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ABSTRACT

Low frequency dating and high frequency dating college male and 

female undergraduates were compared on a variety of self-report, self- 

monitoring, peer-rating, and behavioral measures of social competence 

in opposite-^sex and same-sex interactions» This study was designed to 

examine whether social competence was specific to the sex of the inter

acting partner or more of a generalized reaction to social situationso 

It was hypothesized that men and women who have difficulty with 

opposite-sex interactions (low daters) would also show difficulty in 

their same-sex interactions0 It was also hypothesized that low daters 

would be more neurotic and introverted on the Eysenck Personality 

Inventory than high daterso The results confirmed the.hypotheses for 

the low dating men but not for the low dating womeno The discussion 

centered on the influence of sex-role stereotypes on the social com

petence of low dating men and women» Comments were also made regarding 

assessment and treatment implications from the results of this studyo



INTRODUCTION

Recently, there have been a number of behavioral studies on the 

assessment of social competence among college students* The majority 

of studies in this area have dealt with heterosexual social competence* 

The assessment of both same- and opposite-sex interactions for men and 

women is important in an analysis of social competence* By assessing 

these two areas of social functioning, one can determine whether social 

skill is specific to the sex of the interacting partner or more of a 

generalized response to social situations*

Initial social competence assessment studies attempted to 

develop measurement procedures to detect social skill differences in 

low and high socially anxious males* Results from studies by Borkovec, 

Fleischman, and Caputo (1973) and Borkovec et al* (1974) indicate that 

self-report and physiological measures of social anxiety significantly 

discriminated between the two groups * However, the specific behavioral 

measures employed did not* A study by Twentyman and McFall (1975) com

pared shy and confident male subjects on self-report, self-monitoring, 

behavioral, and physiological measures* Results showed significant 

differences on the self-report, self-monitoring, and global behavioral 

ratings of anxiety and social skill* There were no significant differ

ences between the groups on the physiological or specific behavioral 

measures*

The results from the three studies discussed above were sup

ported in a study by Arkowitz et al* (1975) where high and low
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frequency dating college males were compared on a number of measures of 

social anxiety, skill, and activity0 These included self-report, 

behavioral, and peer rating measureso While self-report, peer rating, 

and global - behavioral rating measures discriminated among the groups, 

the majority of specific behavioral measures did note

There was an indication from these studies that specific 

behavioral measures may not be valid measures of.social competenceo 

The suggestion was made by Arkowitz et ale (1975) to go beyond the 

simple behavioral frequency measures used in the previous studies and 

to examine measures of social skill which are sensitive to the 

reciprocal nature of a social interchangeo This, suggestion was taken 

up in a study by Glasgow and Arkowitz.(1975)o This study dealt with 

the assessment of college male and female social competence under con

ditions of dyadic heterosexual interactionso Obtained results were 

consistent with the previous studies in that a number of rating 

measures discriminated between the groups but the majority of the 

behavioral measures did noto Thus, the behavioral measures based on 

reciprocity did not discriminate among the groups»

One promising direction in the assessment of social competence 

was taken by Fischetti, Curran, and Wessberg (1977)» Their results 

are consistent with the previous studies in that specific behavioral 

counts of social responses did not discriminate between groups of high 

and low heterosexually anxious males» There were, however, differences 

in the timing and placement of social responses between the groups =

The timing and placement measures used in this study are similar to the



reciprocity measures used by Glasgow and Arkowitz (1975) in that they 

do not ignore the reciprocal nature of an interaction* However, the 

timing and placement measures were qualitatively different from the 

reciprocal measures used in the Glasgow and Arkowitz (1975) study*

Assessment in the previous studies were mainly concerned with 

heterosexual social interactions of college students* Royce and 

Arkowitz (in press) extended the assessment of social competence into 

the area of same^sex friendship interactions as part of a larger treat

ment study* The authors indicate that social isolation and anxiety 

with regard to same-sex interactions are important areas for assessment 

and treatment* Friends play a significant role in an individual’s 

social support system, providing feedback concerning social functioning 

and emotional support in time of need*

Royce and Arkowitz (in press) were testing the efficacy of 

applying the practice interaction format, proven useful in the treat

ment of minimal dating and which involved real-life exposure and 

practice in dating situations, to social isolation in same-sex friend

ship interactions * Sub jects were selected for this study on the basis 

of self-reported distress in this area* The four main groups employed 

were practice interactions only, practice interactions plus social 

skill training, a minimal treatment group, and a waiting list control* 

Assessment consisted of self-report, self-monitoring, behavioral, and 

peer rating measures * The peer rating and self-monitoring measures 

dealt with both same- and opposite-sex social interactions* Results 

indicated that there was no significant difference between the practice



interaction group only and practice interaction plus social skills 

group® The two practice interaction groups improved significantly over 

the control groups on a number of same-sex friendship dimensions 

derived from self-report, self-monitoring, and peer rating measures®

No significant treatment effects were found between the groups on 

opposite-sex interactions from the peer rating and self-monitoring 

measures® There were also no significant differences between the 

groups on the behavioral measures®

With the exceptions of Borkovec et al® (1973), Glasgow and 

Arkowitz (1975), and Royce and Arkowitz (in press) the studies in this 

area have dealt exclusively with a comparison of high and low hetero

sexual ly anxious men® One extension of the previous studies would be 

an examination of the relationship of opposite-sex to same-sex inter

actions for college men and women® Through assessment of these two 

areas of social competence, one can determine their degree of rela

tionship® For example, will an individual who is anxious with the 

opposite sex also be anxious with someone of the same sex? Is social 

anxiety specific to particular situations or is it more of a general

ized response to social situations? the present study will examine 

this, in part, by assessing the relationship between opposite-sex 

interactions (dating) and same-sex interactions (friendship) with a 

sample of high and low frequency dating men and women®

It is hypothesized that individuals having difficulty in dating 

will also show difficulty in their same-sex friendship relationships® 

That is, low frequency daters will be less active, less skilled, and



more anxious_ than high frequency daters on measures relating to same- 

sex friendship• In addition, a global measure of psychological adjust

ment was employedo Consistent with the prediction that subjects with 

difficulties in dating also have difficulties in other areas, it was 

predicted that low frequency daters will be more neurotic and intro

verted on the Eysenck Personality Inventory (Eysenck and Eysenck 1968) 

than high frequency daters«



METHOD

Subjects

Undergraduate males and females from The University of Arizona 

were recruited by means of a Social Activity Questionnaire distributed 

to a number of large classes, campus dormitories, and during fall 

registrationo The Social Activity Questionnaire (Appendix A) is a 

multiple choice survey which enquires about recent dating frequency and 

range (ioe0, number of different people dated)o The questionnaire also 

asks for a rating of anxiety in heterosexual social situations and 

satisfaction with present dating frequency» Subjects in the study were 

selected from a pool of subjects who had volunteered for a treatment 

program (Hinton 1977) for minimal dating» The criteria for acceptance 

into the treatment program and the present study as a low frequency 

dater were 0 to 5 dates in the last six months and 0 to 2 dates in the 

last montho Furthermore, these subjects must have reported feeling 

^somewhat anxiousn or ’’very anxious” in heterosexual social situations 

and desiring to date ’’somewhat more” or a ’’great deal more”o The high 

frequency dating subjects needed to have had 12 or more dates with 

three or more people in the last six months, and 4 or more dates in the 

last montho The high frequency daters must also have reported feeling 

relaxed and comfortable in heterosexual social situations and that they 

were satisfied with their present dating frequencyo

From a total of 3,800 distributed Social Activity Question

naires, subjects who met the initial selection criteria were contacted



by telephone and invited to participate in the treatment program for 

minimal dating (Hinton 1977)« One hundred seventeen subjects were 

included in this treatment program® From this subject pool, 48 sub

jects representing the extremes of dating frequency were chosen for the 

present studyo Twenty-four subjects were high frequency daters and 24 

were low frequency daters <> There were an equal number of males and 

females in each dating frequency category®

Experimental Design 

The four main groups in the study were low frequency dating 

men, low frequency dating women, high frequency dating men, and high 

frequency dating women® There were 12 subjects per group ® All sub

jects received self-report, self-monitoring, and peer rating measures 

of social anxiety, skill, and activity® In addition, the subjects 

engaged in two 10-minute dyadic interactions with a.member of the same 

and opposite sex® The purpose of these live interactions was to obtain 

self and partner ratings of social skill, and anxiety® To control for 

order effects of same- and opposite-sex interactions and the effects of 

dating frequency (high vs® low), the groups were counterbalanced® That 

is, half the subjects in each group had same-sex interactions and then 

opposite-sex partner interactions® The other half of the groups 

received the reverse order® The groups were then further divided into 

subjects who interacted with a low frequency dater and then a high 

frequency dater and vice versa®
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Procedure

Self-Report Questionnaires

Two questionnaires were administered to all subjects prior to 

the live interaction® The Social Avoidance and Distress Scale 

(Appendix B) (Watson and Friend 1969) is a 28 item true-false question^ 

naire designed to measure social anxiety in interpersonal situations® 

Good reliability and validity (Arkowitz 1977; Watson and Friend 1969) 

has been demonstrated for this questionnaire® The second measure is 

Form A of the Eysenck Personality Inventory (Appendix C) (Eysenck and 

Eysenck 1968)0 This is a 57 item questionnaire measuring personality 

along two independent dimensions® These dimensions are extraversion- 

introversion (E) and neuroticism-stability (N)® This test also con

tains a lie scale (L) designed to detect falsified responses0 Adequate 

reliability and validity has been demonstrated for this inventory® In 

addition, the male subjects were given the Survey of Heterosexual 

Interactions (Appendix D) (Twentyman and McFall 1975)® This survey 

describes 20 specific heterosexual situations which subjects rate on a 

1 to 7 point scale® A score of 1 indicates Munable to respond" and a 

score of 7 indicates "able to carry out interaction"® This scale was 

designed for men only and was developed for an undergraduate popula

tion®

Self-Monitoring Procedures

Subjects were asked to record their social interactions for a 

one week period in the Diary of Social Interactions (Appendix E)



(Christensen, Arkowitz, and Anderson 1975)0 The diaries yielded a 

measure of the frequency and range of same- and opposite-sex inter

actions during this one week recording periodo

Peer Ratings

A Peer Rating Form (Appendix F) was sent to two male and two 

female acquaintances of every subjecto The rating form asked each peer 

to rate the subject on 0-100 point scales of skill and anxiety in same- 

and opposite-sex social interactionso Ratings of the subjects' dating 

frequency and social activity were also obtained from this measureo

Behavioral Assessment

All subjects participated .in two 10 minute conversationso One 

interaction was with a subject of the same sex and the other, the 

opposite sexo Subjects were introduced to one another and instructed 

to act as though they had just met in a social situation and were 

beginning to talko Following each interaction, the subjects were 

separated and asked to rate themselves and their partners on seven 

point scales of social skill and anxiety (Appendix G)o Audio taped 

recordings of the interactions were coded on the amount of time each 

subject spent talking by undergraduate assistants who were blind to the 

experimental hypotheses«



RESULTS

The main criteria for acceptance into the study for low fre

quency daters were 0 to 5 dates in the last six months and 0 to 2 dates 

in the last month« The obtained mean dating frequency for low daters 

was o79 for the last six months and <,08 for the last month„ High 

frequency daters were required to have had 12 or more dates in the last 

six months and 4 or more dates in the last montho The actual mean 

dating frequency for high daters was 44o23 for the last six months and 

10o59 for the last month<> There was ho overlap in the selection cri

teria for the two groups and one can see that they represent the 

extremes in dating frequency0

Comparisons between the groups on the behavioral, peer rating, 

self-report, and self-monitoring measures were made using one-tailed 

t-tests or Manh-Whitney U testso The non-parametric Mann-Whitney U 

test was used with the self-monitoring frequency measures, consistent 

with the recommendations of Curran and Gilbert (1975)o They argued 

that parametric statistics are inappropriate for the analysis of 

frequency measures since extreme scores of a few subjects may bias the 

mean of the whole group» Significant differences between the groups 

will be reported at the „05 and <,01 alpha levels* The *05 level was 

used to allow for comparability with the results from previous studies 

in this area* Because of alpha slippage, however, one should interpret 

with caution findings at the *05 level and accept with confidence at 

the *01 level*

»
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Comparisons Between High and Low Dating Men

Opposite-Sex Measures

Table 1 presents the results of the opposite-sex comparisons 

for high and low dating' meno The results indicate that highly signifi

cant differences were found between high and low dating men on the peer 

rating, self-report, and self-monitoring measureso The behavioral 

measures produced only one significant.difference» These results 

generally indicate that low dating men are less comfortable and active 

in opposite-sex interactions than high dating meno. The results for 

comparisons on social skill were mixed« There were no significant dif-/ 

ferences on self or partner ratings of social skill from the behavioral 

interactiono However, peer ratings of social skill resulted, in a 

significant differenceo

Overall, these findings are generally consistent with the 

results from Arkowitz et alo (1975), Glasgow and Arkowitz (1975.), and 

Twentyman and McFall (1975)0 With this additional support for 

opposite-sex differences between high and low dating men, the next 

question relates to the assessment of their same-sex interactions«

Same-Sex Measures

Results for the same-sex comparisons are also presented in 

Table 1 and these findings were generally in the anticipated direction* 

Comparisons on the behavioral measures indicate that low dating men are 

significantly less skilled than high dating men in same-sex inter-. 

actions* Peer ratings of social skill, however, did not show a



Table lo High Dating Men vso Low Dating Men: Opposite and Same-Sex Comparisons

Opposite-Sex Comparisons Same-Sex Comparisons
t-tests t-tests

High Daters Low Daters t High Daters Low Daters t
Measures M S.D. M S.D. M S.D. M S.D.

Behavioral
Self-Rating Skill 5,25 1.49 4.58 .90 1.33 6.00 1.28 4.42 1.17 3.17**
Self-Rating Anxiety 2,08 .90 3.50 1.09 -3.48** 2.00 1.48 2.58 .99 -1.13
Partner-Rating Skill 
Partner-Rating

5.83 .94 5.17 1.19 1.52 6.08 . .90 4.58 1.44 3.05**

Anxiety 2.67 1.07 3.08 1.56 - .76 1.67 .78 3.50 1.93 -3.05**
Talk-Time***

Peer Rating 
Interaction

254.33 87.19 279.50 71.67 - .77 288.58 81.34 226.25 99.05 1.68*

Frequency 3.38 1.17 1.94 .55 3.88** 3.92 1.29 3.80 .95 .27
Social Anxiety 32.72 16.76 64.63 14.51 -4.99** 23.03 14.31 37.17 18.58 -2.09*
Social Skill

Self-Report 
Survey of Heterosex-

65.51 26.55 48.47 11.59 2.04* 70.11 24.14 60.47 16.35 1.15

ual Interactions 107*75 15*06 66*50 19*86 5*73^^ No self-report measures



Table 1— Continued

Mann-Whitney U Mann-Whitney U
High Daters Low Daters High Daters Low Daters

M M U M M U

Self-Moni toring
Diary Frequency 
Diary Range

41.73
27.36

13.58
8.58

10**
13=5**

50 = 82 
27 = 18

30 = 67 
16 = 42

34=5*
34*

*P < =05

**P < =01 

#vInterrater reliability = «98



14

significant differenceo With the exception of self-rating of anxiety, 

the remaining anxiety measures from both the behavioral and peer 

ratings indicate that low dating men are also more anxious with the 

same sex than high dating men* Peer ratings of the frequency of same- 

sex interactions shows that there were no differences between high and 

low dating men*, This is a global measure, however, and results from 

the frequency and range measures from the self-monitoring form indicate 

that low dating men interact significantly less often and with a 

smaller range of same-sex partners than high dating men*

Generally, it appears that low dating men are significantly 

less comfortable and less socially active than high dating men with 

members of both the opposite and same seXo Low dating men are sig

nificantly less skilled than high dating men with the same sex but this 

difference was not clearly shown for the opposite sex*

Other Peer Rating and Self-Report 
Measures

Table 2 presents the results for measures that do not specifi

cally distinguish between same- or opposite-sex comparisons, but which 

relate to botho These remaining measures showed significant differ

ences between the groupse Results from the Social Avoidance and 

Distress Scale indicate that low dating men are more socially anxious 

than high dating men0 The low dating men were also found to be more 

neurotic and introverted than high dating men on the Eysenck Person

ality Inventorye Eysenck presented American college student norms 

based on a sample of 1,003 undergraduate men and womeno These norms
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Table 2o High Dating Men vs® Low Dating Men: Other Peer-Rating and
Self-Report Comparisons

Social Activity Comparisons 
t-tests 

High Daters . Low Daters 
Measures M . S®Do M SoD® t

Self-Report 
Social Avoidance and Distress 3.08 3.50 10.67 5.19 -4.19**

Eysenck Personality Inventory 
Neuroticism-Stability 6.25 3.02 10.17 2.44 -3.49**

Eysenck Personality Inventory 
Extraversion-Introversion 16.33 2.84 8.25 2.80 7.02**

Peer-Rating 
Physical Attractiveness' 
Social Activity

70.24
75.22

23.96
26.14

55.49
49.97

14.88
18.56

1.81*
2.73**

*P < ®05

**P < a01
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were reported in terms of percentiles» When compared to Eysenck1s 

normative group, high dating men scored high on extraversion (85th per

centile) and low on neuroticism (27th percentile)» Low dating men 

scored low on extraversion (20th percentile) and in the average range 

on neuroticism (55th percentile)* Finally, peers of the subjects per

ceived low daters to be less physically attractive and socially active 

than high daters*

Thus, the hypotheses for the male subjects were confirmed*

Males who experience difficulty with the opposite sex (low daters) also 

show social deficits with regard to the same sex, when compared to high 

dating males * The low daters were also found to be less globally 

adjusted than the high dating men* Will comparisons between high and 

low dating women produce similar findings? The results are presented 

below*

Comparisons Between High and Low Dating Women

Opposite-Sex Measures

Table 3 presents the results of the opposite-sex comparisons 

for high and low dating women* These opposite-sex results are essen

tially parallel to those of the high and low dating men* Highly sig

nificant differences were found on the peer rating and self-monitoring 

measures* The behavioral measures resulted in only one significant 

difference* The results show that low dating women are less comfort

able and active in opposite-sex interactions than high dating women*

The results for ratings of social skill were almost identical to the



Table 3. High Dating Women vs» Low Dating Women: Opposite and Same-Sex Comparisons

Opposite-Sex Comparisons Same-Sex Comparisons
t-tests t-tests

High Daters Low Daters t High Daters Low Daters t
Measures M SoD. M S.D. M S.D. M S.D.

Behavioral
Self-Rating Skill 5.08 1.17 4.50 1.38 1.12 5.50 1.31 5.00 1.13 1.00
Self-Rating Anxiety 2.92 1.68 3.33 1.72 - .60 2.75 1.71 2.83 1.27 - .14
Partner-Rating Skill 5.42 1.44 5.17 1.19 .46 6.00 1.13 5.08 1.17 1.96*
Partner-Rating
Anxiety 2.17 1.03 3.08 1.38 -1.85* 2.25 1.66 2.75 1.36 - .81
Talk-Time 273.08 67.24 242.58 91.18 .93 273.00 50.17 258.33 81.37 .71

Peer Rating
Interaction
Frequency 3.50 .56 1.83 .62 6.89** 4.26 .37 4.13 .48 .79
Social Anxiety 32.90 16.94 57.40 17.44 -3.49** 24.97 9.61 28.79 10.07 - .95
Social Skill 66.32 11.79 49.64 15,02 3,03** 75.97 14.20 75.01 12.35 .18

Mann-Wh i tney U Mann-Whitney U
High Daters Low Daters High Daters Low Daters

M M U M M U
Self-Monitoring
Diary Frequency 44.00 13.17 3** 53.33 42.25 55.5
Diary Range 24.33 9.50 10** 27.67 21.00 51

.*P < .05 
**P c .01
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merio While peer ratings of social skill significantly discriminated 

between the groups, there were no significant differences on either 

self or partner ratings of social skill from the behavioral inter- 

action*

These opposite-sex results for the high and low dating women 

follow the same pattern of results that was found for the high and low 

dating men* Let!s turn now to comparisons of the womenT s same-sex 

interactions to see if this trend continues *

Same-Sex Measures

Table 3 also presents the results of the same-sex comparisons 

for high and low dating women* Aside from partner rating of social 

skill, none of the same-sex measures employed significantly discrimi

nated between the groups* Thus, high and low dating women did not 

significantly differ on their level of social anxiety with the same sex 

or in their frequency or range of same-sex interactions* While the 

findings for social skill are not uniform, two of the three social 

skill measures indicate that no significant difference exists between 

high and low dating women*

Thus, it appears that low dating women are significantly less 

comfortable and socially active than high dating women only with the 

opposite sex* These differences do not hold for their same-sex inter

actions* The results from the social skill measures generally indicate 

that social skill differences were not evident for high and low dating 

women with either sex* Therefore, for men, difficulties with
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heterosexual interactions are associated with difficulties in same-sex

interactionse However, no such association was evident for women*

Other Peer Rating and Self-Report 
Measures

Table 4 presents the results for the self-report and remaining 

peer rating.measures• Highly significant differences were found on the 

peer rating measures* Low dating women were rated by their peers to be 

less physically attractive and socially active than high dating women* 

Results from the Social Avoidance and Distress Scale indicate that low 

dating women rate themselves as significantly more socially distressed 

than high dating women* No differences were found on either scale of 

the Eysenck Personality Inventory* In addition, both low and high 

dating women scored within the average range on extraversion and neu- 

roticism for Eysenck!s normative group of American college students 

(extraversion: high dating womens-52nd percentile, low dating women—  

34th percentile; neuroticism:. high dating women— 70th percentile, low 

dating women— 70th percentile)*

It appears that the hypotheses for the female subjects were not 

confirmed* Although low dating women were found to experience diffi

culty with opposite-sex interactions when compared to high dating women, 

this did not hold for interactions with the same sex* In addition, low 

dating women were found to be as adjusted as the high dating women on 

the Eysenck Personality Inventory*
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Table 4« High Dating Women vs* Low.Dating Women: Other Peer Rating
and Self-Report Comparisons

Measures

Other Self-Report and Peer 
Rating Comparisons 

t-tests 
High Daters Low Daters
M S.D. M S.Do t

Self-Report 

Social Avoidance and Distress 6.50 6.22 11.75 7.50 -1.87* .

Eysenck Personality Inventory 
Neurpticism-Stability 11-67 5-71 11.83 4.76 00o1

Eysenck Personality Inventory 
Extraver sion-Introvers ion 12-67 4.12 10.50 3.63 1.37

Peer Rating 

Physical Attractiveness 75.01 11.45 65.74 6.81 2,41**

Social Activity 84.51 9.37 65.42 12.31 4.27**

*P < -05

**P < -01
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Comparisons Between Low Dating Men and Women

Opposite-Sex Measures

Table 5 presents the results of the opposite-sex comparisons 

for low dating men and womeno The results indicate that none of the 

behavioral, peer rating, or self-monitoring measures significantly dis

criminated between the groupso

Same-Sex Measures

Table 5 also presents the results for the same-sex comparisonso 

With the exception of peer rating of social skill, none of the remain

ing measures significantly differentiated between the groupso Although 

a majority of the comparisons did not reach significance, a comparison 

of the means for the same-sex measures generally indicates that low 

dating women are more comfortable, less anxious, and they interact more 

often and with a wider range of same-sex partners than low dating meno 

It thus appears that low dating men and women do not signifi

cantly differ with regard to their levels of social skill and anxiety, 

and their frequency and range of interactions with either the opposite 

or same sex* However, there is an indication that the low dating women 

are more socially adept with the same sex than low dating men0

Other Peer Rating and. Self-Report 
Measures

Table 6 presents the results for the remaining peer rating and 

self-report measures» Peer ratings indicate that low dating women are 

significantly more physically attractive and socially active than low



Table 5. Low Dating Men vs. Low Dating Women: Opposite and Same-Sex Comparisons

. Measures

Opposite-
t

Low Dating 
Men 
M S.D.

Sex Comparisons 
-tests 
Low Dating 
Women 
M S.D. t

Same-Sex Comparisons 
t-tests 

Low Dating Low Dating 
Men Women 
M S.D. M S.D. t

Behavioral
Self-Rating Skill 4.58 .90 4.50 1.38 .18 4.42 1.17 5.00 1.13 -1.25
Self-Rating Anxiety 3.50 1.09 3.33 1.72 .28 2.58 .99 2.83 1.27 - .54
Partner-Rating Skill 5.17 1.19 5.17 1.19 0 4.58 1.44 5.08 1.17 - .93
Partner-Rating
Anxiety 3.08 1.56 3.08 1.38 0 3.50 1.93 2.75 1.36 1.10
Talk Time 279.50 71.67 242.58 91.18 1.10 226.25 99.05 258.33 81.37 - .87
Peer Rating
Interaction
Frequency 1.94 .55 1.83 .62 .44 3.80 .95 4.13 .48 -1.07
Social Anxiety 64.63 14.51 57.40 17.44 1.10 37.17 18.58 28.79 10.07 1.37
Social Skill 48.46 11.60 49.64 15.02 - .21 60.47 16.35 75.01 12.35 -2.46**

Mann-Whitney U Mann-Whitney U
Low Dating Low Dating Low Dating Low Dating

Men Women Men Women
M M U M M U

Self-Monitoring
Diary Frequency 13.58 13.17 71 30.67 42.25 55
Diary Range 8.58 9.50 56.5 16.42 21.00 64=5

*P < -05

**P < .01
MNO
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Table 6. Low Dating Men vs= Low Dating Women: Other Peer Rating and
Self-Report Comparisons

Measures

Other Self-Report and Peer Rating 
Comparisons 
t-tests

Low Dating Men Low Dating Women
M S.D. M S.D. t

Self-Report

. Social Avoidance and 
Distress 10.67 5.19 11.75 7.50 - .41

Eysenck Personality 
Inventory 

Neuroticism-Stability 10.17 2.44 11.83 4.76 -1.08

Eysenck Personality 
Inventory 

Extraversion-Introversion 8.25 2.80 10.50 3.63 -1.70*

Peer Rating

Physical Attractiveness 55.49 14.88 65.74 6.81 -2.17*

Social Activity 49.96 18.56 65.42 12.31 -2.40**

*P < .05

**P < .01
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dating men<> The self-report measures show only one significant differ

ence between the low dating men and womeno Low dating women were found 

to be significantly more extraverted than low dating men on the Eysenck 

Personality Inventoryo These findings here are somewhat mixed and seem 

to indicate that low dating women are more generally socially active 

than low dating meno



DISCUSSION

It was predicted that men and women who experience difficulty 

with the opposite sex (low daters) would also show difficulties in 

their same-sex relationships» This was confirmed for the low dating 

men but not for the low dating women«

When compared to a sample of high dating men, low dating men 

were found to be significantly less active and more anxious with both 

the opposite and same sex0 Social skill differences indicated that low 

dating men were less skilled with the same sex but these differences 

were not generally found with the opposite sex0 Results from the 

Eysenck Personality Inventory showed that low dating men were more 

neurotic and introverted than high dating men*

The low dating women were found to be more anxious and less 

active than high dating women with the opposite sex* Social skill dif

ferences for low and high dating women were generally not found for 

their opposite-sex interactions* Results from the same-sex measures 

indicate that low and high dating women did not significantly differ on 

social anxiety, skill, or in their frequency and range of same-sex 

interactions* There were also no differences on their scores from the 

Eysenck Personality Inventory*
\

These results are interesting and they suggest that social 

inhibition is more pervasive for low dating men than low dating women* .

A number of interrelated factors may be operating to produce these

25
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resultso One main factor will be discussed here and is. offered as a 

tentative explanation for the findings of this studyo

The one consideration offered here involves sex role stereo

types o There appears to be considerable pressure upon males to be 

socially assertive and actively involved with the opposite sex* Males 

who fail to do this will not be fulfilling these role expectations and 

will probably be perceived as socially undesirableo That is, men who 

show minimal dating prowess (low daters) will not be performing their 

designated sex role, and will probably be looked upon by the opposite 

sex as undesirable dating partners and by members of their own sex as 

socially inept and as inappropriate role modelso This situation would 

contribute to an overall degree of social inhibition and isolation with 

both sexeso

The situation for women may be different» The traditional sex 

role expectation for women is to be passive and generally unassertive*. 

This expectation is particularly evident in dating situations, where 

the man typically initiates the date and assumes a more active role*

It is plausible that women may have a low frequency of dating and still 

maintain their ('socially appropriate" sex role of passivity and lack of 

assertion,. Thus, low dating women may not be perceived by other women 

as deviating from this sex role and may be seen as fairly socially 

appropriateo Their failure to date may result from excessive anxiety 

with the opposite sex, a lack of physical attractiveness, a general 

unwillingness to initiate opposite-sex interactions, and a number of 

other possibilitieso It is therefore plausible that women may not date
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and still be socially accepted by other women» This formulation may 

account for the isolation and inhibition of low dating women with the 

opposite sex and their comfort and activity with the same sex0 Again, 

this discussion regarding low dating men and women is speculative and 

is offered only as a tentative explanation for the findings of this 

studyo

There are a number of specific assessment and treatment impli

cations from the results of this study* Before discussing these 

implications, it is important to remember that careful assessment needs 

to be done on an individual basis for both men and women to determine 

the extent of an individual's social anxiety, skill, and activity for 

both opposite- and same-sex interactions* This assessment will dictate 

the appropriate treatment for the socially inhibited individual»

There are indications from the same-sex measures and the 

Eysenck Personality Inventory that, for men, low dating may be repre

sentative of a broader social disturbance* An extensive interpersonal 

assessment for low dating men may be required, including an examination 

of such areas as assertiveness and depression* A more pervasive treat

ment approach for low dating men appears to be necessary* It is 

evident that low dating men are socially inhibited with both sexes * A 

treatment approach that considers reducing anxiety and increasing both 

opposite- and same-sex interactions may be particularly valuable*

Other problems which may be present (i*e., depression, lack of 

assertion, etc*) may be dealt with through a number of treatment modes * 

The treatment implications for low dating women, however, seem to be
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less globalo Although individual differences need to be considered, it 

generally appears that social isolation problems for women are more 

specific to the opposite sex and treatment ought to be directed to 

these opposite-sex difficulties*

An important, area for assessment and treatment of social 

inhibition for men and women is physical attractiveness * Consistent 

with the results from Glasgow and Arkowitz (1975) and the findings 

reviewed by Berscheid and Walster (1974), this study found that low 

dating men and women were rated as less physically attractive than high 

dating men and women» The degree of physical attractiveness seems to 

be an important variable in determining whether an individual will be 

perceived as a desirable dating partner* In addition, physical attrac

tiveness probably has a similar effect upon same-sex interactions* 

Because physical attractiveness seems to play an important role in 

interpersonal attraction, Arkowitz (1977) has proposed a training 

program for dating anxious individuals to improve their dating situa

tion by increasing their physical attractiveness* This type of train

ing program would probably also have a positive effect on an 

individual's same-*sex interactions*



APPENDIX A 

SOCIAL ACTIVITY QUESTIONNAIRE
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Hal Arkowitz, Pho Do
Associate Professor of Psychology
University of Arizona

Social Activity Questionnaire

Name ' _______  Today1 s Date .
(please print)

Age   ____ '___  '   Telephone Number , _____

Address ,   ;____ _____ _____ _____ _____  .________

Sex: Male _ _  Female  __ Class year (circle) Fr® Soph® Jr® Sr®

We are interested in obtaining normative information about the social 
activities of college students® We would appreciate your taking a few 
minutes to fill out the following brief survey® Your responses will be 
held in strict confidence® We are also conducting several studies on - 
social interaction, including studies which seek to evaluate treatment 
programs for people who wish to increase their comfort and skill in 
their interactions with members of the opposite sex® We may contact 
you by telephone to describe the experiment to you and ask you if you 
with to participate® Any participation is totally voluntary®

By a "date" we mean your planfully spending time with a member of the 
opposite sex® This would include such things as going out to a movie 
or dancing, visiting at his or her apartment, studying together (a 
"study date"), etc® Please give as accurate an estimate as you can for 
the items listed below®

IF YOU ARE ENGAGED OR MARRIED, PLEASE DO NOT FILL OUT THE QUESTIONNAIRE

1® How many dates have you had in the last 6 months? ~______  .

2® How many different people have you dated in the last Jo months?

3® How many dates have you had in the last month?

4® How many different people have you dated in the last month?

5® Are you now dating one person regularly? Yes __ No

If your answer was yes, for how long have you been dating this 
person? _______-     •
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The following items seek your opinions or feelings» Place a check by 
the alternative that you feel best describes you at the present,

60- In social situations with members of the opposite sex, I usually 
feel
  relaxed and comfortable
 .somewhat anxious and inhibited
  very anxious and inhibited

7, I would like to be dating
  no more than I do now

   somewhat more than I do now
  a great deal more than I do now

80 Would you be interested in participating in a program designed to 
help people increase their comfort, skill, and activity in inter
actions with members of the opposite sex?

 __  Yes
No

Note: If you answer yes to this item, you
are not committing yourself to any such 
participationo However, you might be 
called and.given a description of the pro
gram so that you can decide whether or not 
you wish to participate.



APPENDIX B

SOCIAL AVOIDANCE AND DISTRESS SCALE

The Social Avoidance and Distress Scale (Watson and Friend 

1969) is a 28 item true-false questionnaire designed to measure social 

anxiety in interpersonal situations«, More specifically, this scale 

measures the extent of an individual's social anxiety and avoidance in 

same- and opposite-sex social interactions, public speaking situations, 

and encounters with people in authority positionso
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APPENDIX C

EYSENCK PERSONALITY INVENTORY

Form A of the Eysenck Personality Inventory (Eysenck and 

Eysenck 1968) is a 57 item yes-no inventory designed to measure per

sonality along two independent dimensions* The dimensions are 

extraversion-introversion (E) and neuroticism-stability (N)* Each 

dimension consists of 24 items and Eysenck indicates that these two 

dimensions account for most of the variance in the personality domain* 

This test also contains a 9 item lie scale designed to detect falsified 

responses*
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APPENDIX D

SURVEY OF HETEROSEXUAL INTERACTIONS

The Survey of Heterosexual Interactions (Twentyman and McFall 

.1975) was designed to assess the opposite-sex social behavior of 

college men* This questionnaire describes 20 specific heterosexual 

situations which college males could encounter during their college 

yearso Subjects are to rate these descriptive situations on a 1 to 7 

point scale, with a score of 1 indicating "unable to respond" and a 

score of 7 indicating "able to carry out interaction"* This survey 

allows one to obtain a measure of the subjects' skill at initiating 

and carrying out social interactions with women*
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APPENDIX E

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SOCIAL ACTIVITY DIARY*

Introduction
The Social Activity Diary is designed to help us and you to get 

a clearer picture of your daily social activities <> It is very 
important that you accurately and honestly record your interactions®
This diary should be carried with you throughout the day®

General Instructions for Recording
We would like you to record in the diary each social contact 

you have throughout the day® We are excluding just the exchange of 
salutations (e®g®, "Hi" ® ® ® "Hi")® In order to be included, the 
interaction must go at least 4 or more steps® That is, you say some
thing (1), the other person responds (2), you respond again (3), the 
other person responds (4)®

You will notice that on each sheet of the diary, there are two 
main columns labeled "male" and "female"® Place your entry into the 
appropriate column depending on whether the other person was male or 
female® You will also notice that there are rows going across the 
diary page labeled Lunch, Supper and Bedtime® These refer to different 
time blocks during the day® Lunch includes any social contact in.the 
morning through lunchtime® Supper includes the time period from lunch 
to supper and bedtime includes supper through bedtime® You should try 
to record each contact in the appropriate space immediately after it 
occurs® This is very important® However, use these three times 
(lunch, supper and bedtime) to review and enter any contacts that you 
might have omitted®

The entries you make in each box should be the first name and 
last initial of the other person® If you do not know the person’s name, 
use some identifying labels (e®g®, guy in psych class, Ron G®1s friend, 
etc®)® In the case where you consider a social contact to be a date, 
place the word ’date’ after the person’s initials®

At the end of the day, check whether the day was average or 
unusual® By this we want to know whether there were some.circumstances

*. Developed by Hal. Arkowitz, Ph® D®, Dept® of Psychology, Uni
versity of Arizona®
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that made this an unusual day for you - e0go, illness, being away on a 
trip,-etc*

Finally, you should use the back of the sheet of paper for com
ments o These might include why the day was an unusual one if you so 
indicated; a more detailed description of social situations that you 
had difficulties in handling; or more detailed descriptions of situa
tions which you were uncertain about in terms of how to record in the 
diaryo

If you have any uncertainties as to what or how to record, 
please call one of the experimenters immediately and they will help 
clarify these issues for you*

Deciding on Whether a Contact is a "Social11 One or Not

NOW, WE WILL CONSIDER IN MORE DETAIL WHICH ENCOUNTERS TO ENTER 
IN THE DIARY AND WHICH TO EXCLUDEo WE WANT YOU TO RECORD ONLY SOCIAL 
CONTACTS AS OPPOSED TO PRIMARILY BUSINESS OR PROFESSIONAL CONTACTS» BY 
SOCIAL CONTACT, WE MEAN THOSE CONTACTS WITH PEOPLE WHERE THERE IS CLEAR
POTENTIAL FOR GETTING TO KNOW THE OTHER PERSON BETTER AT A MORE PER
SONAL LEVEL: AND WHERE THE CONTACT IS NOT PRIMARILY CENTERED AROUND THE 
EXCHANGE OF GOODS AND SERVICES. THUS, A TYPICAL TRANSACTION WITH A 
SALESCLERK IN A STORE, OR NURSE IN A DOCTOR’S OFFICE, OR RECEPTIONIST 
WOULD NOT BE INCLUDED. RUNNING INTO AN ACQUAINTANCE, HAVING LUNCH WITH 
A FRIEND, GOING ON A DATE ARE SOME SITUATIONS THAT WOULD BE INCLUDED.

One ambiguity might involve the decision of whether a situation 
is to be considered primarily business or primarily social. Some 
situations may begin as business or professional, and develop into more 
of a social situation. In such cases, it would probably be considered 
’’social.” For example, let us say that you go for a doctor’s appoint
ment, and check in with the nurse or receptionist and ask how long the 
wait might be. This in itself would not be counted as social. How
ever, if you and the receptionist began talking about other things (the 
weather, the kind of work she does, etc.) then it would be counted as 
social.

Other Possible Problems in Recording

1. Telephone calls: These are to be treated exactly the same
as face-to-face encounters and recorded in the same way.

2. Group situations: If you begin talking with a small group
of people, enter each contact you have with people in the group 
separately. For example, you run into a friend (Jim G.) on the street 
and he is with two other people (John M. & Gail G.). Jim introduces
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you,to John and Gail and you and the three of them chat for several 
minuteso In your diary, you would enter Jim Go, John Mo, and Gail C0

3° Roommate, spouse, or family: Do not enter contacts with
people who share your immediate living situationso Thus, if you live 
in a dorm or apartment and have a roommate, do not enter contacts with 
your roommate, but do enter contacts with people living in other rooms 
or apartmentso If you live in a house with other people sharing the 
facilities (family dr "roommates") do not enter these contacts® Also, 
do not enter visits with.members of your family®

4® Interrupted.contacts: If you were speaking to someone and
the situation is interrupted (e.g®, you or they are called away 
briefly).and continued again shortly thereafter, it counts as only one 
contact®

5® Repeated contacts: If you have contact with the same 
person several times a day, enter each time separately unless it were a 
continuation of an interrupted contact®

PLEASE MARK YOUR PRACTICE RESPONSES ON THIS SHEETv .

Social Interactions

' MALE FEMALE

LUNCH

' SUPPER

BEDTIME

Was this day ______   average or_̂ ______unusual
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Review and Examples '

To give you .some practice and be sure that you understand how 
to keep the diary, we will illustrate a sample'day’s activities of.John 
Jo an undergraduate at the University« His day’s activities are sum
marized briefly below.*. Your job will be to make the correct entries in 
the diary— deciding which situations should be included and how they 
should be recorded® Below is a description of John’s activities® On 
the page following the descriptions there is a diary sheet for you to 
record John’s data® On the page following that there is the correct 
recording of these data, with comments® Check your answers with those 
given and be sure you understand any mistakes you might have made®

1® On the way to the cafeteria, John meets his friend A1 A® He begins 
talking and asks Al if he’d like to join him for breakfast® A1 accepts 
and they chat over breakfast®

2® After breakfast, John goes to his morning class® On the way there 
he passes an acquaintance, Bill B® and says "Hi, Bill®" Bill replies-- 
"Hi, how’s it going?" John answers "Pretty good®"

3® In his morning history class, John starts a conversation with a 
girl sitting next to him (he doesn’t know her name)® They talk about a 
recent football game until class begins® .

4® John meets his friends Carol C® and Dave D® They ask John to join 
them for lunch® He accepts and they have lunch together®

5® After lunch John goes back to his room to study and begins talking 
to his roommate Ed E® for a few minutes®

6® While studying, John receives a call from Frank F® who is working
on a project for an economics class® They discuss the project for a
few minutes®

7® John calls Gail G® and asks her if she’d like to meet him in the 
cafeteria for supper® She accepts and they chat for a few minutes on 
the phone®

8® John has supper with Gail G® and then leaves to go to the library
and studies alone for most of the evening®

9® When he returns to the room he is told that Frank F® called again 
(see 6) about the term paper for economics and wants John to call back® 
Frank and John talk some more about the project® They also talk about 
each of their social plans for the weekend®
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10o John decides to go over to the Student Union for an ice cream 
cone* On his way to the Union he meets Peggy, a girl in his anthro
pology classo He asks her if she wants to join him for a game of poolo 
She acceptso

Social Interactions

MALE FEMALE

LUNCH
Al A © 
David Do

girl in history class 
Carol Co

SUPPER
Gail Go (date)

BEDTIME
Frank F0 Peggy (date)

Was this day X average or . unusual 

Comments '

Numbers correspond to those on page 4» 

lo This is definitely a social interaction*

2* The interaction with Bill B* was not entered because it did not go 
4 or more steps*'
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3o This is another example of a social interaction,. Since John didn’t, 

know her name, he transcribed the interaction as ’’girl in history 
classo”

4o Carol C0 and David De (group interaction) are recorded as indi
vidual contactso

5o Roommates (Ed E0) are not recorded*

60 Frank F*’s call was not recorded because it was mostly "business"-^ 
ioeo, term project for class*

7* This is clearly a social interaction* John called Gail G® and
asked her to join him for dinner* This interaction was classified
a date*

8* Not recorded separately because it’s a continuation of number 7*

9* Although this started as ”business”--i*e*, term project, the con
versation became more social, so this is recorded®

10® John’s interaction with Peggy is recorded and labeled a date®

Attached is a Diary for you to carry with you® Use one form for each 
of the 7 days you record this information®

Collect your diary information for the 7 consecutive complete days® 
After the 7th day return your data sheets to ,_____  ,
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Subject #

Peer Rating Form

YOUR NAME:      SEX: M _  F___ DATE: . _____

NAME OF PERSON BEING RATED:   , .__________ _____

1) I have known this person for approximately  __ years and  months*

2) I feel that I know this person: . (check one)

..... slightly

________ _ moderately

very well

3) To my knowledge, this person dates: (check one)

_________  never

,______ rarely

  • occasionally

_____  ' regularly

._____ _ frequently

4) To my knowledge, this person socially interacts with persons of the 
same,sex: (check one)

 , never

. rarely

,____   occasionally

_ _ _ _ _ _  regularly

 ____ _ frequently

5) How physically attractive is this person?

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
very average very

unattractive attractive
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Social Anxiety Rating

On the following scale, please rate the person on his or her level of 
social anxiety with members of the opposite sexo

A high rating (80-100) indicates that the person is nervous when inter
acting with members of the opposite sex®

A low rating (0-20) indicates that the person is relaxed and at ease in 
social situations with members of the opposite sexo

Intermediate ratings (21-79) indicate intermediate degrees of social 
anxiety as defined above o

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
low social average high
anxiety social social

anxiety anxiety

Now, please rate the person on his or her level of social anxiety with
members of the same sex. The same instructions apply.

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
low social average high
anxiety social social

anxiety anxiety

Social Skill Rating

On the following scale, please rate the person on his or her level of 
social skill with members of the opposite sex0

A high rating (80-100) indicates that the person interacts comfortably 
and skillfully with members of the opposite sex, and that his or her 
interactions are usually successful*

A low rating (0-20) indicates that the person is uncomfortable.and 
unskilled in his or her interactions with the opposite sex, and that 
his or her interactions usually are unsuccessful *

Intermediate ratings (21-79) indicate intermediate degrees of social 
skill as defined above*
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10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 • 100
low social . average high
skill social social

skill skill

Now, please rate the person on his or her level of social skill with 
members of the same sex* The same instructions apply«

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
low social average high
skill social social

skill skill

Social Activity Rating
On the following scale, please rate the person on his or her level of 
social activityo

A high rating (80-100) indicates that the person frequently engages in 
social activities with other people (dates, club meetings, going out 
with friends, etc0) .

A low rating (0-20) indicates that the person, rarely engages in social 
activities and spends a majority of his or her time alone0

Intermediate ratings (21-79) indicates intermediate degrees of social 
activity as defined aboveo

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 . 80 90 100
low social average high
activity social social

activity activity

Please give us the address you expect to have four months from now so 
that we may re-contact you at a future date*.

phone number street

city state zip
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Also9 if different from the above5 please give your permanent address 
(eogo) parent's address)

phone number street

city state zip
WHEN YOU ARE DONE, PLEASE PLACE THE FORM IN THE ENCLOSED STAMPED 
ENVELOPE AND RETURN IT TO US. THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

Rick Hinton
Graduate Student in Psychology 
Joe Perl
Graduate Student in Psychology

Hal Arkowitz 
Associate Professor of 
Psychology
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SELF RATING AND PARTNER RATING FORMS
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Self Rating Form"

Last 4 digits of your SoS„# ________ . Date ______________

Circle the numbers which best describe your anxiety and social skill in 
the interaction you have just completed*

A high-anxiety rating would indicate that you showed such nervous 
behaviors as talking too loudly or softly or very rapidly* You might 
have repeated yourself frequently, stuttered or spoken with a shaky 
voice* You may have had trouble hearing what was said and been forced 
to ask your partner to repeat him/herself frequently* Generally, you 
would have felt highly anxious*

A low-anxiety rating would indicate that you talked slowly and clearly* 
You were able to listen effectively and therefore didnrt need to ask 
your partner to repeat his/her comments * - Generally, you would have 
felt little anxiety*

ANXIETY:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
low moderate

anxiety anxiety

A high social skill rating would indicate that you seemed to be in con
trol of the situation and you responded confidently to your partner's 
questions* You anxwered their questions fully without rambling on 
unnecessarily and were able to ask relevant questions of your own* 
Generally, you felt highly socially skilled*

A low social skill rating indicates that you spoke very little or far 
too much and you had difficulty expressing yourself* Your comments 
were awkward and didn't fit the flow of the conversation* You had dif
ficulty both in answering your partner's questions adequately and in 
asking relevant questions of your own*

SOCIAL SKILL:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
high 
social 
skill

Developed by Hal Arkowitz, Ph* D*, Dept* of Psychology, Uni
versity of Arizona*

low moderate
social social
skill skill .

high
anxiety
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.Partner Rating Form

Your subject # ____ - Date ______  Your partner T s subject # .
Circle the numbers which best describe your partnerTs anxiety and 
social skill in the interaction you have just completed,,
A high-anxiety rating would indicate that your partner showed such 
behaviors as talking too loudly or softly or very rapidlyo They might 
have repeated themselves frequently, stuttered or spoken with a shaky 
voiceo They may have had trouble hearing what you said and have been 
forced to ask you to repeat yourself frequently« Generally, they 
seemed highly anxious to youo
A low-anxiety rating would indicate that your partner talked slowly and 
clearlyo They were able to listen effectively and therefore didn't 
need to ask you to repeat your comments» Generally, they seemed low 
anxious to youo
ANXIETY:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
low moderate

anxiety anxiety
A high social skill rating would indicate that your partner seemed to 
be in control of the situationo They responded confidently to your 
questionso They answered your questions fully without rambling on 
unnecessarily and were able to ask relevant questions of their own* 
Generally, they seemed highly socially skilled to youo
A low social skill rating indicates that your partner spoke very little 
or far too much and had difficulty expressing themselves« Their com
ments were awkward and didn't fit the flow of the conversation0 They 
had difficulty both in answering your questions adequately and in ask
ing relevant questions of their own0
SOCIAL SKILL:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
low moderate high

social social social
skill skill skill

high
anxiety

"Developed by Hal Arkowitz, Pho De, Depto of Psychology, Uni
versity of Arizonae
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