negative measures, so future research should include measures of social desirability.   

The lack of significant findings could also be due to scaling issues, and consideration of 

measurement concerns in the future might result in alternative findings.  For example, no 

differences were found on the measures of negotiation, which had substantially large standard 

deviations reported, signifying considerable variation within each group.  Based on the way F 

tests are conducted, this massive within group variation would make it difficult to find a 

significant F, even if there is large variation between the two groups.  Large standard deviations, 

like the ones for this measure, have been attributed to an increase of type II errors (Cohen, 1988).  

For this particular measure, it is a result of the wide range of possible scores (0-300), and future 

researchers could use an alternate or modified scale to assess the same construct, in attempt to 

gain a more consistent within group score. 

 Finally, several measures were highly correlated (e.g., contentment with happiness and 

fulfillment), signifying that there was a good deal of overlap.  Negativity was also moderately 

correlated with argumentativeness and conflict management for virgins, suggesting that these 

may be measuring similar constructs instead of unique aspects of conflict.  In the future, 

researchers using these scales could select one to reduce the issues of multicolinearlity (Shaw & 

Mitchell-Olds, 1993). 

Overall, although the current findings discovered a few differences, the importance of 

this study is in what it failed to find substantial differences between non-virgins and virgins.  In 

general, it difficult to say that virgins, compared to their sexually active counterparts, have 

overwhelmingly more satisfied, less conflictual, or more communicative relationships.  

However, given the limitations of the current methodology and the lack of previous research, the 

study of virginity in romantic relationships would benefit from continued exploration.  Using the 

current study as a springboard, future investigators should continue to explore this area, to obtain 

more understanding of this unique subset of the young adult population. 
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Table 1 

Demographic Information on Sample (N = 134) 

 Variables Virgins           

(n = 67) 

Non-virgins        

(n = 67) 

 N % N % 

Age (years) 

    17 

    18 

    19 

    20 

    21 

    22 

    23 

 

4 

30 

19 

10 

2 

1 

1 

 

6.0 

44.8 

28.4 

14.9 

3.0 

1.5 

1.5 

 

4 

31 

19 

9 

2 

1 

1 

 

6.0 

46.8 

28.4 

13.4 

3.0 

1.5 

1.5 

Race 

    White 

    African American 

    Latino 

    Asian 

    Other 

Distance from partner 

(miles) 

    0-50  

    51-199  

    200+  

Relationship Status 

    Exclusive dating 

    Non-exclusive dating 

    Engaged 

 

47 

10 

7 

2 

1 

 

 

36 

10 

21 

 

58 

8 

1 

 

70.0 

15.0 

10.5 

3.0 

1.5 

 

 

53.7 

14.9 

31.3 

 

88.6 

11.9 

1.5 

 

47 

10 

7 

2 

1 

 

 

35 

10 

22 

 

58 

8 

1 

 

70.0 

15.0 

10.5 

3.0 

1.5 

 

 

52.2 

14.9 

32.8 

 

88.6 

11.9 

1.5 
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Table 1 Continued 

Demographic Information on Sample (N = 134) 

Variables Virgins           

(n = 67) 

Non-virgins   

(n = 67) 

 N % N % 

Duration of  relationship 

(months) 

0-2 

3-4 

5-6 

7-11 

12-23 

24-35 

36+ 

 

 

7 

8 

5 

18 

8 

14 

    7 

 

 

10.4 

11.9 

7.5 

26.9 

11.9 

20.9 

  10.4 

 

 

7 

8 

7 

16 

8 

14 

    7 

 

 

10.4 

11.9 

10.4 

23.9 

11.9 

20.9 

 10.4 
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Table 2                                                                                                                                          

Ranges, Means, and Standard Deviations by Virginity Status (N = 134) 

Variables Virgins                        

(n = 67) 

Non-virgins                     

(n = 67) 

Possible 

Range 

Actual 

Range 

Mean SD Possible 

Range 

Actual 

Range 

Mean SD 

Conflict         

Psychological 

Aggression 

         

0-400 

       

0-100

  

11.63 

 

19.11 

            

0-400 

        

0-175 

  

21.27 

 

32.24 

Physical 

Assault  

         

0-120 

       

0-86 

    

3.18 

 

11.15 

             

0-120 

        

0-78 

    

4.81 

  

13.45 

Negotiation 0-300 0-300 80.69 66.22 0-300 10-266 81.58 59.46 

Argumentative 12-36 12-28 16.81 4.44 12-36 12-35 18.52 4.80 

Negativity  4-12 4-10 5.87 1.72 4-12 4-12 6.25 1.96 

Management 8-40 15-40 28.06 5.76 8-40 13-38 26.76 4.81 

Efficacy 7-49 17-49 38.90 7.19 7-49 18-49 37.87 8.18 

Communication         

Constructive  9-81 29-81 70.16 11.34 9-81 35-81 63.73 11.46 

Collaborative  8-32 16-31 23.52 3.03 8-32 12-32 22.60 3.92 

Safety  5-25 6-25 22.03 3.95 5-25 9-25 21.34 4.21 

Satisfaction         

Fulfillment 3-15 3-15 13.24 2.32 3-15 7-15 13.51 1.75 

Contentment  7-49 9-49 40.99 7.60 7-49 13-49 38.96 8.71 

Happiness 4-24 7-24 20.49 3.38 4-24 8-24 19.46 3.84 

 

 

 

 

 

26 
 



27 
 

Table 3 

Results from Analysis of Variance for Virgin and Non-virgin Groups (N = 134) 

Variables Virgins        

(n = 67) 

Non-virgins   

(n = 67) 

 

        

F 

 

       

p 

 

      

η2 Mean SD Mean SD 

Conflict        

Psychological Aggression 11.63 19.11 21.27 32.24 4.43* .04 .03 

Physical Assault  3.18 11.15 4.81 13.45 0.58 .45 .01 

Negotiation 80.69 66.22 81.58 59.46 0.01 .93 .00 

Argumentative 16.81 4.44 18.52 4.80 4.61* .03 .03 

Negativity  5.87 1.72 6.25 1.96 1.49 .23 .01 

Management 28.06 5.76 26.76 4.81 2.01 .16 .02 

Efficacy 38.90 7.19 37.87 8.18 0.60 .44 .01 

Communication        

Constructive  70.16 11.34 63.73 11.46 10.67* .00 .07 

Collaborative  23.52 3.03 22.60 3.92 2.34 .13 .02 

Safety  22.03 3.95 21.34 4.21 0.95 .33 .01 

Satisfaction        

Fulfillment 13.24 2.32 13.51 1.75 0.57 .45 .01 

Contentment  40.99 7.60 38.96 8.71 2.07 .15 .02 

Happiness 20.49 3.38 19.46 3.84 2.72 .10 .02 

* p < .05 

 



Table 4                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

Bivariate Correlation between Variables for Virgin and Non-virgin Groups (N = 134) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Psychological 

Aggression 

 .56*  .30* .52* .43* -.33* -.28* -.44*  -.27* -.16 -.09 -.21 -.11 

2. Physical 

Assault 

.36*   .29* .04 .16 -.03 -.26* -.18 -.10 -.25* .09 .02 .06 

3. Negotiation .29* -.08  .00 .18 .06 -.04 -.03 .03 .16 .18 .18 .26* 

4. Argumentative .58*  .37* .02  .56* -.53* -.44*  -.71*  -.44*  -.18* -.31* -.56* -.45* 

5. Negativity .55* .03 .08 .66*  -.29* -.50*  -.59*  -.18 -.07 .00 -.24* -.17 

6. Management -.29* .11 -.11 -.49* -.66*  .33* .50* .56*  .35* .29*  .42* .33* 

7. Efficacy -.18 -.16 -.09 -.41* -.52* .50*  .52*  .13 .56 * .40*  .41* .47* 

8. Constructive  .63  -.37* -.02 -.73* -.66* .50* .53*  .37* .25* .21 .34* .35* 

9. Collaborative  -.51*  -.03 -.09 -.23 -.26* .49* .38* .31*  .39* .15 .45* .39* 

10. Safety  -.32*  -.36* .08 -.20 -.14 .10 .09 .34 * .02  .45 * .42* .52* 

11. Fulfillment  -.04 -.53* .10 -.17 -.11 .05 .12 .18 -.07 .32*  .53* .60* 

12. Contentment -.41* -.13 -.01 -.62* -.61* .41* .45*  .63 * .25* .20 .73*  .80* 

13. Happiness  -.42* -.45* .08 -.59* -.44* .33* .42* .56*  .29* .33* .35* .73*  

Note: Virgins = bottom panel; Non-virgins = top panel, *p < .05 
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Table 5 

Results of Test for Difference between Independent Correlations for Virgins  

and Non-virgins (N = 134) 

 

Variables Relationship Satisfaction 

Fulfillment Contentment Happiness 

Conflict    

Psychological Aggression -0.28 1.26 1.91 

Physical Assault 2.83* 0.85 2.40* 

Negotiation -0.46 -1.03 -1.05 

Argumentative 0.62 0.52 1.09 

Negativity 0.62 2.62* 1.70 

Management  -1.41 -0.07 0.00 

Efficacy -1.71 0.27 -0.18 

Communication    

Constructive -0.74 2.19* 1.60 

Collaborative -0.45 -1.30 -0.64 

Safety -0.87 -1.39 -1.32 

* z > 1.9 
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APPENDIX A 

HOMEWORK ASSINGMENT 

FAD 2230 – Breakout 5: Activity 1     Name: 

WHAT ARE MY EXPECTATIONS? 

These are questions about what you really want in a romantic relationship. Relationships can turn 

from casual to serious quickly, even if that isn’t what was planned, so it’s always a good thing to 

know what you expect, especially if you’re thinking about spending a lifetime with someone. 

1. If you are a male, what type of father do you want to be for children you may have in the 

future? What types of traits/attributes do you think make a good father? If you are female, what 

type of mother do you want to be for children you may have in the future? What types of 

traits/attributes are you looking for in the future father of your child(ren)? 

2. If you or your partner became pregnant, would you expect to marry and raise the child 

together? If not, how would you resolve the pregnancy? How does the chance of getting pregnant 

change how you think about your sex life, and/or birth control? 

3. Is the male or female more responsible for deciding to use contraceptives, and why? Do 

you think it is important to talk to your partner about using contraception/birth control? Why or 

why not? 

4. How do you think a marriage should work? As a couple, do you want to be more like a 

team with two players working closely together, or more like two individuals? Do you find the 

idea of being an “us” or a “we” uncomfortable (or even smothering), or comfortable with the 

right person? 

5. Should you share your feeling with your partner? All of them? Even about things that 

make you feel weak? Is it okay to depend on another person emotionally or does that feel 

dangerous to you? 

6. In a relationship, do you want to take care of someone or be taken care of? Should it be a 

balance, with a little of each? How much do you expect to count on your partner to get through 

the tough times? 

7. How much time should a couple spend together? Doing what kinds of things? 

8. If you are not married, do you expect to get married sometime? If you are not married, 

but are in a serious relationship now, how would marriage make the relationship different for 

you? If you have children, how would it affect them? Would you or your partner have to change 
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how you are now if you got married? How? Would either of you expect more from the 

relationship? 

9. What do you think about living together without getting married first? Is it, “No big deal-

--just a matter of convenience,” “A big deal---an important step leading towards marriage,” or 

“A bad idea to live together before engagement or marriage.” Why? 

10. What do you expect from a potential father or mother of your child? What makes a good 

father? What makes a good mother? How hard or easy is it to be a good father or mother if you 

are living separately? How might it be difficult for each parent, whether you’re the one who lives 

primarily with the child, or lives in a different place? 

11. If your partner had or has children by others, what do you expect your partner’s role to be 

with those children? With those children’s parent/s?  

12. Do you expect to have children? If you already have children do you expect to have 

more? Under what conditions? 

13. What does your job or your partner’s job (or career plans) mean to your relationship? 

14. Whose job do you think it is to provide the family income---you, your partner, or both? 

Would it be more one, or the other, or shared equally? How?   

15. What do you expect as far as work and family tasks? Will both of you work outside the 

home, or only one? If you have children, is daycare okay, or do you think one parent should be 

home with the child fulltime? If full time, who would do that? Who would take care of your 

children when both parents have to be someplace? 

16. What does sex mean for you? Is sex connected with commitment in the relationship? 

How much commitment? How do your expectations in this area affect your life? 

17. What kinds of beliefs do you have about raising children? Do you believe that you can 

spoil a newborn infant? If yes, how? If no, why not? Should children have chores? Should they 

have curfews? Should they be given an allowance? What age should they get to start dating? 

18. In a relationship or a marriage, who should have power and control? Does it change with 

different decisions? Who should control the money? Discipline kids? What will happen if you 

disagree on these types of matters? If you are in a relationship now, who holds greater power and 

how do you feel about it? 

19. Will money be shared between the two of you or will it be kept separately? Will you have 

a checking account together? 
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20. What about household chores? Who do expect to do what? Is a clean and orderly home a 

big deal for you? Why or why not?  

21. As far as alcohol and drugs, what is okay? How much alcohol is too much to drink? Is it 

okay for your partner to get drunk? Will drugs and/or alcohol be in the home? How will you 

know if drinking/drug use has become a problem? 

22. What kind of step-parent would you want if you were to end up with someone other than 

your child’s parent?    

© 2006 PREP for Individuals, Inc. 
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APPENDIX B 

IRB APPROVAL 

Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

Date: 2/24/2010 

To: Jessica Hartzog 

Address: 230 Sandels Building 

Dept.: FAMILY & CHILD SCIENCE 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

The effects of abstinence on romantic relationships 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 

proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of 

the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 

46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 

weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 

and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 

required. 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 

form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 

used in recruiting research subjects. 

If the project has not been completed by 2/23/2011 you must request a renewal of approval for 

continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 

expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 

renewal of your approval from the Committee. 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 

the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol 
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change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, 

federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 

unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 

reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 

human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 

the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 

Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 

Cc: Kay Pasley, Advisor 

HSC No. 2010.3900 
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