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F(1,565)=6.829, p=.009. The female mean (x =.95) was higher than that of males 

(x =.89), meaning women are more likely to use “talking” in this manner. Binary logistic 

regression is also used to determine significant predictors for the use of “talking” as a 

method of information gathering to determine if the other individual is relationship 

material (Table 4).  

Table 4 Binary Logistic Regression Model of the Dependent Variable of Using “Talking” 

as a Method of Gathering Information, n=566 

Variables B 

(SE) 

Exp (B) 95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper 

Constant -.134 

(.530) 

 

   

Sex -.909* 

(.348) 

 

.403 .204 .797 

Ever_Date 1.657** 

(.499) 

 

5.242 1.970 13.944 

Heard_Talk -.389*** 

(.078) 

 

4.866 2.174 10.891 

R
2
=.057 (Cox and Snell), .143(Nagelkerke) Model χ

2 
(4)= 83.858, p<.001 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

 The output shows that women are about 2.5 times more likely to use “talking” to 

gather information than men (sig=.009). Other significant variables include whether the 

participant has ever dated someone (p=.001), which shows that those who have dated 

someone are about 5.2 times as likely to use “talking” in order to gather information. 

Finally, whether the respondent had ever heard of “talking” is significant (p=.000). Those 

individuals who had heard of “talking” were about 4.8 times as likely to have used 

“talking” in order to gather information.  
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 Hypothesis 8 is that males and females will differ in whether they had sex with a 

different person during the “information gathering period.” A significant difference exists 

between males and females in whether the participant engaged in sex with another 

person(s) during a self-described “information gathering period.” An ANOVA reveals 

that mean differences for males is significantly higher than the female mean; 

F(1,531)=18.808, p=.000. Binary logistic regression further indicates that sex is a 

significant predictor (p=.000) of whether sex with another is appropriate during the 

talking stage (Table 5).  

Table 5 Binary Logistic Regression Model of the Dependent Variable of Having Sex with 

Another Person(s) During the Self-Assessed Information Gathering Period, n=566 

Variables B 

(SE) 

Exp (B) 95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper 

Constant -2.183 

(.506) 

 

   

Sex .877*** 

(.222) 

 

2.404 1.557 3.713 

Age .056*** 

(.017) 

 

1.057 1.023 1.093 

Sex Partners .186** 

(.060) 

 

1.205 1.071 1.355 

Religiosity -.297** 

(.089) 

.743 .624 .885 

R
2
=.106 (Cox and Snell), .160(Nagelkerke) Model χ

2 
(4)= 59.855, p<.001 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

 Looking at the regression model, we see that sex is a significant predictor 

(sig=.000). The odds ratio shows that men are 2.404 times more likely to have had sex 

with a different person during the information gathering period than women. Other 
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significant predictors include age (p=.001), meaning that with each additional year of 

age, an individual is 5.7 percent more likely to have sex with a different person during the 

information gathering period. The number of sexual partners an individual has had is 

statistically significant (p=.002), as each increase in sexual partners means an individual 

is 20.5 percent more likely to engage in sex during the information gathering period. The 

final statistically significant predictor is religiosity (p=.001), whose negative odds ratio 

holds that for each unit increase in religiosity, an individual is 35 percent less likely to 

engage in sex under the given parameters.  

 Hypothesis 9 is that males and females will differ in whether they engaged in 

“talking” with a different individual during the “information gathering period.” An 

ANOVA states that F(1,481)=1.251, p=.264, meaning there is no evidence to reject the 

null. The data show that an individual’s sex and personal interpretation of whether it is 

acceptable to “talk” to more than one person during the self-assessed “information 

gathering period” is statistically independent of each other. 

 Hypothesis 10 is that males and females will differ in whether they went on 

“dates” with a different person during the “information gathering period.” An ANOVA 

states that F(1,461)=.129, p=.720, meaning there is no evidence to refute the null. The 

data show that an individual’s sex and personal interpretation of whether it is acceptable 

to go on “dates” with a different person during the “information gathering period” is 

statistically independent of each other. 

  As this study focuses on a previously unexamined area of the relationship 

schema, general information about “talking” and the overall differences in males and 
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females regarding “talking” are notable. Table 6 contains general information about 

“talking,” and indicates overall responses made by participants.  

Table 6 General Information about “Talking” 

 Yes 

(frequency) 

No 

(frequency) 

Difference in “talking” and “hooking-up”? 94.9% 

(537) 

5.1% 

(29) 

 

Does “talking” mean definite dating intentions? 25.3% 

(143) 

74.7% 

(423) 

 

Is it acceptable to “talk” to another person? 

 

75.4% 

(427) 

24.6% 

(139) 

 

Is it acceptable to go on dates with another person? 

 

63.3% 

(358) 

36.7% 

(208) 

 

Is it acceptable to have sex with another person? 

 

36.2% 

(205) 

63.8% 

(361) 

 

Ever used “talking” to gather information before considering 

a dating relationship? 

92.9% 

(526) 

7.1% 

(40) 

 

If yes, did you have sex with another person(s)? 23.5% 

(125) 

76.5% 

(407) 

 

If yes, did you “talk” with another person(s)? 53.3% 

(257) 

46.7% 

(225) 

 

If yes, did you go on a date with another person(s)? 38.3% 

(177) 

61.7% 

(285) 

 

Note: Because of non-response on several questions, not all column frequencies sum to 

566. 

 

Looking at Table 6, one can see that for a large majority, there is a difference in “talking” 

and “hooking-up,” as well as the use of “talking” to gather information before 
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considering a dating relationship. The table also indicates that for a large majority, 

“talking” does not mean definite dating intentions, nor do individuals have sex with 

another person(s) during a self-assessed “information gathering period.” Table 7 

highlights the differences in males and females for the same questions.  
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Table 7 Difference in Males and Females for “Talking” 

 Males 

Yes 

(frequency) 

Males 

No 

(frequency) 

Females 

Yes 

(frequency) 

Females 

No 

(frequency) 

Difference in “talking” and 

“hooking-up”? 

92.7% 

(177) 

7.3% 

(14) 

96% 

(360) 

4% 

(15) 

 

Does “talking” mean definite 

dating intentions? 

28.3% 

(54) 

71.7% 

(137) 

23.7% 

(89) 

76.3% 

(286) 

 

During “talking,” is it acceptable 

to “talk” to more than one 

person? 

  

76.4% 

(146) 

23.6% 

(45) 

74.9% 

(281) 

25.1% 

(94) 

 

During “talking,” is it acceptable 

to go on dates with another 

person(s)? 

 

61.8% 

(118) 

38.2% 

(73) 

64% 

(240) 

36% 

(135) 

 

During “talking,” is it acceptable 

to have sex with another 

person(s)? * 

 

41.9% 

(80) 

58.1% 

(111) 

33.3% 

(125) 

66.7% 

(250) 

 

Ever used “talking” to gather 

information before considering a 

dating relationship? * 

 

89% 

(170) 

11% 

(21) 

94.9% 

(356) 

5.1% 

(19) 

 

If yes, did you have sex with 

another person(s)? *** 

34.7% 

(61) 

65.3% 

(115) 

18% 

(64) 

82% 

(292) 

 

If yes, did you “talk” with another 

person(s)? 

57% 

(90) 

43% 

(68) 

51.5% 

(167) 

48.5% 

(157) 

 

If yes, did you go on a date with 

another person(s)? 

39.5% 

(60) 

 

60.5% 

(92) 

37.7% 

(117) 

62.3% 

(193) 

Note: Because of non-response on several questions, not all column frequencies sum to 

566. 

*p<.05, ***p<.001  

 

Looking at Table 7, one could note the significant differences in males and females for 

three questions; during “talking,” is it acceptable to have sex with another person(s), ever 
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used “talking” to gather information before considering a dating relationship, (if yes)- did 

you have sex with another person. One area of interest to the researcher is the responses 

indicated for whether there is a difference in “talking” and “hooking-up,” as 92.7 percent 

of males said “yes” compared to 96 percent of females. There is not a significant 

difference between males and females in regard to this question, but substantive 

difference should be noted.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Definition 

 

 Looking at the three hypotheses for the definition of “talking”
7
, it is concluded 

that there is no statistical difference in the responses from males and females. The data 

show that “talking” is most commonly seen as the stage before dating, or the steps one 

undertakes before committing to a relationship. As one respondent said “Talking, in my 

opinion, is the "stage" before being in a relationship, kind of like a test run to see if you 

want to be exclusive with that person and explore things that you have in common.” In 

the relationship schema, “talking” can be seen as “the level between just friends and 

dating, and considering dating someone.” These responses establish “talking” as an 

intermediate relationship, that can lead to something more or can be used as a step to 

someone else (if the original person did not work out). This “stepping-stone” quality is 

evident in Hypothesis 3, as individuals do not see “talking” as a definite intention on 

dating the other party.  

 Although a statistically significant difference was not found for Hypothesis 2, 

whether there is any difference  in “talking” to someone and just “hooking-up” with 

him/her (F(1,565)=2.891, p=.090), it should be noted that this finding may reveal a trend 

that is consistent with male/female differences in appropriateness of sex while talking. 

The script for “talking” may not be fully established culturally, leading to the non-

significance at this point in time. There is not statistical significance, but substantive 

                                                            
7 Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 Respectively 
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evidence (91 percent chance of evidence) was found for the difference in “talking” to 

someone and just “hooking-up” with them. 

 

Acceptable Rituals 

 

 When looking at the responses for the hypotheses regarding an individual’s 

opinion about the acceptable rituals for “talking,” there is as significant difference for 

Hypothesis 4. Through statistical analysis it is concluded that men, significantly more 

than women, find it acceptable to have sex with a different person during the “talking 

period.” This finding is what is to be expected through socio-biology theory, which finds 

that men are more permissive of sex than women, who risk losing more resources (Oliver 

and Hyde 1993). Age is also a significant predictor in the model; this appears to be an 

example of a “cohort effect,” as for the most part, the sample consisted of individuals 

who had been socialized with some form of “talking” script. In terms of religiosity, as 

one’s level increases he/she is less likely to condone or partake in sexual activity in an 

“extra-dyadic” fashion (Mattingly et al. 2010). Income is seen as a negative relationship, 

because more income equates to more resources that can potentially be involved in the 

relationship, causing individuals to be less likely to risk them (Laumman et al. 1994). 

  There is no statistical difference for males and females for Hypotheses 5 

(regarding dates) and 6 (regarding “talking” to more than one person), respectively. The 

current research predicted no direction for these hypotheses, as sound arguments could be 

made for either side to accept these rituals more so than the other.  
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Practices 

 

 There is statistical difference in males and females regarding the actual practices 

employed during “talking,” in Hypothesis 7 (using “talking” to gather information) and 8 

(having sex during information gathering period), respectively. Females use “talking” to 

gather information more so than males, because females have more to lose in a 

relationship and it allows them to gather resource acquisition information (Stewart, 

Stinnett, and Rosenfeld 2000). Using “talking” to gather information allows an individual 

the opportunity to save not only resources but also to save “face.” Other significant 

variables include whether the participant has ever dated someone, and whether the 

participant had ever heard of “talking” in a romantic context. Prior dating experience 

dictates that an individual is more experienced in the context of a relationship, which 

makes it understandable the individual is more in tuned to the societal script. Baldwin 

(1992), states that past personal experiences exert a powerful force on current behavior 

and the construction and understanding of new social information. This finding is also 

emphasized, as those who have heard of “talking” are more likely to have used “talking” 

as means to gather information. It should be noted that of the 566 respondents for this 

question, 526 answered that they personally had used “talking” as a method to gather 

information before dating is considered. This is congruent with the earlier findings for the 

definition of talking. Hypothesis 8 looks at the differences in sexual activity during the 

self-assessed “information gathering period” based on an individual’s sex. The finding 

that males are more likely than females to have had sex with a different person during the 

“information gathering period,” is congruent with the finding for Hypothesis 4, and 
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socio-biology (Buss and Schmitt 1993; Oliver and Hyde 1993). An increase in age or 

number of sexual partners makes it more likely that the participant will have engaged in 

sex with another during the information gathering period: These predictors make sense, 

as age is an example of the “cohort effect,” and increased sexual partners theoretically 

makes sense, as it means openness to more partners in general. An increase in an 

individual’s religiosity makes that person less likely to have engaged in a sex with 

another individual. This is congruent with prior findings regarding religiosity (Mattingly 

et al. 2010) and the current study, specifically Hypothesis 4. An important point of 

interest is that for the question, 407 participants said they had not had sex with another 

person(s) during the “talking” period, compared to 125 who said they had. 

 There is no statistical difference for males and females for Hypotheses 9 and 10, 

respectively. Hypothesis 9 is that males and females will differ in whether they engaged 

in “talking” with a different individual during the “information gathering period.” 

Hypothesis 10 is that males and females will differ in whether they went on “dates” with 

a different person during the “information gathering period.”  The current research 

predicted no direction for these hypotheses, as sound arguments could be made for either 

side to use “talking” in either manner more so than the other. This finding is congruent 

with that of Hypotheses 5 and 6, as they dealt with similar ideas, just under a different 

context. 
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Overview 

 

 All of the results do not indicate a significant difference in males and females, but 

they do help in understanding how “talking” fits into the relationship schema. This 

examination has yielded information that is helpful to the understanding of “talking” and 

the rituals/practices involved in this process. The overall lack of differences in terms of 

definition, acceptable rituals, and actual practices in “talking” could reflect a genuine lack 

of differences between males and females for the items in question. The lack of 

differences could also reflect that “talking” has not been fully defined as a relationship 

script. Romantic relationships fall heavily on script theory (Laner and Ventrone 2000), 

and there could be no discernible understanding of what scripts males and females are to 

follow during “talking.” The current research takes great strides in establishing the 

societal script that “talking” encompasses. This “script” will be adapted to fit the 

interpersonal context that an individual desires (Frith and Kitzinger 2001). Males were 

more open to finding other sexual partners during the “talking” period, as socio-biology 

theory dictates. Women were more likely to use “talking” as a means of gathering 

information, as it allows an insight into a prospective partner without a great loss of 

resources. The current study does provide a baseline understanding of how “talking” is 

defined in the relationship context. “Talking” is mostly commonly defined in the 

relationship context as the stage before dating by each sex, where individuals gauge 

whether they would like to pursue a relationship with the other individual. 
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Limitations 

 

 A limitation of the current study could be in the wording of questions, which 

alters how a participant will answer. Changes need to be made to the questionnaire to get 

more at the heart of what each specific individual feels about “talking,” and not one’s 

interpretation of the societal definition. The apparent lack of differences between males 

and females in their interpretation of talking could be due to the wording of the question, 

as participants could have given their understanding of how everyone else defines 

talking, not themselves personally. Both the personal definition and the societal definition 

of “talking” are important but should be addressed in distinct questions. Another 

limitation of the current study was the coding/recoding involved. A large number of 

responses, coupled with complexity in producing boundaries for the codes, created 

difficulty in coding overall. Finally, limitations in sample diversity for race eliminated the 

possibility of statistical analysis based on this variable. The race distribution in the 

sample was similar to that of ETSU, but it is not representative of a national sample.  

 

Future Research 

 

 Future research could more fully address how individuals have experienced 

“talking” in their own lives using both a questionnaire and a focus group. The focus 

group could help qualitatively analyze responses in a more meaningful and efficient 

manner than the current study. One of the limitations of the current study was the 

wording of questions, specifically the definition of “talking” question. Whether the 

question was an artifact of the survey, or whether there are no differences between males 
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and females in their definition of “talking” could be addressed by future research. Future 

research could also look at the differences between males and females in activities 

regarding indication two individuals are “talking.” These activities could subsequently be 

compared to those activities reported for “dating” or “hooking-up.”   
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APPENDIX 

Anderson “Talking” Questionnaire 

1. Please indicate your sex   

o Male  

o Female 

 

2. Please indicate your age ____ 

 

3.  Please indicate your current classification 

o Freshman  

o Sophomore  

o Junior  

o Senior  

o Graduate  

o Non- Degree Seeking 

 

4. Please indicate your race/ethnicity  

o White  

o Black  

o Asian  

o Latino  

o Native American  

o Other 

 

5. Please indicate your sexual orientation  

o Heterosexual  

o Homosexual  

o Bisexual  

 

6. For the 2010 tax year, what was your household income from all sources? 

o $0-9,999  
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o $10,000-$29,999  

o $30,000-$49,999 

o $50,000-$69,999  

o $70,000-$89,999  

o $90,000-$109,999  

o $110,000+ 

 

7. Please indicate your current social class  

o Lower Class  

o Lower Middle Class  

o Middle Class   

o Upper Middle Class  

o Upper Class  

 

8. For the parent with the highest level of educational attainment, please indicate the level 

they achieved  

o Some high school  

o High School Degree  

o Some College  

o Associate’s Degree  

o Bachelor’s Degree  

o Master’s Degree  

o Professional Degree  

o Doctorate 

  

9. Which family structure best describes the majority of your upbringing?  

o One-parent household  

o Two-parent household 

o Other:___________ 

10. Please indicate the number of siblings you have __________ 

11. Please describe the relationship you have with the person who was responsible for 

raising you 

o Very close  
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o Moderately Close  

o Somewhat Close  

o Not Close  

o No Relationship 

 

12. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being not at all religious and 5 being very religious, please 

indicate your level of religiosity _______ 

 

13. How often do you attend religious services? 

o Never 

o Less than once a year 

o Once or twice a year 

o Several times a year 

o Once a month 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About weekly 

o Weekly 

o Several times a week 

 

14. Outside of religious services, how often do you read the Bible, Torah, Koran, or other 

sacred book? 

o Never 

o Less than once a year 

o Once or twice a year 

o Several times a year 

o Once a month 

o 2-3 times a month 

o About weekly 

o Weekly 

o Several times a week 

 

15. How often do you pray or meditate outside of religious services? 

o Never 

o Only on certain occasions 

o Once a week or less 

o A few times  a week 
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o Once a day 

o Several times a day 

  

16. Are you currently or have you ever: 

 a. dated someone      Y N 

 b. been in love       Y N  

 c. broken up with someone     Y N 

 d. been broken up with     Y N 

 

17. In the past year (since Jan 2011), how many sexual partners have you had?_________ 

 

18. Have you ever heard/used the term “talking” in reference to romantic relationships?       

          Y N 

 

19. Please provide your definition or understanding of the term “talking” in regard to 

interest in another person (think about courtship, sex, dating, relationship). 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

20. In your life have you ever “talked” to someone in the same manner you just 

described?      

          Y N 

21. Please provide your definition or understanding of the term “dating” in regard to 

interest in another person (think about courtship, sex, dating, relationship). 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
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22. In your life have you ever “dated” someone in the same manner you just described?     

          Y N 

 

23. Please provide your definition or understanding of the term “hooking up” in regard to 

interest in another person (think about courtship, sex, dating, relationship). 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

__________________ 

 

24. In your life have you ever “hooked up” with someone in the same manner you just 

described?   

          Y      N 

25. What of the following activities would indicate that you are “talking” to or “dating” 

or “hooking-up” with another person? 

a. attend social activities in a group (e.g. Movies, athletic events)  

       T D H 

b. attend social activities alone (e.g. Movies, athletic events)   

       T D H  

c. hang out with other person’s friends      

       T D H   

d. sexual exclusiveness        

       T D H  

e. meet my family        

       T D H  

f. meet his/her family        

       T D H  

g. dress up and go out        

       T D H  

h. buy affordable gifts        

       T D H  

i. buy expensive gifts        

       T D H 

j. receive affordable gifts 
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       T D H  

k. receive expensive gifts       

       T D H  

l. communicate regularly via facebook, texting, or some other media  

       T D H 

m. find each other mutually attractive      

       T D H  

n. want to potentially date that individual     

       T D H  

o. sexual activity (but still can/do with others)     

       T D H  

p. other (for each T D H) 

(please 

indicate)_____________________________________________________ 

  

 

26. During the “talking” period, is it acceptable to “talk” to more than one person?  

          Y N  

 

27. During the “talking” period, is it acceptable to go on dates with another person(s)? 

          Y N  

 

28. During the “talking” period, is it acceptable to have sex with another person(s)? 

          Y N   

 

29. In your opinion, is there any difference in “talking” to someone and just “hooking 

up?”          Y N  

 

30. Does “talking” to another person mean that you definitely intend to date that person? 

          Y N  
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31. On a scale of 1 to 5, please rate your own desirability as a “talking” partner (1=not at 

all desirable, 5=extremely desirable) _____ 

 

32. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate your level of physical attractiveness perceived by 

others (1=low, 10=high) ______ 

 

33. Have you ever used “talking” as a method of information gathering before 

considering a dating relationship?  Y N 

 

34. If yes, then during the information gathering period: Did you engage in: 

 a. sex with another person(s)?    Y N  

 b. “talking” with another person(s)?   Y N  

 c. going on a date with another person(s)?  Y N 

 

35. To the best of your knowledge, has anyone ever used “talking” as a method to delay 

dating you?  Y N 

 

36. If so, during the information gathering period: Did the other party engage in: 

 a. sex with another person(s)?    Y N DK 

 b. “talking” with another person(s)?   Y N DK 

 c. going on a date with another person(s)?  Y N DK 

 

39. Did you go on to date that person?  Y N 
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